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FOREWORD

Gilbert Valentine's The Struggle for the Prophetic Heritage is a book that may have 

been somewhat overdue. The material makes for rather absorbing reading. The 
presentation is very well-researched and highlights certain issues that are not common 
knowledge for many in the Seventh-day Adventist Church. Putting such matters in print 
cannot but enhance the church's understanding of its history. In doing this, Valentine has 
performed a much-needed service to the church community.

	
 This is a book that should be of interest to all those who truly believe in the 
distinctiveness of the church not because it highlights the humanness of its leaders but 
because in doing so it augments the special work that God has accomplished through his 
chosen servants. For the church, such know ledge serves as a repository of the kind of 
information that should be treasured and valued. Many thanks to Gilbert Valentine for 
having done this research and making it available in print.

Wann M. Fanwar 

Publication Editor 

Institute Press Mission College 

Thailand
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Preface

I n scripture the "gift" of prophecy is "personal" in the sense that it is given to an 

individual person and is exercised in and by them. This was clearly evident to observers 
of the life of Adventist leader, Ellen Gould White (1827-1915). But scripture also teaches 
that the "gifts" are placed in the midst of the church for the common good of 
thecommunity of believers (1 Cor 12.28). During her lifetime, Ellen G. White was 
recognised and accepted within the Seventh-day Adventist community as one manifesting 
a genuine prophetic gift. She functioned within the community, with considerable 
personal discretion and authority, "as the Spirit moved," in the exercise of her "gift" and 
in the use of the information and the influence that flowed through her voice and her pen. 
In a spiritual sense and under the direction of the Spirit, the exercise of the "gift" was 
personal in that the gift functioned in her and not others.

	
 The exercise of the prophetic "gift" in this way proved to be a highly valued 
blessing to the church on a corporate level. The "gift" as counselor, guided church leaders 
through many periods of difficulty, helping the church to clearly maintain its distinctive 
sense of self-identity and keeping it focused on its gospel mission. On various occasions 
in the church's development the "gift" functioned as a spiritual referee amongst 
competing theological or administrative viewpoints and perspectives. And, on other 
occasions, it served as a valuable check on executive authority. These various roles made 
a vital and necessary contribution to corporate correction and guidance.

	
 Similarly to what may be observed in the functioning of the prophetic role in 
biblical times, on numerous occasions, Ellen White's role also functioned in a state of 
prophetic tension with administration. The charismatic authority of the prophet stood 
over against institutional authority as it was embodied in various organisational 
structures. The
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THE STRUGGLE FOR THE PROPHETIC HERITAGE

"gift" of prophecy in a certain sense stands in creative tension with the "gift" of 
administration.

	
 During the late 1880s and through the 1890s in Adventist history there were 
numerous occasions when the tension between General Conference leadership and Ellen 
White became acute. Direct and sometimes quite blunt warnings and rebukes were given 
and frequently protests were circulated both privately and publicly by Ellen White, 
challenging actions being planned or actually taken by General Conference committees. 
Attitudes sometimes manifested by General Conference leadership, as well as practices, 
were directly challenged. Even after the organisational reforms instituted in 1901, 
rebukes and warnings still were occasionally issued that set up tensions between her and 
the new church leadership under Arthur G. Daniells. Such corrective initiatives were 
often sent directly to the individual leader concerned. Not infrequently, however, they 
were also sent to other prominent people in the church in order to raise a wider awareness 
of problems, and, it would seem, to provide a wider arena of accountability. These other 
prominent people did not always have formal authority or exercise official influence in 
the church by virtue of an "official" appointed position. But nevertheless, they may have 
had influence in the church by virtue of their age or long experience, or perhaps because 
of their links with the pioneers of the movement. In this way Ellen White was able to put 
pressure on church leaders to take necessary corrective action, or to avoid taking actions 
she considered not wise or safe. Although at times this strategy developed an 
uncomfortable state of tension, the approach generally proved to be an effective way of 
implementing an informal, "charismatic" system of checks and balances within the 
institutional structures and in the executive leadership of the church.

	
 There was also an inevitable and inherent discretion and personal authority 
demonstrated in the exercise of the role of Ellen White's "gift" during her lifetime at the 
personal level in the spiritual nurture of individual church members or in the nurture of 
leaders at lower levels of the church organisation. This may have been through personal 
interviews, correspondence or "testimonies." The value of this contribution has also been 
inestimable.

	
 It has often been acknowledged by commentators on the development of the 
denomination that were it not for the presence and

8



the exercise of the "gift" of prophecy in the body of the emerging Adventist church it 
would not be the thriving and growing church it is today. The "gift" somehow was able to 
keep the movement unified. Thus, at each General Conference session over many years, 
the corporate church expressed its gratitude for the presence of the "gift," in a formal 
voted resolution, which, at the same time, was a commitment to continue to be spiritually 
responsive to the "gift."

	
 But what happens when with the death of the prophet, the "personal" exercise of 
the gift ceases? Who then decides when, or when not, to issue or re-issue a testimony? 
Whose responsibility is it then to publish a rebuke or to republish one, or renew the 
circulation of an "appropriate" manuscript? And who should determine what might be 
appropriate?

	
 During the closing years of Ellen White's life the exercise of the discretion and 
personal authority inherent in the possession and functioning of the "gift" tended to 
diminish as Ellen White was less able to engage with the issues of church administration 
and development. To the degree that this aspect of her role continued, it was facilitated by 
her younger son, W. C. White, who very naturally, increasingly became the agent and the 
channel of communication for his mother. During her last years, W. C. White found 
himself with an increasing task of reading incoming correspondence to Ellen White and 
relaying to her the continuing requests for advice. He was also often the spokesperson 
through whom responses and counsel was given. Particularly at times during the latter 
years as Ellen White's health declined, or as the length of her attention span varied and 
contracted, there was a necessary filtering of the information, sometimes requiring the 
abbreviation of information coming in, sometimes requiring the avoidance of unpleasant 
or distressing details. Sometimes aides had to completely decline requests for help 
because of the diminishing abilities of Ellen White. Church leaders occasionally 
expressed the view that there was a need to allow Ellen White to grow old gracefully. In 
these circumstances it was almost inevitable, to a greater or lesser degree, that there 
developed an intimate association between W. C. White and the exercise of the "gift" in 
the latter years of his mother's life.

	
 With the death of Ellen White, the exercise of the personal charisma associated 
with the "gift" abruptly ceased. It then was unavoidable that the church should come to 
terms with what remained, which in essence
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was no longer the living "gift of prophecy" but the writings dt-one who during her 
lifetime had been acknowledged as having experienced the "gift." The problem for the 
church now, in simple terms, was how to relate to the writings of a deceased prophet.

	
 During the first two decades following her death, as chJrch leaders wrestled with 
the dilemma, the conviction became increasingly clear to the General Conference 
leadership that although the "gift" had been exercised through an individual, it had 
nevertheless been placed in the church, not in any particular family. Thus the writings 
also had been placed in the church for the good of the whole church. In this view, to 
enable the writings to continue to be the productive blessing they had been in earlier 
years, it was important and to be expected that the church through its appointed 
structures, should clearly be involved in administering or exercising control over them. In 
this view, the whole church community as the priesthood of believers might be 
considered to be the "trustees" of the gift in the same sense perhaps that the Christian 
church has functioned as the trustees of scripture. The personnel who served at 
Elmshaven in the White Estate, however, tended to view the situation quite differently. 
They felt that control of the spiritual resource that was the body of the Ellen White 
writings was the specific responsibility of appointed trustees of the White Estate as a kind 
of para-church entity.

	
 For W. C. White, coming to terms with the changing situation following his 
mother's death was a painful experience. During the last 20 years of his mother's life he 
had been so close to the personal exercise of the gift that in a sense he had, to some 
degree, become personally identified with the gift. While undoubtedly he was able to 
make the clear distinction at the intellectual level, at the emotional and spiritual level, 
sometimes in his passion for the welfare of the church, the distinction became blurred. In 
order to preserve, in some way, the inherent, independent, personal or spiritual discretion 
that had characterised the exercise of the "gift" while Ellen White was alive, W. C. White 
would have preferred to see the administration of the White Estate continue 
cooperatively, but nevertheless, clearly separate and independent of the church 
organisation. Differences of opinion on this arose between W. C. White and church 
leaders. The differences led to a prolonged conflict over the issue of prophetic authority 
as it related to
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administrative authority. Over time, at the urging of his colleagues, W. C. White came to 
accept, albeit reluctantly, the necessity of an administrative structure and operational 
guidelines that enabled the gift to continue to function not outside the church or alongside 
it but within the church and under the broad control of the church.

	
 This book is a study that focuses particularly on the decade of the 1930s, which is 
when the conflict reached its peak. It approaches the study of the issues from an 
interpretive framework suggested by studies in organisational behaviour in an attempt to 
understand and explain the differences of opinion that were held by the different parties, 
the conflicts that emerged from these and the basic organisational issues involved. This 
theoretical framework of organisational behaviour, drawn from the discipline of social 
psychology, is used in its broad scope as a background for understanding the conflict 
rather than as a fine filter for explaining each minor segment or development in the story. 
Some Adventist readers may feel uncomfortable with an approach that seeks to 
understand developments in church organisation in the light of organisational behaviour 
theory. The church, it might be argued, is not an ordinary secular organisation. And this is 
true. In the scriptural sense the church is a spiritual community, the body of Christ, with 
mystical dimensions. Nevertheless, there are important social aspects to its 
organisationallife and its corporate structure and the perspectives of the science of 
organisational behaviour provide a helpful prism through which to view such aspects. 
The framework provides a background against which to understand the social system 
dynamics of the conflict.

	
 An explanation of the way the study has been organised may be helpful to the 
reader. Chapter 1 provides a geographical background to the conflict while chapter 2 
establishes a theoretical and interpretive framework. Although it is only a brief 
discussion, readers who are more interested in just the historical analysis itself may 
choose to skip this chapter. Chapter 3 takes up the historical setting and introduces the 
chief players in the controversy. The nature of the problem at the core of the conflict is 
explored in chapter 4 which also, of necessity, reviews the antecedent developments from 
the years immediately following Ellen White's death as the background to the conflict. 
There is also some discussion of the various wills considered by Ellen White for 
perpetuating her work. In chapters 5 and 6 the developments that led to the escalation
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of the struggle into a direct confrontation are discussed. Chapter 7 explores the conflict 
and its issues from the perspective ofW. C. White. While this may seem to temporarily 
interrupt the narrative it is included at this point in the organisation of the book because it 
is helpful to the reader to be familiar with some of the historical developments in order to 
more fully understand the perspective of W. C. White. Chapters 8 through 12 relate the 
strategies adopted by the General Conference in attempting to bring resolution to the 
matter by finally extending its broad administrative control over the estate. Following the 
conclusion in chapter 13, an epilogue briefly reviews developments that have taken place 
in decades beyond the 1930s in the relationship between the White Estate and the General 
Conference. A'Chronology of Events is included as an aid to the reader in keeping the 
sequence of developments clear.

	
 This episode in the development of the church is an important one to record. The 
struggle for the prophetic heritage arose because church leadership came to believe that 
entrusting the care and custody of the enormous spiritual resource represented in the 
writings of Ellen White, to a completely autonomous, independent, para-church 
organisation would be counter-productive for the church. They perceived that it would 
ultimately be divisive and become a serious threat to church unity. Certainly it could 
make the work of administration in the church more difficult with the possibility of the 
independent organisation being pitted against the church organisation. This book relates 
how the General Conference leadership came to that conviction tentatively and gradually 
at first. It then investigates how those convictions were implemented once they had been 
formed. The story related here can thus be seen as a study of the tension between the gift 
of administration and the gift of prophecy. The story is also important for the way it 
illustrates the processes that were involved in a community learning how to relate to the 
legacy left by a deceased prophet.

	
 The events narrated here, which constitute the story of the struggle for control over 
the prophetic heritage, have not been common knowledge in the church. The story of the 
development of the White Estate as it appeared in the church's publications and in public 
oral statements at general meetings of the church while not a "sanitised" version, was 
nevertheless, an account that communicated to church members the idea that church life 
was developing naturally and normally, and that

12



problems, while difficult, were nevertheless manageable. Everything was under control. 
The details relating to the arguments, strong feelings and sometimes intense debates that 
went on behind the scenes, however, in correspondence and in small committees as the 
church groped for theological paradigms and structures by which to understand how to 
move forward is quite a different story. But that too is normal and to be expected. In a 
sense, church leadership was in need of thinking through the problem rather than 
prematurely imposing the task on the church at large. It was difficult enough for church 
leaders. It probably would have been entirely unmanageable for the church at the macro 
level given the still developing theological maturity of the church. Debates of this kind 
require mature intellectual and theological constructs to be widely available in a 
community in order for public debate to be fruitful.

	
 Ellen White herself reminded the church that "it had nothing to fear for the future 
except as we shall forget the way the Lord has lead us and his teaching in our past 
history."! It is easy in rehearsing and recounting the past to "remember" only at a 
superficial level or perhaps in a very selective way. When the church as a community 
does this it does a disservice to itself. The superficial view tends to be "well, yes, the 
challenges were great and problems were difficult but things went smoothly anyway, 
turned out well after all and nobody actually got hurt." Looking at the "inside" story as is 
here related we encounter a series of episodes, which quite clearly constitute a painful 
power struggle. But that does not diminish the conviction that God has led in the past. 
Understanding the story at this level however, gives a greater appreciation of how, in 
spite of strongly held views, personal biases, prickly temperaments and vested interests 
God has indeed led. The church can be grateful for that providence.

	
 As with most books this volume has had a lengthy gestation period. The subject of 
the struggles involved in the relocation of the White Estate from Elmshaven to 
Washington was first intended to be just a short article. Hints as to the nature of the 
struggle first emerged from the reading of one or two intriguing letters between W. C. 
White and General Conference president, Charles H. Watson that I came across in the 
General Conference archives some years ago in connection with my study of the life and 
work of William Warren Prescott. Further materials came to light in a serendipitous way 
when, a few years later, I was
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researching General Conference presidential correspondence files in connection with a 
series of articles I was preparing on the history and development of the Church Manual. 
In 1999, the provision of a research grant from the Avondale College Foundation in 
Australia enabled me to spend further time in the Washington archives collecting further 
materials. I am grateful for their assistance. Both the amount of material and the 
intriguing nature of the material suggested that there was much more to the story than 
could be covered in just a short article as first planned. Further assistance in the form of a 
professional development grant and associated release time provided by Mission College 
in Thailand where I currently serve has enabled me to complete the study and I am 
grateful to the college for this.

	
 I am indebted to Bert Haloviak, the Director of the General Conference Archives 
for his helpfulness in facilitating access to materials and for his willingness to read the 
manuscript and for numerous helpful suggestions. Tim Poirier, Associate Director of the 
White Estate also provided helpful counsel and assisted with access to valuable materials. 
James Nix, Director of the White Estate in Washington also provided helpful counsel. He 
may not necessarily agree with all the interpretations offered here but I am thankful for 
his willingness to share the results of his own research as it touches on the area of study. I 
am also grateful for the advice of friend and colleague Kai Arasola, Dean of the Faculty 
of Religious Studies at Mission College for his willingness to read and critique the 
manuscript. Marian de Berg helped with photographs and I am thankful to my colleague 
Wann Fanwar for his editorial oversight. Thanks are due as well to Russell Schulz for his 
constructive editorial suggestions and to my longsuffering secretary, Sheila Fanwar, who 
prepared the manuscript for printing. I need also to express my sincere appreciation to 
George Knight, friend and esteemed mentor, who first introduced me to the delights of 
the study of Seventh-day Adventist theological development and who still enjoys the 
excitement of discoveries of his former students. George's suggestions for improving the 
manuscript have been very helpful. Of course, the mistakes and shortcomings and 
possible misreadings are entirely the responsibility of the author ..

	
 My largest debt, however is owed to Gail, friend and spouse of 35 years, who 
through her encouragement and her commitment to enjoy
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my silent company in order to enable me to continue research and writing kept the project 
alive for me in spite of some rather long pauses when because of the pressure of 
administrative duties, there was simply no time to either read or write. Her willingness to 
put up with my pre- occupation with research cards and my laptop on even the briefest of 
holiday breaks and her expertise in proofreading the manuscript has helped an idea 
become a reality.

Gilbert M. Valentine 

July, 2006

I Life Sketches, Washington, DC: Review and Herald 1915, p. 196.
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 Chapter 1
   The Geography of a Power Struggle

Elmshaven became Ellen White's 'dream' retirement home when in 1901 at the age of 

72 she returned to the United States from her decade-long sojourn in Australia. The 
spacious two-storey, lO-room, weatherboard bungalow in California's tranquil Napa 
Valley looked out over fertile orchards, berry fields and woodlots. Located on a three- 
hectare estate the homestead provided a delightful place of retreat and refuge for the last 
15 years of Ellen White's life. But to call it a 'retirement home' is probably a misnomer.

	
 Although of 'retirement' age, Ellen White hardly knew the meaning of the word. It 
certainly did not mean laying aside her pen. Elmshaven quickly became the same kind of 
busy hub of activity that her "Sunnyside" home in Australia had been during the previous 
five years. Additional cottages for her extended family, guest rooms for the many visitors 
and offices for editorial and literary staff soon augmented the central building on the 
property. By 1910 her employed staff numbered

15. All were engaged in one way or another in supporting her international publishing 
endeavours and her preaching ministry around the churches in California and beyond.

Californians traditionally prided themselves on their "can do" spirit, traits that were not 
absent from the local church membership in the western state. Given the geographic 
proximity to this entrepreneurial and independent-minded church membership, 
"Elmshaven" under Ellen White's influence, became an important driving force of church 
development in California. In spite of her age Ellen White served as a mid-wife at the 
birth of several bold new health institutions, schools and other church enterprises in 
California sometimes to the deep chagrin of the official church leadership both in 
California and in Washington. I Church administrators felt the church family in California 
already had more institutions than it could successfully manage. But Ellen White
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was a woman of vision. Thus Elmshaven became an important alternate centre of 
influence, always supporting, but often challenging the "official" sources of influence on 
the opposite side of the continent in the newly established church headquarters offices 
developing in the leafy suburb of Takoma Park in Washington, DC.

	
 Under pressure from Ellen White, church leadership had relocated the office of the 
General Conference, from Battle Creek, Michigan, where it had been the centre of gravity 
for the church since its establishment there in 1863. The relocation to the nation's capital 
was part of the effort both to decentralise the organisational structure of the movement 
and to give it wider social credibility by locating its headquarters in a major metropolis 
with international recognition. Property had been located in 1902 and the first staff 
contingent had transferred to the new site in mid 1903. It took some time to develop 
adequate facilities and finally relocate the flagship publishing work but by 1905, the 
transition had been largely effected and Washington, DC soon had its own Adventist 
Sanitarium and College, as well as a substantial publishing plant. Moving to Washington 
reflected the church's increasingly international nature and the broadening scope of the 
church's mission.

	
 If during the last decade of the nineteenth century the axis of power and influence 
in the church could be seen as lying north-south between Australia where Ellen White 
lived and Battle Creek where church headquarters were located, in the first decade of the 
new century the axis may be seen as swinging to an east-west orientation between 
Washington and California. During the 1890s Ellen White and her circle of helpers and 
associates served as an engine of growth and development in the church in Australia and 
New Zealand. Ellen White's entrepreneurial approach to church planting and institutional 
development set a demanding pace for a church membership and leadership who often 
followed more cautiously and reluctantly. By the time she left the South Pacific to return 
to America in 1900 a college and a medical work had been firmly established along with 
an expanding network of churches and schools. Sunnyside and her other earlier residence 
in Sydney had served as significant centres of influence for this development with Mrs 
White investing significantly from her own resources to lead the way in new ventures of 
faith.
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THE GEOGRAPHY OF A POWER STRUGGLE

A good deal of the tension between Mrs White and the church headquarters during the 
1890s arose over issues of control of the decision making process in the church and the 
allocation of scarce personnel and financial resources as illustrated in the story of the 
founding of Avondale College. Disputes occurred for example over centralised decisions 
being made far removed from the scene where they needed to be implemented and over 
the forwarding of donations from private individuals which treasury officials at 
headquarters then deducted from regular budgeted allocations.

	
 Following her return from the antipodes in 1900 and the organisational 
restructuring that was achieved in 1901 similar issues at times arose between the east and 
west coast although these were less contentious. Maintaining a healthy and responsive 
relationship with Ellen White, William C. White, her son, and the staff at Elmshaven 
presented itself as a significant challenge for General Conference leadership. The 
correspondence of senior administrators such as Arthur G. Daniells, president of the 
General Conference, during Ellen White's declining years and William W. Prescott, editor 
of the church's major publication, the Review and Herald, indicates that the task 
frequently required careful diplomatic skills.' At other times it required an acquiescence 
born of a deep-seated trust together with some patience and understanding. Following the 
death of Ellen G. White in 1915, the role of Elmshaven as an engine of growth in 
California diminished. Its function as a competing centre of influence in the church, 
however, continued to be a source of tension for administrators until finally in the late 
1930s the centre was transferred to church headquarters in Washington, DC. The 
politically sensitive nature of the relationship between the two centres of influence may 
be better understood and appreciated when viewed from the perspective of organisational 
behaviour theory.

I Delores A. Robinson, The Story of Our Health Message (Nashville, Tenn.: Southern Publishing Association, 1955), p. 335 ff 
relates the circumstances of the establishing of three new Sanitariums and three college operations in Southern California 
between 1902 and 1910.
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2 The correspondence exchanged between senior church leaders in 1910, for example,
concerning W. W. Prescott's work assignment following his removal from the editorship of the Review reveals a group of church 
administrators feeling as if they were sometimes walking gingerly on eggshells. They were concerned to do the right thing by 
Prescott whom they felt had been badly misrepresented and yet they did not want to offend Elmshaven. W. C. White to A. G. 
Daniells, January n , 1910; 1. H. Evans to A. G. Daniells, April 29, 1910 and A. G. Daniells to 1. H. Evans, May 13, 1910. See 
also Gilbert M. Valentine, "William Warren Prescott: Seventh-day Adventist Educator," PhD Dissertation (Andrews University, 
1982), Vol IIpp. 432 - 435.
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 Chapter 2
	
 Adventist Church Administration: a Social Science 
	
 	
 	
 	
 Perspective

Early twentieth century Adventist Church leaders such as Arthur Grosvenor Daniells, 

William Ambrose Spicer and Charles Henry Watson were not formally educated in the art 
of leadership. They had learned leadership by observing and by doing. Their skills were 
largely intuitive and they learned by experience how organisations functioned. Formal 
training in administration along with academic study about the nature of organisations 
and leadership was not available to them. The mid-twentieth century development of the 
discipline of social psychology came after their time. Each of them, nevertheless, clearly 
understood intuitively and from experience the nature of power and leadership. Studies 
from the field of organisational behaviour and leadership, had they been available, would 
have given greater depth of insight into the nature of the leadership task but may not have 
changed their patterns of leadership.

	
 The theoretical framework offered by the formal study of organisational behaviour 
provides a useful lens through which to view some of the complex social dynamics at 
work in the relationship between Elmshaven and Washington. Social scientists have 
observed that every organisation, whether religious, educational, military or commercial 
develops patterns of authority, or "structures," which define the roles and relationships of 
the people within the organisation. Such structures are not only inevitable but are 
essential for an organisation to be effective in the accomplishment of its objectives.

	
 Pioneering scholars in the field of organisational behaviour such as John French 
and Graham Raven, for example, observed that one of the critical social processes that 
occurs in organisations is the exercise of "power."! The word may not sit comfortably 
with Adventists when considering their church organisation. Mrs White's frequent 
protests to
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church leaders about the abuse of "power" during the 1890s and the tendency she 
encountered in leaders to drift toward the exercise of "kingly power'? may have coloured 
the word. The term is useful, nevertheless, when it is used to describe the degree of 
influence that people exercise over others. In social psychology terms, the exercise of 
power may be seen as the social process by which different people influence the 
behaviour and actions of others. French and Raven, building on the earlier insights of 
others such as Amital Etzioni' describe the "power" that is exercised by leadership within 
an organisation as being derived from five different types of power base: legitimate, 
reward, coercive, referent and expert. "Power," when it is legitimate and acknowledged 
within an organisation is called "authority." The authority exercised by a leader may 
derive from qualities of personal charisma and social skills or from particular expertise or 
other sets of skills. This kind of "authority" was clearly evident in leaders such as Arthur 
G. Daniells, Review editor William Warren Prescott and Battle Creek Sanitarium director, 
John Harvey Kellogg. The theorists call this "personal" power.
The ability to exercise authority may, on the other hand, derive from simply being 
appointed to a "position" and being assigned the responsibility for the administration and 
control of resources which relate to that position within the organisation. Such resources 
might be the ability to appoint staff, control information or allocate financial resources. 
This is "position" power. Adventists probably associate such roles more with financial 
functions in the church such as institutional business managers or conference treasurers. 
Sometimes a new leader becomes aware of the difference between the two kinds of 
power when leadership is attempted simply on the basis of having been appointed to the 
"position" without reliance also on charisma or personal power or when such personal 
charisma is lacking. Effective leaders quickly realise that the exercise of "position" power 
without the accompaniment of some kind of "personal" or charismatic influence can be 
highly risky.

	
 Social psychologists have also observed that every organisation develops various 
"systems" of influence such as authority systems, ideology and expertise systems and 
informal political systems (politics here with a small "p")." Understanding the dynamics 
at play in an organisation can be enhanced by "systems analysis," and people who work 
in organisations, can better understand their roles by becoming
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aware of such systems at play. Organisations adopt "structures" to regulate the interaction 
of these systems and to regulate the exercise of power and influence. Structures involve 
such mechanisms as levels of position or role, and definitions of responsibility, reporting 
and approval procedures, operating policies and guidelines. Without these structures as 
control mechanisms it becomes impossible for an organisation to operate effectively. 
Debilitating conflicts and internal power struggles emerge which draw energy away from 
primary tasks and divert the organisation from the achieving of its goals.

	
 From this organisational behaviour perspective, the Adventist Church during the 
lifetime of Ellen White may be seen to have developed two basic sources of "power" 
within its organisational structure. Ellen White's role, although non-formal, highly 
personal and charismatic, was legitimised and accepted within the organisation by those 
appointed to exercise the formal role of management and control of the financial and 
personnel resources, i.e., the General Conference and its many subsidiary organisations. 
The resultant sharing of power provided for a difficult and tense relationship at times but 
generally it worked effectively, nurtured by the spiritual values and belief structures of 
the denomination. Sustaining the sharing of power required attitudes of trust and 
acquiescence and at other times tolerance and understanding on the part of senior church 
leaders.

	
 During Ellen White's life a gradual but important shift occurred in the basis of her 
own authority in the church. The closing years of her life hastened and concluded this 
development. This shift was from a 'personal' basis linked to her charisma and her special 
access to a confidential, spiritual source of information through her visions and dreams to 
the written records of the information resource itself. When Ellen White died, it became a 
difficult question as to how the organisation should understand and relate to this resource 
as a locus of authority for the organisation. The resource was now an enormous body of 
writings constituting a rich repository of information highly valued and respected by 
church membership. Much of this resource of course was readily and publicly available 
to the church. But a very large portion of the repository was held in the storage vault as 
personal correspondence or unpublished manuscript. This presented a special problem to 
church administration. While the general nature of much of the vault content
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was well known to them, at the same time, the vault contained much that was unknown to 
them. Who was to have the responsibility within the organisation of exercising control 
over this resource, clearly recognised as a crucial source of influence for anyone assigned 
or appointed to formally exercise power and influence in the church?

Ellen White, before her death, had endeavoured to safeguard and ensure the continuing 
spiritual influence and authority of her writings within the church beyond her lifetime. A 
carefully framed will and the designation of management responsibilities to a group of 
trustees were intended to achieve this.' The arrangement functioned well at first but 
eventually became problematic.

	
 Given the intrinsic nature of organisations it was inevitable that there would 
eventually emerge a conflict as to how and by whom the spiritual resource left by Ellen 
White should be controlled. On occasion during her lifetime the same conflict had arisen 
but its disruptive impact was masked or buffered because it was usually resolved and 
mediated through the important sensitive personal relationship and commitments between 
church leadership and Ellen White." Ellen White was respected, acknowledged and 
accepted. At her death, however, the vital personal aspects of the relationship ceased to 
exist and the organisation was consequently faced with the question as to how to relate to 
the immense residual resource of information itself, still a continuing powerful source of 
influence in church life but now more detached and, from an administrative perspective, 
worryingly more independent. It was inevitable that over time, discussion would occur 
and organisational adjustments would need to be made to relate to the new situation. It 
was also inevitable that in this process honest differences of opinion would be held and 
conflict would occur.

	
 Students of organisational behaviour have learned that conflict is inevitable and 
normal in any organisation. What would be considered abnormal would be the absence of 
conflict. Conflict occurs in organisations for many reasons: because people are human, 
because they are flawed and sinful humans, because people see things differently, 
understand things differently, feel things differently, value things differently and because 
things change and change is sometimes difficult to accept or relate to. Conflict also 
occurs in organisations because at times the structural relationships are not clear and 
responsibilities may
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overlap. Differences of opinion mayor may not result in conflict. They may simply be 
differing points of view. But when one person takes action or adopts strategies to 
implement or establish a particular viewpoint and another person adopts strategies to 
establish a competing perspective, conflict is inevitable. Such conflict may become a 
"power struggle" although it may not actually be perceived as such by the parties to the 
conflict. It becomes evident only when viewed externally or from a broader perspective. 
This may be difficult for Christians to understand as happening in a community that 
emphasises harmony, cooperation and peace. But conflict in such a sense is normal even 
in a church organisation. Conflict management is thus an important leadership skill.

	
 What in fact finally occurred during the important decade of the 1930s over the 
issue of Mrs White's spiritual legacy, in organisational behaviour terms, was a quiet but 
protracted power struggle at the upper echelons of the organisation. This power struggle 
between the two sources of influence, formal and informal, was finally resolved by the 
General Conference, through the adoption of formal agreements and operating guidelines, 
which extended its authority and its exercise of control to include the operation of the 
Ellen White Estate. Legal independence was provided for so as to ensure consistency as 
far as possible with the deed of trust created by Ellen White. Nevertheless, the conflict 
was resolved by embracing the resource within the structures of the church organisation 
rather than it being permitted to perpetuate itself as an independent power base external 
to the organisation as a kind of para-church entity as originally envisaged by the text of 
Ellen White's will. Later review by church administration of the relationship between the 
White Estate and the General Conference in the late 1950s affirmed the structural 
arrangements whereby legal independence in the custody and care of the manuscripts had 
been established with a self- perpetuating board but oversight of the release of 
manuscripts was still retained by the church. The epilogue provides further discussion of 
these documents.

	
 The actual physical relocation of the Ellen G. White Estate from Elmshaven in 
California to Washington, DC took place in 1937. It was achieved just two months 
following the death of W. C. White, who had been the executive trustee responsible for 
coordinating the work of the trustees of the estate for the 22 years since his mother's 
death.

A SOCIAL SCIENCE PERSPECTIVE
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Accomplished in the short space of just six weeks the relocation was explained to the 
church through its official publications as a natural, to- be-expected and easy transition.'

In reality, the move, nonetheless, marked the culmination of a distressing and perplexing 
power struggle that had been working itself out in the highest echelons of the church for 
the previous 10 years. From the perspective of the theories of organisational development 
it represented a significant new stage in the developing ideological control structures of 
the church. It also enabled the church to finally and firmly resolve a chronic conflict that 
had perplexed church leadership and distracted it from fully focusing on the primary 
church objectives of nurturing pastoral care and evangelism.

	
 This present study attempts to analyse the tangled web of events surrounding the 
power struggle and explain a development, which heretofore, has not been widely known. 
The telling of the story is of value not just for the insights it provides into the human 
dimensions of a fascinating and informative period of development in the Adventist 
Church but also for its contribution to a more secure self-understanding for the church. 
The story also provides a wider and stronger basis for understanding the continuing role 
of the trustees in the interests of work of the Ellen G. White Estate today.

	
 In some respects the issues that led to the extended power conflict are now passe. 
Following intense ongoing discussions and struggles in the church over the control and 
use of the unpublished resources during the 1960s and 70s, the decades of the 1980s and 
90s saw the issues largely resolved with decisions to lift all restrictions on access to all 
material in the Ellen White collection. The advent of new electronic technologies has 
since made accessibility to virtually the entire collection possible for any enquirer. Even 
the valuable information in the correspondence files surrounding the Ellen White writings 
such as those of W. C. White, and other church leaders who corresponded with her have 
been made available either in fiche or electronically. Policies for the formal publishing of 
materials now work smoothly. And within the normal, reasonable constraints of scholarly 
work and the responsibility for preserving and managing archives, the resources so 
important for understanding the life and work of Ellen White and the development of the 
church in which she invested her life are readily available to the church.
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 Chapter 3

	
 Historical Context: the People and the Times

The People

 The General Conference session of 1930 brought to church headquarters in 
Washington numbers of men from a new generation of church leaders. They were 
younger men but widely experienced and they brought new perspectives on church 
administration. Previous General Conference leaders like A. G. Daniells, William 
Ambrose Spicer, and George A. Irwin had their roots in the nineteenth century. The new 
slate of officers included numerous twentieth century men and the president was the first 
non-American to lead the church. I

	
 The1930s also presented a new set of challenges for church leadership. It was a 
particularly stressful time of development in the Adventist Church. Administrators at the 
General Conference level and at local conference and institutional levels were obliged to 
confront incredibly difficult and complex problems. Some of these were external such as 
the economic and financial crisis of the 1930s and the changing political landscape in 
Europe. Other problems were internal such as the theological challenges to the church 
and the administrative restructuring dilemmas. Such were the demands and stresses on 
the physical health of church leadership that the period saw presidents and others 
withdrawing from office early because of health problems.' Chief participants in the 
struggle over the role of the White Estate included the General Conference president 
Charles Henry Watson and his officer group and William C. White and his son Arthur L. 
White.

	
 C. H. Watson served as General Conference president from his election at the 
session of 1930 through until 1936. Elected to the presidency at age 53 he brought to the 
office a background of business and finance as well as spiritual leadership. Converted to 
Adventism in
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1902 at the age of 25 Watson had established himself as a prosperous wool buyer in 
Victoria, Australia. At the age of 30, sensing a call to ministry, he moved to New South 
Wales where he studied at Avondale College for two years and then in 1909 began 
pastoral work in North New South Wales. In 1911 he took up a further short period of 
study at Avondale upon hearing that his mentor, Pastor Robert Hare had been called there 
to teach. Following this study leave he was assigned to the Greater Sydney Conference 
where at the age of 35 he was ordained. The following year he was elected president of 
the Queensland Conference, an appointment that began an exceedingly rapid rise to a 
long and successful career in church administration. With only one year of experience to 
his credit as a conference president he was elected as vice president of the Australian 
Union and two years later as the president. In 1922 after eight years of administration in 
Australia Watson transferred to the General Conference for four years as vice president 
and associate treasurer. Following a further four-year term back in his homeland as 
President of the Australian Union he was elected to the General Conference presidency in 
1930 at age 53.3 World financial systems had fallen into depression and the church needed 
an experienced financial manager. Watson's financial and administrative skills were of 
particular value to the church during the severe international economic depression of the 
early 1930s.

	
 William Clarence White was 23 years senior to Watson when Watson moved to 
Washington as president. At age 76 White was still active in ministry although he was 
beginning to lose his hearing and had to husband his energies. He had worked closely 
with his mother as manager and literary agent for her publishing enterprises since 1897 
following a short and unsuccessful term of service in church administration in Australia." 
Financial administration was not White's strength but he was widely experienced in the 
publishing industry and knew it thoroughly. Long acquainted with the ways of church 
administration and linked to a wide network of acquaintances and supporters, White 
represented to some degree, by virtue of his association with his mother, a continuation of 
the "personal" and "charismatic" aspects of her authority base in the church. It was 
known and recognised that he had been her confidant in many discussions and was 
thoroughly familiar with what communication theorists might call the "soft
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information," or an insider's perspective on Ellen G. White's work and her relationship to 
church leadership.

	
 Arthur G. Daniells played a prominent role in the conflict and in its resolution. 
As president of the General Conference from 1901 until 1922 he knew well the 
challenges of being responsible for managing finances and personnel in a large 
organisation and he was acquainted first-hand with the perplexities that arose from the 
tensions with Elmshaven. He understood the frustrations of C. H. Watson. Following his 
being dropped from the General Conference presidency, he had accepted the role of 
secretary of the General Conference under W. A. Spicer. He found it difficult for quite 
some time, however, not to feel bitter over the slanderous political tactics and the 
damaging smear campaign on the part of his enemies that preceded the 1922 San 
Francisco session. Pamphlets with false accusations had been widely circulated by a 
conservative Columbia Union pastor, J. S. Washburn, and there had been intense 
lobbying against him by fundamentalist pastors at the session which politicised the 
process and marred the entire session. These activities bitterly divided the delegates and 
Daniells felt that the campaign had led to his not being returned to the presidency. In the 
years immediately following 1922 he preferred to be away from "the machinery" in 
Washington and moving around the field as much as possible. For a time his isolation 
became a concern of his former colleagues and friends who grieved "over the changed 
relationships.:" Daniells became noted for his preaching and his advocacy of the 
righteousness by faith theme and the wounds healed slowly. In 1930 at the age of 72, he 
was appointed as a field secretary.

	
 Highly respected by Watson for his long experience and his astute judgement, 
Daniells' role during the 1930s was largely advisory but his counsel was often sought. In 
the early 1930s Watson succeeded in re- harnessing the former president's energies in 
institutional administration. He persuaded him to relocate to California in 1931 in order 
to care for the board chairmanship of Lorna Linda Medical College and Hospital and to 
give more time to his duties as the chairman of the White Estate trustees. Daniells' role as 
a trustee was an uncomfortable one during this period of development because it posed 
conflicting personal loyalties for him, but he served effectively as a bridge between the 
General Conference and the White Estate.
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 William Henry Branson figured fairly prominently in the power struggle over the 
control of Elmshaven through his role as an officer of the General Conference. Elected 
General Conference vice president in 1929 he was 10 years younger than Watson. During 
the previous decade he had served as leader of the church in the African Division, had a 
strong and aggressive approach to administration and tended to be very conservative in 
perspective. In W. C. White's opinion Branson did not have the right attitude or 
temperament to be a successful leader. He tended to dominate and exercise power rather 
dictatorially and harshly."

	
 Irwin Henry Evans, a forceful writer and speaker was 68 years of age when he 
was elected as a vice president of the General Conference in 1930. He represented the old 
guard. He had served as president of the North American Division for a time and like 
Branson he had also served overseas as a division leader for extensive periods, 
particularly in Asia. His background also included periods of service as General 
Conference treasurer and in publishing and local conference leadership. His long 
experience in church leadership brought to the officer group valuable institutional 
memory. Although Evans had been the one selected to conduct the graves ide burial of 
Ellen White in 1915, he was not someone whom W. C. White found it easy to trust. In W. 
C. White's opinion, Evans during his time in treasury had not done the right thing by the 
White Estate. And, as with Branson, White felt that Evans had been less than successful 
in his overseas leadership and tended to harshness and rigidity in his administration. 7

	
 Milton Earle Kern as a member of the General Conference officer group played 
more of a minor but, nevertheless, significant role in the conflict. He was 55 years old 
when appointed as an associate secretary in 1930. Three years later in 1933 he was 
appointed as secretary and was also asked to carry the role of dean of the new Advanced 
Bible School in Washington. Coming from a background of teaching and college 
presidency (Washington Foreign Missionary Seminary, 1910- 1914) and youth ministry 
leadership (General Conference Missionary Volunteer Society Secretary, 1907-1922) he 
had a very personable manner and had developed a well-deserved reputation in the 
church for his energetic and thorough work in establishing the youth department. 
Although he had developed academic interests he was also strong in his belief for the 
need for firm administration, centralised organisation and
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for ensuring that policy was followed in detail. W. C. White and others like Ministry 
magazine editor, Leroy Edwin Froom, found his administrative style with its emphasis on 
detail and control to be almost suffocating at times and they did not like the lack of trust 
it suggested. Froom, for example later complained of Kern's insistence that everything 
had to go through what he called the "sieve of officer censorship" and saw him as 
slowing down publishing approval processes."

	
 John L. Shaw as General Conference treasurer was 60 years of age when C. H. 
Watson arrived in Washington. A kindly father figure, Shaw had served overseas in South 
Africa (four years) and in India (11 years) both in church and college administration. He 
had previously served in the General Conference education department and in the 
secretariat as an associate before being appointed as treasurer in 1922. Watson had 
worked in treasury under Shaw as his associate during the mid 1920s and the two had a 
warm collegial working relationship. W. C. White also respected Shaw and related 
warmly to him.

	
 James Lamar McElhany became a member of the General Conference officer 
group in 1933 when he was appointed as a General vice president at age 53. A 
Californian, educated at Healdsburg, he had served overseas for seven years with various 
periods as an evangelist in Australia, the Philippines and New Zealand before returning to 
the US in 1910. He was first called to conference presidency work in New York in 1913 
and then returned to California in 1915 serving as president in two local conferences, two 
union conferences and then in the North American Division leadership before joining 
Watson's vice-presidency team in 1933. McElhany was intimately acquainted with the 
role of Elmshaven and its difficulties because of his background in California. He was 
appointed General Conference president in 1936 when Watson chose not to stand for re-
election. In this role as president and as a White Estate trustee, he carried through to 
completion the work that Watson had begun in resolving the difficulties between 
Washington and Elmshaven.

	
 Arthur Lacey White's entry into the fray came towards the end of the extended 
conflict. As the son of W. C. White and grandson of Mrs White, he was thoroughly 
familiar with the work of Elmshaven because of the informal family association. The 
Elmshaven estate had been his boyhood home. Following his graduation from a number 
of certificate
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courses at Pacific Union College in 1928 he served for a year doing office work at 
Madison College in Tennessee. The next year at the age of 22 he joined his father as 
secretary and assistant for general publication work back at Elmshaven. Although the 
General Conference leadership would have liked to ease W. C. White from the burden of 
leadership at Elmshaven earlier, Arthur White was considered too young and 
inexperienced to be appointed as his successor. During the height of the conflict his 
brashness and sometimes-fiery youthful idealism caused difficulties for church 
administrators. But his loyalties and willingness to learn matched by the patience of 
church leadership eventually made for a smooth succession to the White Estate 
secretaryship in late 1937 on the death of his father W. C. White.

The Times
The decade of the 1930s presented four major challenges for General Conference 
leadership each of them exceedingly complex and difficult of resolution. These issues 
tended to absorb disproportionately large amounts of leadership time and energy. In 1933 
for example, Watson lamented to W. C. White that the worry and stress had damaged his 
health. "The last three years have taken the very life out of me," he explained as he 
defended the necessity of taking a long trip abroad to give himself a chance to recover," 
Each of the problems in their own way impacted on the work of the White Estate and also 
provided the context in which the General Conference leadership found itself functioning 
in its efforts to resolve the problems posed by Elrnshaven.

Financial Stresses
The onset of the Great Depression in October 1929 and its culmination in 1933 with the 
closure of banks across the United States posed unprecedented financial difficulties for 
the church with its extensive commitments to personnel in overseas assignments. The 
collapse of national economies following the First World War had already created chronic 
financial stresses in the world church but these were buffered to some extent by the 
building of reserves in the church in North America, an achievement made possible by 
the strengthening US economy. But the slump of 1929 created the most severe economic 
dislocation in history. Large-scale unemployment affected church
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membership and tithe and offering income to the church plummeted. During the period 
between 1929 and 1932 tithe income declined by 30% while the expenses of running the 
world church increased. The catastrophic collapse necessitated serious cutbacks in every 
area of denominational work and the General Conference found itself operating on 
extremely limited budgets that drew heavily on its reserves. 10 It was a constant worry to 
the General Conference leadership that the church may not be able to continue to support 
its overseas mission workers nor be able to support them if they came home either. The 
acute financial dilemmas created deep perplexity and anxiety that drained the best 
energies of leadership and sidetracked them from their ability to focus on church growth 
and spiritual leadership. Having to fund deficits incurred by Elmshaven irritated 
administrators and the need for them to counsel for economic restraint added to the 
tensions. The crisis proved

to be extremely wearing on the senior General Conference administration.

Theological Challenges
At the very same time that the church found itself facing crippling financial problems it 
also found itself confronted by a series of highly threatening theological challenges. In 
Australia, Watson's compatriot and close friend, Union Conference vice president, 
William Warde Fletcher was encountering difficulties accepting the church's traditional 
explanations about its period of "shut door" teaching of the late 1840s and the role Ellen 
White played in this. The usual denominational response just did not seem adequate to 
him. Unable to resolve the intellectual and theological difficulties he saw in this led him 
to have related difficulties with the church's central sanctuary doctrine. His decision to 
eventually withdraw from the church pained both Daniells and Watson greatly, caused a 
crisis of confidence in Australia and troubled manyinthechurchintheUS.II 

Ashorttimelater,LouisR.Conradi, long-time leader of the church in Europe, also decided 
to withdraw from church membership. His difficulties also centred on the sanctuary 
doctrine, the nature of prophetic interpretation and the role of Mrs White. Conradi's 
defection created large difficulties for the church in Europe and highlighted the need for a 
more adequate response to the intellectual challenges being posed to the denomination. 
Developing satisfactory
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theological responses and providing pastoral support for the troubled church placed 
church leadership under additional heavy stresses. The theological dilemmas were of 
such a nature that answers at this stage in the church's development tended to come 
primarily from the General Conference leadership rather than from the church's Bible 
teachers and theologians. The need for adequate answers significantly increased the 
workloads of the leading men by imposing on them the burden of research and writing. 
The challenges also posed the dilemma of who in the church organisation had the 
expertise or more importantly, the authority, to answer such challenges. Elrnshaven felt 
they had the resources and expertise while the General Conference officers tended to feel 
that they best understood the complexities of the questions involved.

	
 The tensions involved over this particular issue may be seen as evidence of 
another quiet, subterranean and largely sub-conscious layer of struggle in the church over 
who controlled what organisational theorists would call the "system of ideology" that 
unified the church. Some in General Conference leadership understood that even while 
affirming the traditional views that underlay the "culture" of the movement and that 
constituted its distinctive message and mission, at the same time, in some cases, there 
needed to be concessions made and changes adopted in the light of some of the criticisms 
made by the dissidents. General Conference leaders intuitively understood it to be their 
role to be the "custodians of the culture." Thus it was their role to respond to the critics. 
Elmshaven staff, on the other hand, felt that it was simply a matter of finding the right 
resources and the appropriate quotations and explanations and the criticisms would be 
thereby answered. They felt they were of course in the best position to be able to do this. 
The tensions over this particular issue between the General Conference and Elmshaven 
increasingly frustrated both parties and sometimes reached flashpoint during the 1930s.

 As will become clearer as the events related in the succeeding chapter unfold, a 
major theological or hermeneutical challenge of this period was how to understand the 
nature of the authority of the deceased prophet's writings. In what sense were they 
authoritative? Who was to say, for example, that material that the prophet herself had not 
made public, would now be of benefit for the church and therefore should be released?
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The conference of Bible and history teachers that had been convened in Washington in 
1919 had wrestled with the problem of the nature of inspiration itself. How did 
inspiration work and was it possible that mistakes or errors of historical fact could appear 
in Ellen White's writings? Did inspiration happen like "verbal dictation" or was it a kind 
of "thought" inspiration? This was a theme that simmered away in the church for some 
time and had warmed up and developed a head of steam during the 1920s in the debate 
over how to interpret "the daily" in Daniel 8.13. But while the topic reared its head from 
time to time during the 1930s and was part of the theological background for the 
defection of Fletcher and Conradi these issues did not feature in the struggle over control 
of the writings.

	
 The central hermeneutical issue that underlay the discussions in the 1930s related 
to the question of who had authority for the release and the interpretation of the writings. 
Meaning could be gi ven to certain writings perhaps by choosing just what selections to 
release, by the timing of the release of certain materials or by added explanatory 
comments. General Conference officials were troubled at the possibility of personal 
explanations being interpolated in the writings or by the inclusion of personal material 
together with the writings that might colour or slant the meaning of the writings. Was the 
responsibility of releasing material the responsibility of the church as a whole, or the 
responsibility of a select group, or the responsibility of the family of the prophet? The 
procedural issues that were eventually proposed and the administrative structures that 
were adopted were designed to ensure that the writings could speak for themselves.

Independent Ministries
 The development of acute financial constraints during the 1930s gave new energy 
to the independent ministry groups in the denomination. New evangelistic organisations 
such as Julius White's "Speakers Bureau" and other health ministry outreach groups 
outside the control of the General Conference began to emerge particularly in the 
southern states. Wanting to be helpful in achieving the church's goals during the financial 
downturn, these groups actually made the task of administration more difficult for church 
leadership. This independent emphasis was fostered and encouraged by W. C. White who 
himself had long been frustrated
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by the slow progress the church was making in the southern states particularly in medical 
evangelism activities. In the view of the General Conference leadership, the support of W. 
C. White for this movement effectively aligned the influence of the White Estate with the 
independents against the General Conference, which was publicly known to be 
uncomfortable with the independent work. This posed further difficulties for the General 
Conference in developing a satisfactory working relationship with the White Estate. From 
the perspective of the General Conference the development simply presented yet another 
irritating and time-consuming problem to work through.

Administrative Opposition
Closest to home however, was the problem posed by the strained relationship between the 
local Columbia Union Conference and the General Conference. This sector of church 
administration right in the backyard of the General Conference, so to speak, consisted of 
a number of small but highly politicised conservative conferences. Ever since the General 
Conference of 1922 the union leadership and other outspoken pastors within the union 
had developed a high level of animosity toward the General Conference over doctrinal 
and administrative issues." These issues were exacerbated during the early 1930s as it 
became clear that the denomination could not afford to continue financing the burden of 
over-governed small territories. A number of conferences within the Columbia Union 
with their very small geographical areas and small membership bases were just the kind 
of conferences that it was felt could and should be combined in the interests of economic 
and administrative efficiency

As the full weight of the economic slump was felt in 1930, the Autumn Council of 1931, 
which met at Omaha, Nebraska, recommended that the 12 union conferences in the 
continental US be reduced to 8 and that the 58 local conferences be reduced to 48. The 
savings to be gained from this plan were estimated to be US $225,000, enough to fund 
the appropriation for one entire overseas division. 13 These attempts to reduce 
administrative overheads by reducing the number of conferences, however, met with 
vigorous opposition and a shrill underground campaign of slander, vilification and 
charges of apostasy against General Conference leadership that made things very difficult 
and uncomfortable
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for Watson and his team." The Columbia Union rebels saw no room for compromise. For 
Washburn and his compatriots it was "war to the hilt." Such changes were to be resisted 
at all costs and it seems by any means. Organisational behaviour theory would interpret 
such methods of resistance to change as an employment of the informal "system of 
politics" (with a small p) that operates in all organisations. The General Conference 
personnel certainly understood the tactics as a resort to the kind of politics that greatly 
distressed them. The investment of energies in trying to sort out the difficulties and to 
implement such change as they could proved to be emotionally draining for Watson and 
his colleagues.

	
 In sum, it was not an easy time to be entrusted with leadership of the 
denomination. The enormous challenges of the period tended to suggest to some in 
leadership that the way to weather the various crises that confronted the denomination 
was to adopt a leadership style that relied on firmer measures, more centralised control 
and a readiness to make the tough decisions. This was the context in which the General 
Conference leadership found itself increasingly uncomfortable with an alternate, out-of-
sync and increasingly vocal, competing centre of influence and authority on the west 
coast at Elmshaven.

I Ole Andres Olsen (1845-1915) who had been General Conference president from 1888 to 1897 was born in Norway but had 
migrated with his family to the United States at the age of five. He had been educated in the US and as a pastor had served as 
president of a number of mid- western conferences prior to his election as General Conference president.

2 Watson suffered from arthritis and other stress related health problems.
3 Ochs, Daniel A. and Ochs, Grace Lilian, The Past and the Presidents, (Nashville, TN:

Southern Publishing Association, 1974), pp .157-172.

4 O. A. Olsen to W. W. Prescott, August 16, 1896; w. W. Prescott to O. A. Olsen, May 4, 1896; W. C. White to O. A. Olsen, June 
3 & June 8, 1896. See also Gilbert M. Valentine, "A. G. Daniells, Administrator, and the development of Conference Organisation 
in Australia" in

, Arthur J. Ferch, Adventist History in the South Pacific: 1885-1918 (Warburton: Signs Publishing Company, 1986), pp. 76-91.

5 Leroy E. Froom to A. G. Daniells, March 9,1927, "There is a general feeling that you do not connect your work with the 
denominational endeavour and that righteousness by faith is a thing apart rather than the center of it all."
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• W. C. White to C. H. Watson, July 19, 1933.

7 W. C. White to C. H. Watson, July 19, 1933.

8 L. E. Froom to M. E. Kern [nd] cited in M. E. Kern to L. E. Froom, July 3,1935 and L. E. Froom to M. E. Kern, July 12, 1935.

9 C. H. Watson to W. C. White, July 28, 1933.
10 Richard W. Schwartz and Floyd Greenleaf, Lightbearers: A History of the Seventh-day

Adventist Church, (Nampa, Idaho: Pacific Press, 2000), p.401.

" A. G. Daniells to L. E. Froorn, February 27, 1929.

12 The J. S. Washburn files in the General Conference archives include much correspondence
and numerous documents demonstrating this. See for example, "The Startling Omega and Its True Genealogy" [c 1922] and "The 
Omaha Organisation Fulfills Prophecy" [1931].

13 Richard W. Schwartz and Floyd Greenleaf, p. 406. The reductions eventually achieved saw the 12 unions reduced to 9 and the 
58 conferences reduced to 47 plus 5 missions. Budgets for a total of 15 administrative teams were able to be reassigned.

,. In 1. S. Washburn's view the General Conference men were "a set of lying wicked apostates." He argued that the reform 
attempts to reduce administrative costs were not based on economic reasons but were rather an attempt to neutralise or at least 
reduce the influence of conservative faithful believers and centralise control in the hands of Washington bureaucrats. J. S. 
Washburn to F. H. Robbins, January 22, 1932.
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    Chapter 4

	
 	
 	
 The Problem Assessed

I t became clear to c. H. Watson very soon after he arrived in Washington in early

1930 that something needed to be done with regard to the work at Elmshaven. In the 15 
years since the death of Ellen White, General Conference leadership had not known 
exactly how to relate to the work of W. C. White and the White publications or what 
should be done with the unpublished materials contained in the vault.

	
 Part of the problem was that both A. G. Daniells, president at the time of Ellen 
White's death, and W. A. Spicer, his successor in 1922, had a general idea of the extent of 
the personal and highly sensitive nature of some of the unpublished material in the vault 
files. Daniells knew that he was himself the subject of some of it. On the other hand they 
did not know just how much more there was or who else might be embarrassed by it 
should it be released. 1 Many of the recipients of "testimony" letters were still alive. Some 
might not even know that their names had been mentioned in letters. Early release of 
copies of this kind of correspondence might be an embarrassment to all. Most of the 
material, however, they also knew would be valued for its powerful spiritual nurture of 
the church. The release .of this material and its publication was important for the church.

	
 A central part of the problem for the General Conference also arose from the fact 
that the content of the vault and the promotional activities associated with the continuing 
of the work of Mrs White constituted an exceptionally powerful source of influence 
within the church. The spiritual, charismatic, prophetic qualities with which the writings 
were imbued meant that they constituted a vitally important part of church polity that any 
church leader called to exercise influence in the church must contend with. The nature of 
the relationship that would eventually need to exist between the church and the resources 
of the White Estate would need to be thought through carefully. An independent status for 
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Elmshaven outside the arena of church administration and under the control of people 
other than Ellen White herself was administratively unthinkable and would pose 
unacceptable challenges to effective leadership of the church. In organisational behaviour 
terms it meant that General Conference leadership would not be able to control a vitally 
important source of information and influence, which would thus make it difficult to 
maintain control of the "system of ideology." If the management of the resource were 
ever to become opposed to General Conference leadership, as might at least be possible, 
their leadership role would be undermined.

	
 Resolution of the problem was too difficult for either Daniells or Spicer, both of 
whom were too close in their personal relationship to W. C. White to take any strong 
initiatives. Furthermore, while White in no sense had the spiritual gift of his mother, his 
intimate association with her work meant that he had inherited something of the 
charismatic and revered leadership side of her role in the minds of many in the church. 
Daniells in particular may have felt compromised in any attempt to resolve the tension 
because some of the more sensitive material in the vaults dealt with him personally. But 
the greater problem was the need for historical distance. Neither church leadership nor 
church membership at the local level had yet developed any adequate, intellectual or 
theological conceptual framework to deal appropriately with the material, or to enable the 
material to be understood in proper context. Daniells later explained that in the years 
immediately following Ellen White's death, they did not adequately understand the nature 
of the work or the relationship so they did nothing.'

	
 Ellen White herself was prescient about the potential difficulties. She knew 
intuitively, it seems, that the relationship between the people entrusted with the 
responsibility for the ongoing care of the manuscripts and the promotion of her 
publications, and the officers of the General Conference as an organisation, would 
become a complicated issue. Thus her very careful assessment of several possible models 
for her will as she planned for setting up arrangements to ensure the proper care and 
custodianship of her work following her death. She recognised intuitively that the 
complications were bound to arise if only because of the nature of organisations in their 
exercise of power. Ellen White knew the necessity of organisation and believed in it. But 
she also knew about
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human nature and her experience with "organisation" during the 1890s was a warning to 
her. The lengthy process she followed in order to finally establish a satisfactory will 
could be interpreted as suggesting that despite her belief and confidence in organisation, 
at the same time she had an innate suspicion toward organisations per se.

	
 Other potential complications she was aware of related to how her eldest son, 
Edson White, might react to her proposed disposition of her assets. He was not a good 
manager of finances and his actions could be unpredictable. Any will, if it was going to 
achieve her objectives needed to somehow protect her against a possible challenge from 
Edson or other potential heirs.'

	
 W. C. White relates that in her closing years his mother sought legal advice and 
considered several different options for the framing of an appropriate will and the 
appointment of trustees." An understanding of the process surrounding the framing of the 
wills and the.financial exigencies that pertained immediately following her death helps to 
provide a background for understanding the later management difficulties posed in the 
relationship between the General Conference and the White Estate. In her will framed 
just prior to her departure for Australia in 1891, when she still felt hurt over the hostility 
she and W. C. White had encountered from church officials in connection with the 1888 
theological controversy and related events, she left the care of her property and her 
writings almost exclusively in the care of her son W. C. White.' Following her return to 
the United States in 1900 she drew up and signed another will dated October 16, 1901. In 
this will she left her estate in the care of both sons, Edson and Willie with substantial 
bequests to denominational work in the southern states of America where her son Edson 
had been working. In a note attached to the will and addressed to her sons she specified 
that the literary assets were to be held in trust jointly by Edson, Willie and long-time 
family friend, Stephen N. Haskell "as a perpetual trust." W. C. White noted in 1933 that 
this will had been drawn up by Mrs Druillard [of Emmanuel Missionary College] without 
the knowledge of either he or his brother and that it had been framed at a time "when the 
administration of the General Conference affairs did not stand high in her estimation.:" A 
third will was drawn up and signed in 1906, apparently after taking counsel with certain 
"leading brethren" in Washington. In spite
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of the counsel, however, according to a handwritten note on the copy of this will in the 
estate files, the will was not satisfactory to the General Conference officers. This will 
established a trusteeship committee comprising the General Conference president and 
secretary, two other members elected by the General Conference Committee, and W. C. 
White. The committee would be responsible for administering and controlling the 
manuscript collection. W. C. White was to be the executor of the will and chair of the 
trustee committee. Apparently W. C. White thought this proposal for the management of 
the literary estate to be a good one and he encouraged his mother to agree with the plan.

	
 With the 1906 will apparently not satisfactory to the General Conference officers 
although the reason why is not stated, another will was proposed in 1909 with the same 
trustee arrangements but with 70% of royalty payments being allocated for the repayment 
of her debts. As it happened, this will was not signed because Ellen White still felt it to be 
unsatisfactory.' The key issue of Ellen White's dissatisfaction with this will related to who 
would be appointed at trustees. She had begun to worry that appointment of the trustees 
by the General Conference Committee would not necessarily be a secure way to 
safeguard the interests of her work particularly if certain men on the General Conference 
Committee would be appointed as trustees. Apparently she named these men to W. C. 
White and stressed that "none of these should have anything to do with the affairs of her 
books."! In 1912, she therefore again revised her will finally settling on an arrangement 
by which she herself would name her trustees. This group would then become a self-
perpetuating independent group and would appoint their own successors." This document 
was drawn up by attorney Theodore Bell of San Francisco following instructions issued 
by Ellen White but communicated to the attorney by W. C. White. Ellen White never met 
the attorney. Drafting the will so that it met Ellen White's wishes and yet also protected 
the will from being successfully challenged in court posed a significant difficulty for the 
lawyer who, nevertheless, felt that he had been successful.'? Should the will be 
"attacked" (potentially by Edson White or other heirs) the estate would revert to W. C. 
White as the "residual devisee."

	
 The execution of Ellen White's estate upon her death on July 17, 1915 
immediately became problematic. The settlement of her affairs
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through the courts took longer than had been anticipated both because of the normal legal 
process which, apparently unknown to W. C. White, required a minimum processing 
period of 10 months and because the complexities involved in the financial settlement 
also proved difficult.

	
 Just seven months before Ellen White's death, the General Conference Committee 
had denied W. C. White's request for a further loan to the estate for foreign translation 
work and protested the level of debt that had been undertaken. They were "anxiously 
concerned." The indebtedness on the estate stood at $75,000 and had increased $15,000 
during the previous twelve months. The committee asserted that estate affairs should be 
conducted on a "cash basis," in harmony with widely accepted denominational policy. 
The General Conference could not be held accountable for their indebtedness. Perhaps, 
they suggested, the estate should sell the printing plates to relieve the burden of debt. 11

	
 Ellen White's accountant, A. H. Mason, had also anticipated that things would be 
difficult financially. Early in 1915 he had written to H. G. Childs, the treasurer of the 
Pacific Press, that he was "dreading" Ellen White's death "for several good reasons.:"? He 
was, of course, aware that Ellen White was heavily in debt and that there were a variety 
of reasons for this. Ellen White had been generous to a fault in helping people in need 
and in supporting new church enterprises. Furthermore, she had assumed heavy financial 
responsibilities in the preparation and production of her books. She had also given 
significant amounts to her eldest son Edson who seemed incapable of managing his 
financial affairs so as to stay out of debt. Even just a few months before Mrs White's 
death, W. C. White had bailed Edson out of financial difficulties with a substantial sum 
drawn against the estate. Although not inclined to blame W. C. White, Mason observed to 
the General Conference treasurer, W. T. Knox, that he thought it unfair to Ellen White's 
publishing business to extend such loans to Edson White to keep him afloat. 13

	
 What Mason feared most, he explained to Knox, was that Ellen White had 
borrowed substantial monies from various willing church members and had been paying 
interest on these loans. A number of these church members were dependant on these 
interest payments for their day-to-day living expenses. When Ellen White died, it would 
not be possible to keep the interest payments up and there would be some time before the 
debts could be settled. There would thus be significant
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hardship and embarrassment for some of these church members. General Conference 
officials and Mason himself had expressed serious concern about the rapidly mounting 
debt that had occurred in the months just before Ellen White died.

	
 A month before Ellen White's death, three of the trustees-to-be (A. G. Daniells, W. 
C. White and Charles H. Jones, manager of the Pacific Press) together with Elmer E. 
Andross, the president of the Pacific Union Conference, and A. H. Mason met together to 
assess the likely situation they would face upon Ellen White's decease. Upon Mason's 
assessment that negotiable assets were "sufficient to cover all liabilities" the trustees 
agreed to take a position that they would pay creditors on a full "dollar for dollar" basis." 
Settling the estate, however, following the completion of the various funeral services. 
became a major management problem for General Conference officials.

	
 As a first step, operating expenses at Elmshaven were sharply reduced just as 
quickly as possible. With such measures as the releasing of several employees, the 
disconnecting of the telephone and the reducing of mail services, monthly expenses were 
brought back from $1000.00 per month to $400.00. The appraisal of the assets and 
liabilities of the estate by court appointed officials, however, took time. In November the 
will was read to the General Conference Executive Committee that had been called to 
meet at Lorna Linda to deal with the accreditation crisis at the College of Medical 
Evangelists." Daniells reported that liabilities had been assessed at $87,000 and assets at 
only $63,000 leaving a large gap: an insolvency of $25,000. The amount of debt was 
exceedingly worrying."

	
 A draft proposal for resolving the problem had been drawn up by trustee Francis 
Wilcox, the editor of the Review and Herald and shared in brief with the other trustees. It 
was discussed by the executive committee and voted with some changes that were 
incorporated into a more legal document several days later. The settlement plan was 
presented in the absence of W. C. White who apparently had been instructed not to attend 
the meeting. I? Presumably this was to avoid a conflict of interest. In the event, W. C. 
White did not get to see a copy of the plan until more than a month later when attorney 
Bell provided him with one. As James Nix observes in his study of these events, although 
White understood in general terms what was being proposed,
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until then he had no precise idea of what the document contained until after it had been 
voted." In fact, as he reported later to W. T. Knox, he was caught somewhat by surprise 
by some of the proposals drawn up by Wilcox. Some were so new he "hardly knew what 
to think or say." He complained that he went home from the meeting "bewildered, and I 
have been perplexed ever since.t"? As an executor of the will he was nevertheless 
expected to secure his brother's consent to the terms and to sign up to the agreement. It 
seems he was in no position to bargain.

	
 In essence, the General Conference resolved the problem of the large liabilities of 
Ellen White's estate by agreeing to assume responsibility for all debts. In exchange, and 
as security, the trustees would assign to the General Conference all real and personal 
property until such time as the debt had all been paid. The manuscript files and the 
indexes would remain with the trustees. Other provisions of the agreement required W. C. 
White to assign to the General Conference certain book rights and relinquish any 
personal claim to royalties and the education trusts for the grandchildren. Edson White's 
debt would be cancelled in exchange for relinquishing all rights to his mother's estate and 
other beneficiaries would receive the amounts bequeathed to them only after the debts 
had been paid. A final clause stated that both the trustees and the General Conference 
were entering into the contract for the protection of the creditors as well as for carrying 
out the intentions of the deceased to the best of the abilities of the two parties."

	
 Nix reports that the question of whether this was the best agreement that could 
have been worked out, has long been debated in the White family. According to a strong 
family tradition, intense pressure was brought to bear on W. C. White to sign the 1916 
"Mutual Agreement" with possible veiled threats being made if he didn't. In signing the 
agreement W. C. White signed away virtually all his rights with the exception of the 
manuscripts and the office library. In effect, because of the financial exigencies, the will, 
as Nix observes, had been largely abrogated. The estate had been sold to the General 
Conference.

	
 As far as church leaders were concerned, the transaction was viewed as a loan on 
which the White Estate would pay 4% interest until the royalties had paid off the entire 
debt. So large was the sum, however, that some church leaders were of the opinion that 
royalties would never pay it off." Legally, in the eyes of the court, however, the 
transaction
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was a simple sale. The estate, except for the library and the manuscripts had been sold to 
the General Conference and there was thus nothing left for any heir to contest. In legal 
terms, the General Conference owned the estate, even though, for the church, the 
gentleman's understanding was that the transaction was only a temporary loan. The court 
transaction was sealed on October 2, 1916 and the estate finally cleared on February13, 
1917 with the discharge of the executors.
The trustees did not have to wait for the financial details to be settled, however, before 
taking on their broader duties. They first met as a complete board on October 28 and 29, 
1915. But right from the very first meeting issues raised their heads that were to trouble 
the relationship between the General Conference and Elmshaven for years to come. 
Concerns were expressed about the possibility of the use of unpublished materials. 
Wilcox mentioned concerns held by the brethren about the manuscript file and proposed 
that nothing be published that had not already been published. W. C. White as secretary 
noted in his minutes that "although no motion was adopted" it was the consensus of the 
group that unpublished materials would not be released. White noted that he did not agree 
with this stance personally but that he was determined that his actions "would be 
governed by the decisions of the trustees." Daniells as the newly appointed chair also 
reported that General Conference officials were worried that the estate would produce 
new books and thus become an additional publishing house. An approval process was 
agreed."

	
 From time to time during the 1920s the relationship between the General 
Conference and the White Estate was reviewed. But the trustees did not organise 
themselves legally as a separate body. In view of the fact that technically the General 
Conference "owned" the estate, Elmshaven was careful to check every new project with 
the General Conference leaders even though at times this proved frustrating, particularly 
when the Review and Herald management would not do any work at all for the estate 
unless the jobs had been authorised through the office of the General Conference 
treasurer.

	
 In 1922 the board of trustees noted that it proceeded in its work with the 
understanding that the General Conference Corporation, because of its large loan to the 
estate, "stands in the position of a friendly mortgagee, who should be consulted in all 
important plans and in all
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matters of expenditure." This relationship did not absolve the trustees, however, from 
efficient management of the estate entrusted to their care." Part of the reason, it would 
seem, that Daniells was unable to have the White Estate incorporated in its early years 
was because of the outstanding debt and the gentleman's agreement. It may have been 
thought that early incorporation would compromise the ability of the General Conference 
to recover its outlay of funds to cover the debt on the estate. Another reason may have 
possibly also related to the personal conflict of interest he may have experienced in his 
role as trustee and as General Conference president. Thus in the years immediately 
following Ellen White's death the Washington leadership adopted a stance of what might 
be termed benign neglect toward Elmshaven and its work. As a consequence, W. C. 
White had become increasingly frustrated, was obliged to work under difficult 
circumstances of financial restraint and was increasingly left out of administrative 
councils though he continued, officially, to be a member of the General Conference 
Committee.

	
 According to C. H. Watson, A. G. Daniells explained that during the 1915-1930 
period General Conference leaders "did not sense their responsibility in relation to Sister 
White's work." Nor did the trustees understand their full responsibility." As is clear from 
the board minutes. cited above, trustees Daniells, Wilcox and C. H. Jones of the Pacific 
Press, were all of the view that following the death of Ellen White, the manuscript vault 
should simply be locked up. Spicer, as General Conference president following Daniells 
apparently felt the same. In fact, it seems they took a proactive stance to actually 
discourage release of unpublished matter. Sometime before Arthur White's death in an 
interview with Dr George Knight and Dr Robert Olsen, White related an occasion when 
both A. G. Daniells and W. A. Spicer walked into W. C. White's office at Elmshaven and 
threatened that if there were any further releases of material, they would act to cut his 
salary from the General Conference." Only later were both Daniells and Jones persuaded 
to change their minds and allow for the release of some unpublished material. But they 
could not bring themselves to do this without first seeking permission from the General 
Conference."

	
 Shortly after taking up his duties as General Conference president in 1930, it 
became clear to Watson that the relationship between Elmshaven and the General 
Conference was not healthy. The two centres
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were not working "cooperatively" and there was a need "to bring about a more 
satisfactory coordinated condition. "27 A meeting of a small group of General Conference 
leaders that Watson asked Daniells to chair was called to discuss concerns related to the 
White Estate. Watson was also concerned not only that the original trustees were ageing 
but that the group was not able to work effectively because of their geographic isolation 
from each other. W. C. White, who was not at the meeting, was 78, and C. H. Jones was 
80 but was slipping into senility. Both were located at different places on the west coast. 
Daniells, aged 72 was in the east and the fifth trustee, Clarence C. Crisler was absent 
overseas on mission service and had been for some time. The meeting requested Watson 
to serve as a counsellor to the trustees in view of the fact that trustee Clarence Crisler, 
was still overseas. Another issue was what should be done with the White Estate 
collection should W. C. White become incapacitated and the consensus favoured moving 
the collection to Washington. In the discussion F. M. Wilcox also noted that because of 
the financial complications, the trustees had never formally organised themselves legally. 
Daniells agreed to investigate the matter when he visited California." But it was clear to 
Watson that the estate and its affairs warranted urgent reorganisation. With the benefit of 
hindsight, several years later, Arthur L. White reported his conviction that the White 
Estate would have been in serious perplexity had things continued as they were and were 
it not for the initiatives undertaken at this time by Watson in starting Elmshaven on the 
road to reorganisation."

	
 Watson's anxieties about the unsatisfactory situation out in California were soon 
realised. The unresolved tensions that had simmered politely beneath the surface for the 
previous 15 years eventually broke into the open. The situation deteriorated markedly 
during the early 1930s, as will be documented in chapters 5 and 6, and quickly developed 
into an open and protracted power struggle.

Determined to do things right in correcting the situation, Watson at first took time to try 
and understand the delicate dynamics of the relationship by visiting Elmshaven and 
listening to W. C. White's account of the previous 15 years. By appropriate questioning 
he felt he gained a clearer picture of how Elmshaven went about its work. He also 
realised more clearly that given the heavy administrative load he was obliged to carry in 
other areas it would be almost impossible for him to carry through
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the necessary changes by himself. He thus set out on an endeavour to reawaken a more 
enthusiastic interest on the part of A. G. Daniells in the work of the estate. Daniells at the 
time served as a field secretary for the General Conference and although still chair of the 
trustees, he seemed to discreetly distance himself from White Estate affairs. According to 
Watson, it required three or four interviews before Daniells responded positively. Watson 
suggested that Daniells relocate his residence to California in order to take care of the 
administrative oversight of Lorna Linda and be closer to Elmshaven." Eventually 
persuaded, Daniells moved to California in 1931. It took two to three years more, 
however, before the General Conference, working closely with Daniells, was able to 
introduce a plan for new organisational structures and arrangements for better control and 
management of the Elmshaven activities. In the meantime the independent activities of 
W. C. White increased and he reacted negatively to the gentle attempts to exert tighter 
control by Washington. By 1932 it had become clear from the General Conference 
perspective that firmer control was the best and only option."

	
 As Watson himself met with the trustees and consulted with Daniells it became 
apparent that the problem had a number of dimensions. With the trustees steadily and 
inexorably ageing, some satisfactory arrangement was needed to appropriately deal with 
succession prior to the demise of the trustees rather than waiting until afterwards. There 
were also financial difficulties. While from the perspective of the creditors, the debt left 
by Ellen White had been resolved and public assurances had been given on this, the 
matter of the debt was considered to be unresolved on the church's books by the General 
Conference bookkeepers. Critics of the church, of course, continued to find fault over the 
existence of any debt at all.

	
 In Watson's view, the situation was worryingly confused. It was proving 
impossible for the trustees to properly supervise the royalty income from the publications 
under the existing arrangements whereby the General Conference had taken over 
financial responsibility and all royalties went to the General Conference. The White 
Estate, as a result was still losing money, unable, as it was to track the royalties and 
properly account for them. Watson saw that the accounting procedures and the financial 
supervision measures adopted by Washington were unclear,
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unsatisfactory and needed straightening out sooner rather than later. Another issue 
concerned the security of the collection. The Elmshaven library by itself, quite apart from 
the manuscripts, according to Daniells, was extremely valuable. It was "nothing like any 
other library in the denomination" and needed to be secured. Ideally, he argued, it would 
be better to have it in Washington with a custodian appointed there. The General 
Conference needed to have "possession and control" of both the library and the vault. In 
his view, as a trustee, the trustees did not care to own property. They were only concerned 
about promoting publications." The estate trustees, as Daniells understood their minds, 
never regarded themselves apart from the General Conference but rather saw themselves 
as an integral part of the General Conference." W. C. White, at one level would have 
agreed, but at the same time on another level he disagreed vigorously. His view was that 
the trustees needed to be completely independent, owning their own royalties and 
managing their own financial affairs.

	
 On these matters the two trustees differed until chairman Daniells was able to 
persuade W. C. White, seemingly under some duress, and albeit reluctantly, of the 
wisdom of his argument. W. C. White's reticence concerning Daniells' ideas was 
understandable. For a start, ownership of the White Estate property was complicated. 
Assuming the understanding that the purchase of the estate in 1915 was actually only a 
loan, some things in the vault, as determined by Ellen White's will were not actually the 
legal responsibility of the trustees at all. In particular, ownership of the diaries and the 
unpublished manuscripts lay elsewhere. According to W. C. White's reading of his 
mother's will, these materials rightly belonged personally to him and to his heirs. 
Resolving this issue took time and delicate diplomacy.

	
 Watson reported his assessment of the situation to his colleagues and shared his 
conviction that better control was needed. The General Conference officers determined to 
bring about a change. They established a small committee to study Ellen White's will and 
to recommend a procedure for the General Conference to formally take over the 
Elmshaven library and the vault contents. The committee comprised Daniells, treasurer J. 
L. Shaw and vice president I. H. Evans. Evans drew up the articles of agreement for a 
deed of sale and the committee recommended that both the General Conference and the 
estate
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trustees give study to the document together at a joint meeting to be

called in January 1933.

1 Daniells, for example, had been embarrassed and annoyed at the release and circulation of Ellen White correspondence to him, 
which he had regarded as private and which had been kept in the General Conference vault in Washington. The material had been 
published by Claude Holmes, a typesetter employed at the Review and Herald, who had obtained access to the vault by 
fraudulent means. He had published the material without authorisation and had been dismissed from his position at the Review as 
a result. See Bert Haloviak, "In the Shadow of the Daily: Background and Aftermath of the 1919 Bible and History Teachers' 
Conference," unpublished paper, 1979, General Conference Archives.

2 C. H. Watson to A. L. White, August 11, 1935. (Handwritten notes on draft articles for Ministry magazine); A. G. Daniells to 
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    Chapter 5

	
 	
 	
 The Problem Addressed

Watson's intentions to resolve the dilemma posed by Elmshaven were frustrated by 

distractions on other fronts. Early 1932 found him travelling in Europe fighting the fires 
of disruption and discord ignited by the departure of influential leader Louis Conradi. He 
returned to Washington in early March weary and distressed only to find he faced more 
demoralising dissent and discord nearer to home. The global financial crisis had 
intensified and Watson was faced with the need to immediately cut appropriations by 
12% for the remainder of the year. Just where to apply the cuts he did not know but 
General Conference salaries were one place to start. The decision was announced with 
the explanation that headquarters was simply unable to fund its current level of operation. 
Other strategies involved reducing the general level of administrative expense across the 
wider church. Achieving efficiency, doing more with less, was the order of the day.

	
 In the over-governed territories of the Columbia Union the moves provoked a 
highly charged reaction bringing to boiling point a heated political struggle that had been 
simmering ever since the 1919 Bible Conference. Many of the Columbia Union leaders 
took the view that the General Conference men had apostatised in taking the theological 
position they did on the interpretation of "the daily" (Dan 8.13) and the writings of Mrs 
White. The fires of conflict had been fuelled further following 1927 by controversy 
between the General Conference officers and Professor Benjamin G. Wilkinson, the 
president of Washington Missionary College over the validity of the revised version of 
the Bible and the church's use of it. Wilkinson's very public denunciation of the revised 
version in the nation's capital embarrassed church headquarters and subsequently there 
had been attempts to replace the fundamentalist, reactionary leader with a less 
provocative college administrator.
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Feelings erupted forcefully at the Columbia Union session held in mid-March, 1932, 
when attempts were made to combine conferences and appoint new union leadership. 
Conference delegates, whipped up by intense political lobbying against the General 
Conference, rejected the recommendations to cut budgets and threw out all attempts at 
change introduced by the officers from Washington. Delegates took up the cause of the 
pamphleteers and labelled the General Conference administration as the perpetrators of 
the "Omega" apostasy. Caught by surprise at the depth of feeling and the seriousness of 
the insurrection, Watson was emotionally drained by the fights that occurred on the floor 
of the session and by the long hours of counseling and discussion with leadership to try 
and resolve the situation. In a revealing personal letter to Daniells after the showdown, he 
stated that he resented intensely the charge of apostasy. He did not need this kind of 
pressure. To have to live in such "an unchristian and political atmosphere in God's work" 
he found "very revolting" and it brought him "just about as near the crushing point as I 
wish to go ... ," he confided. He would much prefer to be on the other side of the earth 
away from it: to be back in peaceful Australia.'

	
 Hearing reports of the Columbia Union disturbances out in the west at Elmshaven, 
W. C. White sought leave of Watson to offer him counsel concerning how to handle the 
incendiary politics of the situation. He urged "patience and forebearing" with the radicals 
and reminded Watson that it would be "dangerous and detrimental" to "mandate" changes 
instead of simply recommending them.' Watson replied stating that he would not "boast" 
of patience but was of the view that both patience and kindness had been in plentiful 
supply and that such would prevail. "Mandating" changes to conferences was not his 
brief either. Progress had been made but he felt used and abused and totally exhausted 
from having to face the acrimony and animosity that had permeated the entire session 
proceedings.'

	
 The irony of W. C. White offering counsel to Watson seems to have escaped the 
Elmshaven patriarch entirely. He was apparently blissfully unaware that Watson's task of 
leadership was also being complicated by the independent acti vities of White himself as 
it was by the rebellious machinations of the presidents of the Columbia Union. W. C. 
White was becoming increasingly assertive in exercising his own independence in three 
noticeable areas. He was increasingly vocal in
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his support of the independent school movement in the south, which had fostered health 
institutions and medical evangelism activities. He chafed at the bit with frustration over 
the restrictions Washington was trying to impose on Elmshaven in the development of 
"defence" literature to answer the church's theological critics, and third, from Watson's 
perspective, he was developing a worryingly independent streak in his work with the 
manuscripts and publications. These new developments, following on several other recent 
episodes began to form a worrying pattern at Elmshaven and they troubled Watson 
deeply.

W. C. White's Support of Independent Movements

Earlier in 1931 Watson had occasion to call W. C. White to account on the issue of why 
he was taking the lead in initiating a new field training school in San Francisco with scant 
regard to any of the other educational establishments in California." Watson strongly 
objected to White's publication of a bulletin advertising the school. The names listed in 
the Advisory Committee for the endeavour, suggested Watson, seemed intended to falsely 
convey that the church officially sanctioned the program. Furthermore, Watson felt that 
the Ellen G. White quotations cited in the calendar to validate the school were quite 
misleading, were not well chosen and did not actually support the work of the proposed 
field training school at all. As Watson pointed out, the statements actually applied directly 
to the college at Lorna Linda. He felt that to use them in support of such a school as 
White was encouraging was a serious misuse of Ellen White's statements. "Where in the 
educational scheme" does this proposed school fit, enquired Watson, and "what is its 
relationship to our great educational system'i'"

	
 	
 White had to concede that his "little training enterprise" did not have much 
relationship at all to "our great educational system." Rather it was "largely an emergency 
measure organised for the purpose of doing a work which we all consider important but 
which our colleges and academies are not prepared to do." The school was to "provide 
field based experience in pastoral work." The anti-establishment sentiment clearly 
evident in W. C. White's explanation troubled the General Conference president. Watson 
felt that W. C. White's independence on this and his misuse of his mother's statements in 
support of it put Watson

himself and other General Conference administrators in a particularly ,
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"awkward" position. As the General Conference president explained, although he was 
"absolutely loyal to the messages through Sister White," by this kind of misuse he was 
forced into the position of "one who seems to oppose or at least disregard their 
instruction.:"

	
 Eighteen months later W. C. White was again causing distress for Watson through 
his aggressive support of independent work. During the latter months of 1932 the 
Elmshaven patriarch paid a highly symbolic visit to the southern states of the US in 
particular support of Madison College and a number of other independent activities. He 
spent several weeks at Madison where his son Herbert was assisting an independent 
evangelistic outreach spearheaded by Julius G. White, an independent preacher from New 
England.' W. C. White's support for this venture greatly agitated the General Conference 
officers. Julius White, an ordained pastor, had resigned from conference employment in 
the northeast to become an itinerant medical evangelist. He had set himself up in a self-
managed preaching agency called a "Speakers Bureau" and actively solicited funds from 
church members for his support. To some leaders in Washington, the scheme seemed 
almost like a scam. Church members were being urged to become members of the 
"bureau" for a membership fee of $25.00.

	
 Enthused by the idea, W. C. White joined in canvassing for financial support of the 
initiatives and wrote to conferences in the northeast soliciting help for the independent -
evangelist." What bothered the brethren in Washington most about the scheme was the 
promotional brochure, which had been endorsed by W. C. White and had been circulated 
widely to church members. Its appeal for funds "talked down" the church organisation in 
order to build up the independent work.? The literature obliquely criticised church 
administration, insinuating that the General Conference was not efficient. To church 
administrators it conveyed an undercurrent of negativity toward the church organisation 
and at that particular moment, the over-worked Watson could not have been more easily 
aggravated.

	
 Later, W. H. Branson and 1. H. Evans cited anecdotal evidence from the field to 
support the Washington perspective.'? They reported that Julius White had influenced 
people not to support the denomination but to divert funds to his work. In a compromise 
resolution to the issue it was eventually agreed that Julius White could continue his work 
as
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long as he confined his work to non-Adventists and as long as his promotional material 
was edited to remove the objectionable negative features. But Watson was particularly 
aggrieved that W. C. White, in his official capacity, had "engaged the influence of 
Elmshaven" to promote the work of the independent preacher and was distributing 
circulars widely, encouraging the contribution of finance to his movement. Given the 
current financial distress in the church, it was not at all, in Watson's view, what the church 
needed.

	
 The central substantive issue that bothered the General Conference in these 
developments, however, related to the misuse of the source of authority resident in Ellen 
White's writings. For example in the case of the training school in San Francisco, W. C. 
White was using statements that had been written specifically about the educational work 
at Lorna Linda to support an enterprise that, from an administrative perspective, stood 
somewhat in opposition to the work being done at Lorna Linda. In organisational 
behaviour terms the charismatic source of authority was being turned against the formal 
official authority. This was not an appropriate role for W. C. White, in the view of the 
General Conference.

	
 In the south, on the other hand, W. C. White had also taken the opportunity to 
submit a new manuscript with the Madison College Press. He had. earlier requested 
permission from the General Conference to proceed with the publication of a new 
compilation from the vault' manuscripts on the theme of medic-al evangelism and was 
frustrated at the tortoise-like response from officialdom. He decided to proceed on his 
own and use an independent publisher. This move, interpreted as an act of disloyalty, 
deeply disturbed the Washington men and angered the regular publishing houses. White 
was eventually obliged to withdraw the manuscript from Madison. He was also required 
to remove objectionable material from the first four pages before the manuscript was 
eventually approved by the General Conference, for publication through a 
denominational publishing house. The approval was finally granted some 18 months later 
in September 1934.  11

	
 Following his return from the south, White sought to defend himself to the 
General Conference president setting out his philosophy on "independent" and "medical 
missionary" work in a lengthy letter. Although, he acknowledged that he might be 
perceived to be very "forward" on this theme, he assured Watson that he, nevertheless, 
held
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very "firmly to these views." There was a need, he argued, for numerous small schools 
and sanitariums working together in rural locations, and this kind of outreach would only 
succeed if done independently. Why? Because it was "so different from the ordinary" that 
it would be "severely criticised ... constantly misrepresented" and "bitterly opposed" by 
the enemy of God and man. He boldly asserted to Watson that he was "continuing the 
work of his mother" in this regard. 12 In fact, he asserted, his mother had given him a 
special commission to carry on this kind of work. She had stated that the brethren "were 
making a serious mistake in saying so much about 'regular lines, regular channels, regular 
methods.''' A great work would be done if there was not so much said regarding "regular 
lines" to hold back the workers. He recalled how, one morning in 1910, she had called 
him to her kitchen door and had laid this burden on him with a charge to make it known 
"when the time came." 13

	
 Watson could hardly believe what he was reading and was "very much disturbed" 
at this laying down of a magna carta for independent work. He resolved to have "an 
earnest personal counsel with W. c. White regarding his relationship to the General 
Conference as such" and to the independent movement he supported. But he was not 
about to let what he viewed as fifth-column work in the field go unchallenged, and in the 
meantime he sent out from Washington a circular to church leaders in the south, strongly 
warning them against involvement with Julius White. He pointed out in his letter that 
while J. G. White was quoting "Sister White" to give his work "the mask of approval," in 
Watson's view, Ellen White "squarely condemned such independence."!"

	
 The letter, had he seen it, would have been very difficult for W. C. White. When he 
heard about its existence from others he sent a sharp rejoinder to Watson demanding to 
know what the warning was that had been sent out about Julius White. Could he please 
be sent a copy? "You will not forget," he wrote, "that I am a member of the General 
Conference Committee and that I therefore am deeply interested in all movements of this 
sort by fellow-members.'?" W. C. White clearly felt deeply wounded by the response 
from Washington. How could church leaders be so prejudiced? To education director, 
Warren F. Howell, he privately expressed the hope that the "experience of 1888 may not 
be repeated," with its personal prejudices, suspicions and misgivings." He confessed
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to Howell that he was "wearying rapidly this spring and summer" and it was not the heat 
that was distressing him but "anxiety." Watson felt quite the same. It did not look good 
with two powerful centres of influence in the church appearing to be openly in opposition 
to each other.

	
 Complicating the church agenda at this time was the very public defection of 
Louis R. Conradi from the church over Ellen White and other theological issues, and the 
quieter departure, over similar issues, by Australian church leader, William Warde 
Fletcher. With these concerns very much on his mind, Watson followed up with another 
letter to W. C. White in mid-July expressing the conviction that the denomination was in 
"a crisis in the matter of its relationship" to the work of Sister White. The influence of 
Julius White, he argued, "is as destructive of the influence of the testimonies with our 
people as anything that I know of." He "deplored" such use of the testimonies. Healso 
finally forwarded a copy of the letter of warning that he had sent out to the union 
presidents in May.17

	
 The Julius White episode was apparently just the tip of the independent movement 
iceberg, at least as viewed from Washington's perspective. At the Annual Council 
meetings scheduled for October, Watson arranged a summit of the Madison school 
leadership and other self-supporting workers together with the General Conference 
Committee. Difficulties in the relationship could no longer be ignored. The two days of 
frank but cordial discussions resulted in a much more positive atmosphere and some 
concrete initiatives to improve relationships. The General Conference agreed to assist 
financially in the locating of physicians and setting up small practices in rural towns. But 
their attitude to Julius White did not change.

Defence Literature: Who Speaks for the Church?
W. C. White's increasing proclivity for independence during this period also caused 
Watson major headaches over the issue of the so- called "Defence Literature." The 
problematic points involved the use of unreleased manuscripts and the question of who, 
in the church, should authorise the issuing of pamphlets of an apologetic nature that 
purported to speak for the whole church. Some leaders were not sure the church should 
issue such "official" statements at all. The numerous tensions
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that developed in this area illustrates from another perspective, the problem of the two 
competing sources of authority in the church.

	
 Commencing about mid-1930, W. C. White and his Elmshaven colleagues began 
to receive an increasing flood of enquiries from church members who were "perplexed" 
by criticisms against the church by Edward S. Ballenger. This vocal Californian layman 
was circulating newsletters about the recent defection of W. W. Fletcher, a prominent 
Australian church leader and of the high profile European church leader, Louis R. 
Conradi. Anti-Adventist propaganda contained in the recently re-issued book by ex-
Adventist minister, Dudley M. Canright, was further unsettling the minds of church 
members." Recalling the response of the denomination back in 1907 to criticism of the 
church by Battle Creek dissidents, Drs Charles E. Stewart and Alonzo T. Jones, 19 White 
proposed that something similar was needed now. At that time Elmshaven had worked 
closely with the then Review and Herald editor, William' W. Prescott, and with other 
church leaders in developing a pamphlet in response. White and his associates were fully 
"persuaded" that now in 1930 the time had again been reached when it was the "duty" of 
Elmshaven to respond to the Canright charges and to other attacks particularly as they 
related to the work of Ellen White. The work of research and correspondence would take 
much time but he felt it was necessary. He proposed that the work be undertaken in early 
193..20

	
 In March of the following year, the Pacific Press leadership and the Elmshaven 
staff met together and agreed to develop a "Defence Library." Dores E. Robinson of the 
Elmshaven staff was assigned to prepare material for the first proposed articles. These 
would deal with criticisms over the 1911 revisions to Great Controversy, the problematic 
statements by Ellen White on the "amalgamation" of human with animal species (a 
phenomenon scientists were saying was impossible), and the plagiarism problem. 
Watson, Daniells and Francis M. Wilcox, editor of the Review, were invited to serve as a 
reading committee." It soon became clear, however, that the "answers" developed by 
Robinson on the "amalgamation" issue might not be the kind of responses that the 
Washington readers could live with." Traditional answers were proving to be inadequate 
for the new criticisms. General Conference Committee members in fact were even 
privately embarrassed over the very inadequate response to the Canright book prepared 
by William H. 
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Branson, one of their own colleagues who had written at the request of the General 
Conference Committee."

	
 Twelve months later, Elmshaven was still waiting for feedback on the 
amalgamation and plagiarism articles. They still had nothing to send out to the many 
enquiries from the field and they were exasperated, "waiting, and waiting." They 
threatened to "do something" on their "own individual responsibility.t'" The reason 
Watson, however, was anxious not to send anything out was because there was such a 
lack of "consensus" on any reply thus far that nothing could be considered "official." 
Watson preferred White and Robinson to simply build up a database of information that 
could be used for later articles. Watson wanted ideas and material from Elmshaven so that 
it could be "shredded into the pot" for answers that would in fact be developed by Review 
editor, Wilcox."

	
 When in mid-April, 1933, W. C. White finally received copies of the fourteen draft 
"defence documents" prepared in Washington, he was "overjoyed" and immediately 
asked for further copies to send to out to his many waiting enquirers. General Conference 
officers, Milton E. Kern, and W. E. Howell quickly informed him very firmly, however, 
that the documents were not to be circulated. They were provided only for the 
information of leadership and there was an embargo on their circulation." The intention 
was that White should return the manuscripts along with criticisms and suggestions as to 
their possible improvement. The articles would now eventually be published in the 
Review under Leroy Froom's name who, as editor of Ministry magazine also carried the 
role of informal resident historian and theologian in the church."

	
 W. C. White, "perplexed" and frustrated yet again, thought the restrictions on his 
distributing the material to be "rather severe." He observed with some thinly veiled 
sarcasm to Daniells, who, as chair of the trustees, also requested him not to circulate 
documents, that if Washington was waiting to be able to develop "full" responses to the 
forty-four questions forwarded from Europe, he could send them an additional 56 he had 
received from enquirers in the United States."

	
 The General Conference was convinced it needed to take care in getting the right 
answers, and on two key issues, "amalgamation" and the "shut door," they were aware 
that previous positions the church had taken in response to the issues needed to be 
modified. The delicate task
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was how to shift position, give confidence-building answers for church members and yet 
avoid stirring up more criticism by giving incorrect or inadequate responses to the 
critics." As Kern explained later, the General Conference men could not "get the consent 
of our minds to attempt a scientific defence of the apparent meaning of the statement" on 
amalgamation." The General Conference did not, therefore, want anything sent out as 
"official" or as a pronouncement from headquarters. W. C. White assured the brethren 
that when he had received the "perfected" documents he would review them and circulate 
them in a "careful way" on the basis of being "approved by our office.'?' The "careful" 
way prescribed by Kern was that White could not use quotation marks in quoting 
anything from the documents. Washington was very edgy about W. C. White's use of the 
material and clearly did not want Elmshaven to become a distribution centre. Watson, 
himself, was insistent that the General Conference not be drawn into making 
"authoritative statements."
In the meantime, the Elmshaven staff busily occupied their summer assembling 
unpublished materials for inclusion in a compilation on "Gospel Temperance." Later in 
September, in response to the needs of several churches in the California area that were 
experiencing charismatic type disturbances they released further materials."

	
 The frustrations at Elmshaven continued all through 1934 and 1935 and on into 
1936 with further criticism emanating from E. S. Ballenger. Elmshaven was impatient 
waiting for documents from the General Conference and quietly fumed at being 
prevented from sending out material of their own. Kern suggested, by way of resolution, 
that Elmshaven deal with the questions that came to them through correspondence and 
keep the discussion on a lower level rather than relying on formal prepared documents. 
Besides, Kern advised, there was no need to panic. "There may not be as much depending 
on having answers to all of Ballenger's questions as we think''"

W. C. White's Unauthorised Release of Manuscripts
The third aspect of W. C. White's independence that seriously troubled Washington 
administrators and persuaded them of the need for change was in the area of his 
preparation of unauthorised compilations and the release of manuscript material from the 
vaults. Concerns about
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this problem had led C. H. Watson in early 1933 to forge a policy framework governing 
new releases. This policy attempted to provide guidelines for the Elmshaven staff and 
attempted to lay down the principle that manuscripts would be released only in counsel 
with the General Conference Committee. (The policy will be explored in more detail late 
in chapter 9.) But in spite of this understanding the issue continued to fester with W. C. 
White continuing to release new material. The issue reached a crisis point in late 1933.

	
 Along with his support for independent medical evangelism work and the 
activities of Julius White in Tennessee, Elmshaven had been preparing manuscripts for a 
compilation on "Medical Evangelism." After the Pacific Press had declined to publish the 
collection, Elmshaven turned to the independent Madison School Press and the books had 
been distributed through the sales department of Julius White's organisation." This 
unauthorised and provocative initiative greatly distressed the General Conference officers 
who requested that Watson write a letter of warning to the Elmshaven staff. The letter 
was frank but tried to avoid a "scolding spirit" in addressing what was a "very serious 
perplexity" for the officers. Watson defended his action in sending a letter of warning 
about Julius White to the Conference presidents and regretted the damage that might be 
done to W. C. White's reputation as a result, as well as the misunderstandings and doubts 
that might arise about "your relationship to us" occasioned by these independent actions. 
"It is of much importance," Watson pointed out, "that Elmshaven and the General 
Conference should be regarded by our people as one force and not as tWO."35The rebuke 
led to a vigorous and very revealing exchange of correspondence that indicated the 
depths of the power struggle.

	
 At first, the letter seemed to have little impact other than to persuade Elmshaven 
that the General Conference was being intrusive and trying to dominate them. The 
following month W. C. White released a further compilation on "Gospel Temperance" 
and in July, as noted already, he released previously unpublished material on fanaticism at 
the request of some pastors dealing with the problem in their churches in California. 
Neither set of documents had been approved even by the trustees. Nor was counsel 
sought from the General Conference on the appropriateness of the released material.
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W. C. White took considerable time to think about Watson's formal letter of warning and 
when he replied he bared his soul. The rebuke from Watson did not seem to fit the picture 
of the president that the Elmshaven staff had formed from their personal encounters with 
him. He had seemed such a gentle and broadminded administrator. White clearly thought 
that Watson must have been pressured by his domineering General Conference associates 
to take such a tough line. In mid-July White framed a careful reply in which he "spoke 
plainly." The letter was intended for Watson's eyes only and was marked "personal and 
private" because in fact, it was highly political. White knew that if what he wrote "was 
made public many would misunderstand it."36

	
 White began by lamenting the fact that Watson was planning to be overseas in 
South Africa and Australia for several months in early 1934 and he pled with the 
president to change his plans. Watson should not leave the country at this time, he urged, 
because it was simply "riot safe" to leave the work of leadership in the hands of his vice 
presidents. "The work in the US needs the kindly leadership which you are able to give 
it," he stressed. In White's opinion the vice presidents who had been elected to serve with 
Watson had been exercising "the old spirit of imperialism" during the past two or three 
years. In fact two of the vice presidents, he alleged, had been unsuccessful as division 
presidents in their overseas postings and had had to be brought back home because of 
their "spirit of domination." But they would not dominate him. "People are praying for 
Christian leadership in the place of business-like domination," he wrote. He asserted to 
the president that he had been commissioned by his mother to meet "tyranny and 
oppression as it would come up in our work from time to time." He acknowledged that he 
had perhaps been "a coward" previously. Now he certainly would not be. He concluded 
with a bitter complaint that he had been left out of consultations for 10 weeks over the 
Julius White affair. "I have wondered why one of the oldest members of the GC 
Committee should be left uninformed regarding what was being said relating to a work in 
which I am very much interested.'?"

	
 It seems that Watson may have expected a fiery response or at least a vigorous self 
defence from White. He did not seem to take offence at White's outspokenness nor from 
his rather inflammatory interpretation of the General Conference's intervention. In his 
reply he chose not to
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comment on "some of the things you have stated," he noted, "for they have to do with my 
brethren who are assisting me." Watson simply observed that his associates were all "very 
loyal, helpful comrades to me in this work." Watson's response was gentle and gracious 
and exuded the maturity and confidence of an experienced leader. He avoided buying 
further into the argument over control. Rather, he seemed to be trying to build bridges by 
sharing personal matters in a consultative way and he provided a lengthy explanation of 
his health problems and the necessity of his being away from the US for a substantial 
period." It was the kind of pastoral diplomacy that Watson's colleagues other than W. C. 
White also appreciated. "I have felt a real strength and assurance, knowing that you were 
at the helm during the trying days of the last two or three years ... ," commented Review 
editor F. M .Wilcox later in the year. "I feel that God has given you a great wisdom in 
dealing with some of the very perplexing questions that have arisen.?"
 In a further response, White conceded that he now understood the need for Watson 
to be absent from the US but he was not about to change his opinion of the vice 
presidents. He again pled with the president that he leave the responsibilities of his office 
on "humble men" not with those who had "distinguished themselves for possessing 
imperial policies and dictatorial tendencies.?"

	
 W. C. White was clearly misreading the situation. Even if Watson's personal style 
and manner might be different from that of his colleagues, he was just as concerned as his 
fellow General Conference administrators about the direction Elmshaven was taking. And 
further, recent reports from the field about the extent of Elmshaven' s support for 
independent work troubled the General Conference deeply. At an officers' meeting on 
September 3, the General Conference administrative team gave lengthy consideration to 
the problem of White's unauthorised releasing of material from the vault and his pattern 
of "putting the influence of the Elmshaven office back of independent movements." They 
were also deeply concerned about the "rumours" circulating in the field that W. C. White 
was "no longer in harmony with the General Conference" inasmuch as he supported work 
that the General Conference did not approve. They voted to once more write to their 
recalcitrant brother "appealing for an understanding.'?"
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 Watson again had the unpleasant responsibility of having to rebuke his respected 
senior colleague in an attempt to bring about a spirit of cooperation. "Your action ... 
ignores the understanding now existent," wrote Watson. The actions had been "a clear 
breach of important policies of which, we believe, you are not ignorant." We are 
"distressed in our minds" he added because the General Conference officers were "keenly 
conscious of the great need that now exists for the very closest cooperation between the 
Ellen G. White trustees and the General Conference. It seems evident that we do not have 
your full cooperation, and we find that we cannot assure you of ours in such matters of 
independent action.... "42

	
 As uncomfortable as such letter writing might be for Watson he was nevertheless 
obliged to speak in very direct terms to his erring colleague. He observed that the 
pamphlets on "Medical Evangelism" and "Gospel Temperance" were compilations drawn 
from unpublished manuscripts "produced by you without authorisation of the trustees." 
They had, furthermore, also been published outside the church "In consequence of these 
irregularities in the production of these pamphlets I have been instructed to request that 
you take no further steps to circulate those already printed, or to print new editions of 
them until a basis of understanding relative to them has been reached between the trustees 
and the General Conference." Watson requested that a meeting of the trustees be called 
for October in Battle Creek where the Annual Council was being convened and that 
White himself should make sure he was there. It was vital that study be given to "the way 
in which the work of the trustees and the work of the GC can be carried forward on a 
cooperative basis."?

I C. H. Watson to A. G. Daniells, April 15, 1932. 2 W. C. White to C. H. Watson, April 25, 1932.
3 C. H. Watson to W. C. White, May 8,1932.
4 W. C. White to C. H. Watson, April 3, 1931.

S Ibid. 6 Ibid.

68



THE PROBLEM ADDRESSED

7 W. C. White had earlier arranged for his son Arthur to spend his first year of service at Madison,

after he had graduated from Pacific Union College.

8 W. C. White to J. K. Jones et ai, January 1, 1933.

9 W. C. White conceded that "some statements would naturally be objectionable to men carrying large responsibility." W. C. 
White to C. H. Watson, August 2, 1933.

10 General Conference Officers Minutes, October 23, 1932. IIEllenG.WhiteTrusteesMinutes,September10,1934.
12 W. C. White to C. H. Watson, May 24, 1933.
13 Ibid; C. H. Watson to 1. H. Evans, May 31,1933; I. H. Evans to C. H. Watson, June 2,1933. 14 C H Watson to Union and Local 
Conference Presidents May 5, 1933.

"w. C. White to C. H. Watson, June 18, 1933. 16 W. C. White to W. E. Howell, July 4, 1933.

1. 17  C. H. Watson to W. C. White, July 13, 1933. 

2. 18  W. C. White to J. L. Shaw October 20, 1930. Dudley M. Canright, Seventh-tiny Adventism Renounced. (New York: 
Revell, 1914). It is not clear from the correspondence what edition of Canright's book was being recirculated. A list of 
44 questions had been generated from enquiries in Europe. 

19 The "Blue Book" pamphlet, was entitled "A Response to an Urgent Testimony from Mrs E.G. White" (Liberty Missionary 
Society, 1907), contained charges primarily against the work of Ellen White.

20 W. C. White to J. L. Shaw, October 20, 1930.

21 D. E. Robinson to C. H. Watson, March 10, 1931.

22 Robinson had developed a 12-page article defending the statement and as W. C. White explained they were prepared to stand by 
"the most obvious meaning of the statement" because of their "confidence in the author of the statement." W. C. White to C. H. 
Watson, April 30, 1931.

23 F. A. Coffin to General Conference Officers, March 2, 1932. After a favourable report by an initial committee of readers (A. G. 
Daniells, F. M. Wilcox, 1. L. McElhany and C. D. Haynes), the manuscript had been further reviewed by the Review and Herald 
reading committee in a "more conscientious" way. This committee had serious reservations about the manuscript. The committee 
knew that church leadership felt "the field was greatly in need of an adequate treatise on the subject," but it was not clear to the 
second reading committee what to do with the manuscript. In their opinion, the book gave "inadequate treatment" to the sanctuary 
question, was inaccurate in fact, riddled with irony and sarcasm, had the wrong approach to the Millerite
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movement, did not deal with serious issues and its "general tone" threw a "cloak of infallibility" over the denomination. The 
Review and Herald committee considered the reply to be "very inadequate." In spite of the negative assessment, the manuscript 
was published in 1933 but what changes were required in the manuscript before publication are not clear. Reply to Canright; The 
Truth About Seventh-day Adventists (Washington, DC: Review and Herald, 1933). In 1935 the Pacific Press also published a 
short treatise by Branson entitled The Atonement in the Light of God's Sanctuaries but this is a general discussion of themes 
relevant to the Fletcher and Conradi departures, not the Canright criticisms.

24 W. C. White to C. H. Watson, March 31, 1933.

2> C. H. Watson to W. C. White, March 6; March 28,1933.

1. 26  W. E. Howell to W. C. White, May 8, 1933. 

2. 27  W. C. White to C. H. Watson, April 21, 1933. 

3. 28  A. G. Daniells to W. C. White, May 22, 1933. 

29 M. E. Kern to W. C. White June 9,1933; .M. E. Kern to C. H. Watson, June 8,1933; 1. H. Evans to C. H. Watson, June 5, 1933.

3<)M. E. Kern to W. C. White, June 9, 1933; There are some "right here in the General Conference," noted Kern, who would not 
fully agree with "every answer we have made." M. E. Kern to W. C. White, September 3, 1933.

3J W. C. White to L. E. Froom, and M. E. Kern, May 23,1933.
32 W. C. White to W. H. Branson, June 12, 1933; A. L. White to C. H. Watson, September 11,1933. 33 M. E. Kern to W. C. White, 
April 23, 1936.
34 GC Officers & Ellen G. White Trustees Minutes October 12, 1933.
35 CHWatson toWCWhite May 9, 1933.
36 W. C. White to C. H. Watson, July 19, 1933.
37 W. C. White to C. H. Watson, July 19, 1933.
38 C. H. Watson to W. C. White, July 28, 1933.
39 F. M. Wilcox to C. H. Watson, October 27, 1933.
40 W. C. White to C. H. Watson, August 2, 1933.
41 GC Officers Minutes, September 3, 1933.
42 C. H. Watson to W. C. White, September 5, 1933.
43 C. H. Watson to W. C. White, September 5, 1933.
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    Chapter 6

	
 	
 	
 The Problem Explodes

The second rebuke of W. C. White came the detonation of an incendiary package that 

was even then making its way through the US mails to various people. When Watson 
wrote his September 5 letter of reprimand he was quite unaware of just how far the 
determined Elmshaven patriarch had already gone in further compounding their 
problems. Neither had the officers picked up any idea that for the previous two years 
Elmshaven had been quietly assembling manuscript for a further highly provocative 
compilation. This time the compilation was aimed directly at church administrators 
themselves for what White perceived as heavy-handed practices and dictatorial attitudes 
in leadership.

On August 31, 1933 Elmshaven had mailed to about 50 selected church administrators a 
two-volume mimeographed document lengthily entitled "Counsels Often Repeated 
Regarding the Relationships of Brethren in a United Christian Church." The mailing list 
included the General Conference officers, departmental leaders, union and conference 
presidents and a few others whom Elmshaven thought might benefit from the readings. 
Volume I had been compiled from previously unpublished vault materials from the 1873 - 
1898 period while Volume II consisted of material from the 1899 - 1913 period. The 
instruction was just so clear; W. C. White explained in a covering letter, he felt there 
ought to be no more delay in placing the material "before those bearing leading 
responsibility in our work."! The material was received in Washington on September 6, 
the day after Watson had sent his second rebuke to White. It was like a grenade. Its 
impact stunned and astonished the General Conference recipients.
 At an officers' meeting a month later on October 5 during the Annual Council in 
Battle Creek, there was considerable breast beating. Watson, who knew much more than 
his colleagues about W. C. White's private
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opinions of the General Conference officers, nevertheless expressed his "inability to 
understand the reasons" why the Elmshaven staff felt the need to send such material "all 
over the field" and he protested strongly his disapproval. Hermeneutically, this was "a 
wrong application of the Testimonies." Who was to say that the attitudes of church 
administration in the 1890s were present now in Washington? Where was the prophetic 
insight, which might discern or determine this? Had it been passed on to W. C. White?

	
 On the matter of the procedural issues, Daniells, who had been called in for the 
Battle Creek meetings, informed the group that in spite of his being a trustee, he was 
totally unaware of the material being circulated. "All this had been done without the 
knowledge and approval of the trustees." He also took the opportunity, however, to point 
out the "practical impossibility of the present trustees working together on account of 
their being so widely scattered over the world." It was evident that the present 
arrangement was completely unsatisfactory. The officers promptly established a 
committee of five to prepare a statement for discussion with the Elmshaven staff.'

	
 Watson followed up the officers meeting with a formal letter from the General 
Conference officers to Daniells as chair of the trustees asking for an explanation of the 
situation. The letter "setting forth our perplexities regarding the conduct of the work at 
the Elmshaven office" was read and approved by the General Conference officers.' "We 
wonder at the lack of wisdom on the part of those responsible," he wrote, and he apprised 
Daniells of the General Conference officers' desire to be informed as to the particular 
need that called the material into being.

	
 Watson was particularly irked at the "Counsels Often Repeated" documents 
because they appeared to be a compilation "interpolated with notes of the compiler who 
had undertaken to interpret the intention of Sister White in some of her expressions." In 
his view, this was totally unacceptable, constituted a wrong use of the materials and was 
"positively harmful at this time." It was an example of what the church leaders had feared 
might happen and had warned against earlier. Their references to the problem of scribal 
interpolations in early New Testament manuscripts had apparently not registered with the 
Elmshaven staff. Referring to the earlier agreements between Elmshaven and Washington 
on the protocol for the approval of releases that he assumed had been
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accepted, the president noted that the recent compilations had been released in a way that 
was "entirely out of harmony" with them. The release of materials in "typewritten form" 
was cause for "grave apprehension" and was "very wide of the understanding." In 
Washington's view, it was a "perilous" situation. Daniells was requested to call an urgent 
meeting of the trustees to meet together with the General Conference Committee for 
"counsel.?"

	
 The trustees and the General Conference Committee met together in joint session 
three days later. Two lengthy sessions were held that began late morning and lasted all 
afternoon. It cannot have been a pleasant meeting for the 76-year old White or for the 
other trustees or the General Conference officers themselves for that matter. Detailed 
minutes were kept along with an extensive, but apparently not exhaustive, verbatim 
record of speeches, although it was intended that the discussion remain confidential. The 
crisis meeting in retrospect was an historic milestone for it brought into clear focus the 
central issues of authority and control. It provided the occasion for groundbreaking 
discussions and enabled the key issues in the tangled and knotty dilemma to be 
crystallised and brought out into the open, at least between the officer and the trustee 
group. And as had often occurred in theological disputes in the Christian church, the 
issues involved both theology and the exercise of power. In the parlance of organisational 
behaviour theory the relationship between the system of authority and the system of 
ideology needed to be sorted out and integrated. Clearly, the overlapping definitions of 
responsibility were becoming counter-productive.

	
 Following an opening prayer, Watson began the discussion. He identified two 
problems. The unauthorised publication of "Medical Evangelism" and the unauthorised 
release of the material in "Counsels Often Repeated." Watson saw the latter document as 
a direct hostile attack on administration. If he, as president, had taken a position that 
warranted the "testimony," he asked, should he not have been informed "without the 
matter being broadcast?" Who was it that was to decide the need of such materials as 
these at this time?"

	
 Lewis H. Christian, Northern European Division president, complained that the 
reference to the previous "two years" in the introduction to the material implied some 
special circumstances. What were they? Who had been acting in a way that called forth 
the need of
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such testimony? It appears that Christian did not know how W. C. White viewed 
colleagues such as Branson, Evans and McElhany but Watson certainly did and White 
would have been relieved that Watson graciously chose not to expose him at this moment 
on the issue. Christian observed that if such testimony was needed, surely it should come 
from the General Conference - a position that, in W. C. White's view of course, simply 
begged the question. What if the General Conference administration could not see that 
they were a problem? But as Christian pointedly argued, "The gifts have been set in the 
church and not in any family.'" The writings should belong to the General Conference on 
behalf of the whole church.

	
 Branson observed that "if three or four people at Elmshaven can decide that things 
are going wrong and set out to correct them it would bring confusion and destroy 
confidence in the Spirit of Prophecy." Then, if those who had been reproved by the 
General Conference for being out of line, became the printers of these messages, the 
impression would surely obtain that the two organisations were not "working in 
cooperation. "

	
 The issue was both theologically and administratively perplexing. Australian C. K. 
Meyers who worked in the secretariat expressed his inability to think through how an 
appropriate plan of "a human trusteeship of a divine gift" might work. But he agreed that 
if it was necessary to go into the vault to get material "for the good of the church" surely 
it would be the leaders of the church who should be the first to sense that need. Again, for 
W. C. White, this begged the question. What should be done if the leaders of the church 
were the problem and couldn't see it?

	
 Daniells focused more on the specific, pragmatic administrative issues. He felt that 
there were three questions that needed to be settled. 1.The relative value to the cause of 
the published and unpublished matter. 2 . The wisdom of releasing the contents of the 
vault to individuals who write in with enquiries.  3. The arrangements entered into 
between the trustees and the General Conference that nothing should be sent out without 
counsel, which he seems to imply were being ignored.'

	
 Retired General Conference president, W. A. Spicer, regretted the compilation very 
much and he focused the administrative dilemma for the group. He pointed out that the 
church could not afford to have "a
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super-administrative committee, and that such work has not been given to the trustees." 
Quoting a dictum of Napoleon he argued that it was "better to have one weak general in 
charge than two strong ones divided." "Sister White herself always recognised the 
administrative gift," he reminded the group. Otherwise, debilitating power struggles in 
such a situation would be inevitable. Furthermore, he pointed out, "it was not fair to take 
old reproofs and apply them to specific things" 30 years or so later. "It would really take 
the prophetic gift to [do so], that is, to apply these messages in that way." And this was 
the nub of the problem for the officer group. In an important sense, though the church had 
been left with an extensive legacy of inspired writings, nevertheless, in another important 
sense, the living prophetic gift had ceased with the death of the prophetess. From the 
observations made by the General Conference officers it seems that W. C. White had 
crossed the line from being a custodian of the writings responsible for ensuring their 
continuing circulation to seeing himself as a spiritual corrector of the church, in some 
sub-conscious way still exercising the "gift' of prophecy on behalf of his mother. His 
earlier letter to Watson about his commission to stand against tyranny clearly implies this 
although he may not have seen or thought through the theological implications focused 
primarily as he was on his present operational frustrations. But what was the role of the 
custodians as defined in Ellen White's will? This was the issue that needed clarifying.

	
 After the long and emotionally draining discussion, White conceded that he had 
acted irregularly. He tried to explain that "circumstances had helped him to think that the 
brethren would be pleased to have him do some things on his own responsibility." The 
brethren clearly let him know that he was mistaken. The officers required that the August 
31 manuscript be recalled immediately." The issue was highly sensitive and Watson 
suggested that "the discussions this day on these most sacred and vital matters should be 
held in the strictest confidence."?

	
 The recall, although deeply embarrassing, was not technically difficult. W. C. 
White's son, Arthur, had kept careful records of each copy sent. Five days later, Arthur 
White back at Elmshaven wrote to the recipients of the document politely explaining that 
his father had been persuaded that "there was a possibility of some of the material 
contained in the collection being misunderstood and their message being
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misapplied .... In harmony with the counsel given to Elder White to call in the 
manuscript," it was requested that the documents be returned. 10 

 The joint meeting through its counsel to W. C. White seemed to bring him back 
into line although it does not appear to have changed his attitude. Nor did it finally 
resolve the basic systemic problem of how to relate to the materials in the vault and the 
question of who had the ultimate authority to release them. But it had clarified the issues.

	
 In the remaining months of 1933 the question of how to deal with the need for 
material and how to answer the many enquiries coming to the Elmshaven staff still 
proved to be a conundrum. The officers undertook to review the "Medical Evangelism" 
material and the Elmshaven staff were advised to try and avoid placing themselves where 
they might be considered the interpreters of the writings. In correspondence with 
enquirers they should be "very guarded" and, in fact, should try and minimise the 
correspondence work as much as possible. Church members should be encouraged to do 
their own study. If there was need for more formal responses, perhaps answers could be 
published in the union or division papers."

	
 Elmshaven staff, on the other hand, felt they most certainly could not ignore letters 
of enquiry. But neither were they enamoured with the prospect of writing the same kinds 
of responses repeatedly on an individual basis. To any reasonable mind, it seemed to 
them, the creation of "shelf documents" would save enormous amounts of time.

	
 The October joint meeting between Elmshaven and Washington in Battle Creek 
cleared the air considerably and clarified the issues at stake in the conflict by bringing 
them out in the open among a wider circle of leaders. In finding appropriate language and 
the courage to at least describe the highly sensitive problem it was clear that progress had 
been made. And somehow in the light of day the problem seemed more manageable. And 
if it was becoming clear, as L. H. Christian had so precisely put it, that the gifts had been 
placed in the church and not in anyone family then it was obviously through the church 
that the gift needed to be administered. How to achieve this was still something to be 
worked out. But the meeting brought about a better understanding of the issues and 
helped to move the parties along toward the development of a more acceptable working 
relationship from the General Conference point of view and more effective oversight of 
the release of unpublished
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 Following the difficult meetings in Battle Creek, Watson visited Elmshaven again 
to try and repair the relationship. Apparently White had become convinced that Watson 
had been swept into the Branson- Evans camp and had fallen into the negative 
domineering ways of his associates. It seemed to White that Watson was different when 
he was under the influence of his colleagues than when he was by himself. The personal 
visit from Watson, he confided to Kern, "lifted quite a burden" from his mind, however, 
and gave him the "assurance" that Watson was "still the kindly, broadminded and 
progressive man that I had always considered him to be."? White apparently was still not 
able to come to terms with the underlying issues beyond the personalities.

	
 Watson's response to questions put to him by White seems to have confirmed 
White's view that when the president was away from his advisors and when things could 
be explained in person, he was much more reasonable -like a different person. For 
example, during the visit, Watson had agreed that at least some parts of the recalled 
compilation on leadership could be used. "Those parts which are not likely to be 
misunderstood." He insisted, however, that the release of typewritten manuscript material 
was unhelpful and that nothing was to be released without the consent of the trustees. "If 
that is not practical, then we must give further consideration to the matter."!' Milton Kern, 
for his part thought that he was glad for the good counsel Watson was able to give and if 
White would only "adhere strongly to our defined policies in these matters," then "we 
will get along all right."!"

I W. C. White to E. Kotz, August 31,1933.
2 GC Officers Minutes, October S, 1933. The committee consisted of A. G. Daniells, C. H.

Watson, J. L. Shaw, W. A. Spicer and W. H. Branson.

3 GC Officers Minutes, October 9, 1933.

'c . H. Watson to A. G. Daniells, October 9, 1933; Transcript of the Meeting of the Ellen G. White Estate Trustees and the 
General Conference Officers 11.00 am, October 12, 1933.

5 Transcript of the Meeting of the Ellen G. White Estate Trustees and the General Conference Officers 2.30 pm October 12, 1933.
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6 Ibid. 

7 Ibid.

 8 Ibid.

 9 Ibid.

10 A. L. White to C. K. Meyers, October 17, 1933. It is of interest to note that of the 50 documents sent out in August, only 14 had 
not been returned by the following February. Of the 14 not returned 4 had been sent to senior church administrators and 8 
remained in the hands of members of the General Conference Committee or division presidents who had voted the recall action. 
How many other copies were made is not clear. Frederick Griggs for example had planned to further circulate his set to all his 
presidents in the Far Eastern Division. F. W. Griggs to W. C. White, October 4, 1933.

" Ellen G. White Trustees Minutes, November 27, 1933.
12 W. C. White to M. E. Kern, November 22,1933.
13 Memorandum of Council Meeting, Mountain View, November 12,1933. I.M. E. Kern to W. C. White, December 3, 1933.
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    Chapter 7

	
 	
 W. C. White: A Personal Perspective

W C. White's position was a difficult one. He did not want to . be uncooperative yet 

as probably the most knowledgeable trustee, he felt deeply the expectation that he be 
faithful to the trust established in his mother's last will and testament. He did not 
consciously try to undermine or subvert the role of church administration. Writing in 
1921 he asserted that in fact he had made "a continuous and faithful effort to be loyal to 
the General Conference administration." If he had failed in this effort he said, it was 
because of "faulty judgment, rather than any desire to be out of harmony, or to cause 
perplexity by pressing upon the brethren my views of certain things wherein I was 
particularly interested and in which I had special responsibility."! A decade later he 
acknowledged to his fellow trustees that on a particular issue before them it was 
"difficult" for him "to see these things just as you see them, but if I keep on trying I may." 
He asked them to be patient with him if he failed the first time in accepting the idea and 
acting according to it. He would try again.' White probably saw such disagreements and 
the later differences that he had with the General Conference men during the1930s as just 
simple differences of opinion. He may not have perceived that the differences were much 
more profound and that he was engaging, however unwittingly, in what was, in fact, a 
serious power struggle.

	
 There were personal interests in the manuscripts from a legal ownership 
perspective that W. C. White also needed to keep in consideration. Ellen White had 
enjoined her trustees to use the proceeds from her estate to care for "the improvement of 
the books and manuscripts ... for the securing and printing of new translations" and "for 
the printing of compilations from my manuscripts.'? His personal position was made 
difficult by considerations that he did not like to speak about in public for fear of being 
misunderstood. In fact, it seems he never spoke
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of this matter at all except perhaps to his son Arthur White, and to his closest confidant, 
Arthur Daniells. According to Ellen White's will, (although not according to the 1916 
court sale of the estate), W. C. White was in fact the legal owner of much of the 
unpublished material in the vault. In that sense based upon what he might have called a 
moral ground he may have felt at the core of his being that he had the right to release 
manuscripts as he saw fit.

	
 W. C. White's veiled retaliatory attack on the general church administration 
through the mimeographed compilation of August 31, 1933 had been prompted by long 
years of pent-up frustration in his work at Elrnshaven. The lack of resources and the lack 
of support from the General Conference had not embittered him but had nonetheless 
profoundly affected him. With the best of intentions and in spite of the deep commitment 
to common spiritual interests and goals, he inevitably developed attitudes coloured by 
misgivings or even some distrust toward the General Conference. There were 
understandable reasons for this. As Jerry Moon observes, the death of his mother in 1915 
had been "cataclysmic" for W. C. White." The busy hive of activity that was Elmshaven 
quickly shut down. Within a few weeks the large Elmshaven staff had been released or 
had transferred to other posi tions in the church leaving W. C. White virtually alone in his 
custodial duties with only the occasional help of a part-time secretary. Although he 
continued to be elected to the General' Conference Executi ve Committee he was not re- 
elected to the many other boards and committees he had previously served on. At age 61 
he experienced a drastic diminution of his role and of his ability to contribute to the 
church. These sweeping changes, devastating enough as they were at the personal level, 
were aggravated over the years by the lack of clarity in the definition of even his 
diminished formal role, and by the persistent resistance of the General Conference 
administration to the further release of letter and manuscript material from the vault. 
From the organisational behaviour perspective, this lack of clarity or ambiguity in his 
position description would inevitably create conflict.

	
 Through the early 1920s, as has been noted above, and as has been pointed out by 
Moon, White had been engaged in a "long struggle" to gain approval from his fellow 
trustees and from the General Conference administration to give permission for the 
release of material." For
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example, when he wanted to include new material in the book Counsels on Health, his 
fellow trustee, A. G. Daniells had insisted that this could not be done without the consent 
of the General Conference Committee." The decision of the committee was negative. 
Men of "strong conviction" on the committee, he reported later, felt that "not one 
sentence should be made public by the trustees unless it had been printed in some form 
while Mrs White was alive." "What she had not herself caused to be put into print" 
should not be put out by the trustees. Elmshaven may have been excused perhaps for 
thinking in moments of discouragement that such men perhaps did not actually believe in 
the work of Ellen White. This criticism of the General Conference was sometime 
expressed from the wider circle around Elmshaven comprised of aging pioneers or 
pastors like Stephen N. Haskell and George B. Starr. Daniells and Prescott both, had been 
the target of painful misrepresentation on such matters during the last six years of Ellen 
White's life and Daniells knew from his later experience in 1922 how damaging this 
could be. Daniells explained some years later that his colleagues were "not unbelievers in 
the Spirit of Prophecy. They are true men, who have the welfare and triumph of this cause 
as seriously at heart as any who live."?

	
 W. C. White, on the other hand believed with deep conviction that Ellen White had 
invested the trustees of her estate with the authority to publish new material at their 
discretion and he argued this case to his fellow trustees and the General Conference 
Committee repeatedly." In 1925, a decade after his mother's death, and following an 
extended visit to Washington headquarters to seek clarification, he felt his long campaign 
had finally been rewarded. On November 20, he received a letter from Washington 
written by B. E. Bedoe of the secretariat, informing him that members of the Executive 
Committee had at last conceded on the key issue "that the question of printing testimony 
MSS belonged to the trustees," and that they should "bear full responsibility in this 
matter." Bedoe was careful to note, however, that the concession had been "without 
record." For some reason the committee chose not to minute the action. But White 
reported excitedly to his daughter that he felt the committee had at last "set free the 
trustees."? The "freedom" as it turned out proved something of a chimera. If it ever 
existed, it didn't last.

	
 In addition to his feelings of having been wronged over the strictures 
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placed on the release of unpublished materials (which W. C. White viewed as actually 
negating the will of Ellen White) the Elmshaven patriarch also harboured feelings of 
distrust toward the General Conference because of the financial constraints that 
Washington had imposed on Elmshaven. As noted earlier, W. C. White felt that the 
decision of the General Conference in 1915 had been wrong in treating the financial 
situation of the White Estate at the death of Ellen White virtually as a bankruptcy. 
Furthermore, he later became quite irritated that the General Conference treasury officials 
felt they could withdraw Elmshaven money and manage Elmshaven funds without 
consultation with him. Over the years, treasury leaders, he argued had adopted a policy 
toward Elmshaven that would have led to "the undoing of the trust" and the "virtual 
destruction" of the work "that Sister White had sought to perpetuate."?

	
 The extent of the indebtedness that had accumulated at the White Estate at the 
time of Ellen White's death had at times over the years been a source of some 
embarrassment to the church because it provided occasion for frequent pointed criticism 
at the hands of critics such as Edward Ballenger. As the critics were wont to point out, 
Ellen White herself vigorously protested the evils of debt and at one time advocated 
strongly a "no debt" policy for church development. Church leaders had to give careful 
study to explanations about the debt." From one perspective the debt could be viewed as 
a long-term investment to be eventually repaid by royalties but its seemed that some 
treasury officials treated the debt as an insolvency brought about to some degree by over- 
ambitious and poor financial management on the part of W. C. White. And from previous 
experience, the General Conference administration had learned that they needed to be 
cautious with respect to W. C. White' s financial management. It was not his strength. 12

 The financial relationship between the two organisations over the years created a 
continuing source of irritation and frustration and helped reinforce an underlying lack of 
trust on the part of the Elmshaven staff towards some General Conference officials. For 
example, according to W. C. White in 1933, the royalty income to the General 
Conference had dwindled markedly since 1916 when the church's legal body, the General 
Conference Association (GCA) had taken control of the books and the printing plates for 
the published writings. In 1922 specifically, the royalty
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rate had apparently been greatly reduced resulting in a halving of the income. Royalties 
on the sale of foreign books had actually been completely removed at that time. 13 What 
irritated more, White reported, was that the legal body, the GCA had been less than 
diligent in recovering what royalties were properly due. And to make matters worse, 
some copyrights had even been lost through mismanagement." These were issues that 
also troubled Watson.

	
 In 1930, W. C. White, still grappling with the necessity to liquidate the White 
Estate debt on the General Conference books, had developed a plan to pay back the 
indebtedness and to enable the White Estate to "carry itself." The plan would terminate 
the opprobrious "necessity of a budget from the General Conference funds." This he 
thought would help establish the independence of the White Estate and relieve the 
General Conference of the burden. 15 In 1932 he was still of the same opinion arguing 
vigorously that if the books and plates could be returned to the custody of the estate 
trustees there would be more than adequate income to support the work efficiently. He 
argued that the debt at the General Conference should be cancelled, "not on the basis of a 
gift" but in "recognition of ample value received to the cause."!" When he had raised this 
issue of the disposition of royalties and the support of the work at Elmshaven, however, 
he reported that the matter had simply been referred "to a large and dignified committee," 
and nothing had changed." The dependence of the estate on annual appropriations for its 
work continued to demoralise him. It was less than an ideal mode of operating in his 
view.

	
 As a result of these issues, W. C. White's attitude to his brethren in Washington 
was understandably complex. It could be described as cordial and one of trust and 
confidence and yet at the same time it was characterised by a measure of scepticism and 
guarded caution. At times he became quite distrustful - not of the individual people 
themselves (except perhaps when it came to men like W. H. Branson and 1.H. Evans) but 
of the organisation itself. He believed passionately, of course, in the necessity of 
organisation and he played an important personal role in it but he, like his mother, was 
nevertheless, also acutely aware of the inherent dangers of organisation. Working 
relationships generally functioned well on the basis of the commitments to the common 
cause and the loyalties expressed to each other but there was enough awareness 
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of the weaknesses in people for him to be appropriately cautious in the level of total trust 
extended to the organisation or to those within it.

	
 This inevitable state of human affairs became clearly evident in the steps that Ellen 
White herself took in the framing of her final will as noted in chapter 2. It was a process 
in which W. C. White had been intimately involved. In establishing the trust to ensure the 
perpetuation of her influence in the denomination, Ellen White had approached the matter 
on the basis of good common sense and sound legal advice but at the same time at 
another level it was clear that the reason she felt she needed to be careful in the way she 
set things up was because of a certain lack of trust. That, of course, is the implicit basis 
for taking any legal steps to establish any "trust."

	
 As noted earlier, W. C. White reported that his mother did not have sufficient 
confidence to leave her estate in the hands of "an elective body of men who are 
constantly subject to change" and "whose policies might change with the years." She was 
apprehensive about the attitudes of certain men on the General Conference Committee. 
According to W. C. White, these men were "all good conscientious brethren" but at the 
same time he also was of the view that if their judgement had prevailed, the extension of 
the work of the trustees may have been thwarted. IS The final form of the "trust" 
established in Ellen White's will was therefore itself to a significant degree a result of 
some "distrust." W. C. White was to some degree shaped by this.

I W. C. White to A. G. Daniells, March 8,1921,

2 W. C. White statement to White Estate trustees, "White Estate Board Minutes," July 6,1930.

3 Ellen G. White, Last Will and Testament, Clause Fifth, Section d 2.

4 Jerry Moon, Ellen G .White and W.c. White (Berrien Springs MI, Andrews University Press, 1993), p. 451.

5 See also Paul McGraw, "Without a Living Prophet," Ministry, December, 2000, pp. 11-15.

6 A. G. Daniells to W. C. White, March 4, 1921; W. C. White to A. G. Daniells, March 8,1921.

7 A. G. Daniells to w. C. White, July 22, 1925.

8 W. C. White to General Conference Executive Committee, October 3,1921; July 5,1922; October 6, 1924.
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9 W. C. White to Ella May Robinson, December 8, 1925. Although the concession was not "official" in that it was unminuted, B. 
E. Bedoe apparently wrote on behalf of the committee.

See also W. C. White statement January 27, 1933, p. 7. This report was prepared by W. C. White in preparation for the visit of C. 
H. Watson in January 1933.

'0 W. C. White Statement, January 27, 1933.
" Various Shelf Documents were prepared to deal particularly with criticism from E. S.

Ballenger.
12 In the 1930s W. C. White was significantly in debt himself, a factor that made it impossible at that time for him to "honourably" 
move away from Elmshaven. His debts prevented him. 

13 W. C. White Statement January 27, 1933.
"lbid.
15 W. C. White to J. L. Shaw, October 20, 1930.

'6 W. C. White Statement, January 27, 1933, P 9-10. 

17 W. C. White to C. H. Watson, April 25, 1932 .
•8 W. C. White Statement, January 15, 1933, P 5.
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    Chapter 8

	
 	
 President Watson Seeks a Solution

Charles Watson had first become personally acquainted with the intricate and 

complicated difficulties of White Estate finances during his four-year term in Washington 
as vice president and associate treasurer between 1922 and 1926. In his travels through 
Europe, for example, he had discovered that the church offices in Italy were full of large 
quantities of an Italian translation of Ministry of Healing. The book was not selling at all 
and he wondered who had authorised such an expensive venture that had involved costly 
translation and publication. Who was it generally who authorised foreign translations and 
publications? From such earlier experiences he had become aware of the need to sort out 
the tangled affairs of the White Estate and its finances. In March 1931, following the 
discussions in his Washington office chaired by Daniells, he scheduled a meeting with 
Elmshaven staff member Dores E. Robinson on the occasion of a visit to the Pacific Press 
Publishing House at Mountain View. Later he visited Elmshaven personally to become 
more intimately acquainted with the work of the estate.'

	
 It was, of course, more than just financial considerations in 1930 that led Watson 
to resolve to bring order and harmony to the messy realm of Elmshaven and General 
Conference relationships. As he explained to W. C. White, as president of the General 
Conference, he needed to know "just exactly what the relationship of the trustees is to the 
General Conference.'? Understanding the various lines of work carried forward by 
Elmshaven would put him in a better position to give counsel and help when he met with 
the trustees in connection with their work from time to time.

	
 In these early visits, W. C. White was able to brief Watson on the custodial work 
projects underway such as the re-indexing of materials and the categorisation of 
manuscripts and letter files and on projects
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such as the preparation of defence articles. In their discussion as to who authorised the 
preparation of translations, articles and the release of materials W. C. White was mindful 
of the hard-won 1925 un-minuted concession on the release of manuscripts and was 
careful to state that "from a moral standpoint the trustees are the responsible parties."? 
But on the matter of translations he was embarrassed at having to concede that about the 
Italian translation of Ministry of Healing he knew nothing at alL It seems to have been 
unauthorised.

	
 So how was the White Estate to relate to the now ever enlarging worldwide church 
in the matter of expensive publication projects, questioned Watson? Clearly, in his mind, 
the solution was control by the church organisation. He suggested that in order to prevent 
the unauthorised publication of foreign books, W. C. White should make a submission 
along with carefully planned budget proposals to the year- end autumn meetings when the 
division officers would be present. The White Estate, he felt should be more pro-active in 
relating to the leadership of the divisions in establishing clear understandings about limits 
of responsibility. The division leaders, he stressed, were the people White should deal 
with, not the publishing houses. These things needed to be approached strategically in 
line with the mission objectives and financial constraints of the divisions. W. C. White 
replied that he thought A. G. Daniells as a trustee was much better at this kind of liaison 
but he took up the invitation nonetheless. Subsequently, at meetings in Battle Creek later 
that same year, White prepared a report on the work of the White Estate, and plans were 
presented to the division leadership. White felt that a better understanding had been 
achieved with the world leaders. He valued Watson's intervention and his "kindly 
interest" in facilitating this.

	
 These early discussions clearly hinted at the direction in which Watson thought the 
solution was to be found. But he knew that he needed to consult and to have a thorough 
understanding of the issues before moving to a resolution of the disordered state of 
affairs. Following the discussions in California he became firmly convinced that the 
General Conference needed to put the affairs of the White Estate on a much firmer basis 
sooner rather than later when things might begin to fall apart. He sensed some urgency 
and he found that others shared his convictions. He quickly called for further meetings. 
Writing six months
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later after some progress had been made, Daniells acknowledged that a lasting solution 
needed to be found. "We surely were in a chaotic state," he reported."

	
 At the 1932 annual council meetings in Battle Creek, the home and foreign 
officers of the General Conference took the opportunity to meet together with the 
available White Estate trustees. Daniells read the detailed 35-page report, prepared by W. 
C. White, on the work at Elmshaven since 1916.5 Following a two-and-a-half hour 
discussion a 13-member sub-committee under the chairmanship of Daniells was 
appointed to give further study to key aspects of the complex problem and to consider 
solutions. Five days later, the committee tendered its report. 6 In response, the officers 
adopted a resolution of appreciation and support for the White Estate and called for the 
rapid preparation of public statements and articles to give answer to the critics of the 
church on the matter of the Spirit of Prophecy. The public statement adopted was a clear 
declaration on the essential unity of the General Conference and the White Estate. It 
seems clear it was intended primarily for public consumption. The fact that there were 
still deep unresolved internal conflicts did not need to be stated. Church leaders knew the 
facts. But finding a solution in a large group was difficult. The sensitive issues would be 
handled much better by discussions within the confines of a much smaller group. The 
inner circle of officers thus gathered in the president's office in Washington a month later 
to consider the alternatives." 

 Watson, who reported he had discussed the issue with Daniells several times in 
trying to sort out a strategy for dealing with the issues, asked Daniells to give another 
report and he allowed the senior statesman to set the running by outlining their proposed 
solution. Daniells spoke at some length from the perspective of the unique role he 
occupied i.e. that of having served for the past 17 years as both a White Estate trustee and 
senior church administrator. It was clear where he stood. In his view, the White Estate 
trustees had always viewed themselves not as separate, but as part of the "general 
organisation." He did not think the trusteeship had worked as well as has been intended 
because of the dispersed locations of the trustees. Both he and Review editor Francis 
Wilcox, for example, had been in Washington while Clarence Crisler had been overseas 
for 17 years. Only W. C. White and C. H. Jones had
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been in California. And now the majority of the original trustees were of quite advanced 
age. Plans needed to be made for the continuity of the work of the estate. Daniells argued 
that the General Conference should have possession and control of "all the library" (there 
was nothing quite like it, he said, anywhere else in the denomination), as well as the vault 
materials and other estate property such as the bookplates. He pointed out that, as yet, W. 
C. White's son, Arthur, who had joined the Elmshaven staff in 1929, was still too young 
to take over the duties of his father. But new arrangements needed to be put in place 
urgently to ensure the continuity of the work. The General Conference should be "taking 
over the estate property on liquidation of its debt," he argued." He asserted that the 
trustees had the right to sell the property although he qualified this as he remembered that 
not all of the contents of the vault actually belonged to the estate. He intimated, however, 
that the trustees and W. C. White had already agreed that "everything" at Elmshaven 
should come to the General Conference. Under just what arrangements needed to be 
determined.

	
 The meeting in Watson's office proved to be epochal; the crossing of a watershed. 
Daniells speech greatly impressed the committee about the urgency of the situation and a 
committee of three comprising vice president 1. H. Evans, treasurer J. L. Shaw and 
Daniells was asked to give close study to the Ellen G. White will and draw up some draft 
articles of agreement for the sale of the property to the General Conference. Three days 
later with a draft agreement in hand they reported back to the officers. The Bill of Sale 
agreement was approved and recommended for presentation to a joint meeting of the 
White Estate trustees and selected officers of the General Conference. The historic 
meeting was set for January in California and as chair of the trustees, Daniells was 
requested to call it.? Prior to the meeting the Bill of Sale would be presented to W. C. 
White on January 15 for consultation. Then the larger group would meet in the Pacific 
Press manager's office at Mountain View on the afternoon of January 27. Three days 
before the end of the year Daniells wrote to Arthur White urging him to attend the 
meeting and explaining its importance. He alerted Arthur to his apprehensions that his 
father might not like the proposal that was to be made. "I have some fears that your father 
will be somewhat shy regarding some details of the agreement," he wrote noting that the 
opportunity
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was being extended to them to carefully consider the agreement andpropose changes if 
they seemed essential or necessary. "I want the  arrangements all perfected and settled 
while your father is alive, but ofcourse I want his full approval," he added. It seems clear 
that Daniells knew that W. C. White would need help to be able to accept the new 
arrangements being proposed. 10 As it happened the group needed to meet again on 
January 29 for final clarification of details.

	
 The agreement envisaged that the White Estate would be incorporated as a 
separate legal entity and the General Conference promised to help establish the legal right 
of the trustees to the materials. The General Conference initial intention was that the 
general manuscript files and the indexes would be purchased by the General Conference 
and would be "under the mutual control of the contracting parties," although this clause 
was deleted in the final document. The agreement also stated that there would be "mutual 
agreement" between the General Conference and the trustees on the appointment of the 
secretary and such other assistants as would be necessary and that their work would be 
supervised jointly under such leadership as both parties to the agreement should provide. 
From an organisational perspective this was a significant mechanism for the management 
and control of the resource. Enshrined in the Bill of Sale under Article II Section 6 was 
the agreement that all accruing royalties would be the property of the General 
Conference. This too was a fundamental organisational mechanism for ensuring control 
and management of the resource. The agreement formally established that the estate 
would annually request a budget fromtheGeneralConferenceforoperations.II

	
 The Bill of Sale as it was proposed, and as Daniells had anticipated, came as a 
shock to W. C. White. As Daniells reported later, when he sat down to go through the 
proposal with him, the 78 year-old secretary of the trustees saw the issues quite 
differently to the way that Daniells and the General Conference men viewed them. As 
White digested the implications of the proposal over the next few days he wrote up a 
vigorous and passionate 18 page rebuttal proposing a totally different approach to the 
management of the estate. Since first reading the General Conference proposal on 
January 15 at Lorna Linda, he wrote, he had given it "serious and prayerful 
consideration" but was extremely uncomfortable with the direction it suggested. While he 
welcomed the
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renewed attention being given to Elmshaven's problems by the General Conference and 
agreed with the need to carefully consider the replacement of the trustees, he had serious 
questions on the ethics of the proposed sale. He simply did not think it would be in 
harmony with his mother's wishes as expressed in her will. He pointed out that the sale of 
the estate could be construed as a termination of trust as set forth in her will and that 
under these circumstances from a legal standpoint, the properties would then revert to 
him personally. 12 But, even if the legal difficulties of the transfer of the property outside 
of the hands of the trustees could be surmounted, the question remained, he said, of the 
"moral obligation" involved in such a transfer.

	
 What fired W. C. White so brightly on this issue, however, was the possibility that 
the proposed transaction would put the work of the estate in the hands of the General 
Conference financial people and this, he argued, Ellen White herself would have 
considered almost anathema because of her experience of some of their past irregular 
practices. White felt so strongly on this matter he felt constrained to actually identify the 
specific individuals and he outlined the reasons why Ellen White herself, in framing her 
will, had decided to choose her own trustees. "It seems necessary to do so," he explained, 
"in order that you may better understand why I express with great positiveness my 
conscientious objection to the transfer of the property bequeathed to the White Estate 
trustees." 13

	
 The tightly argued two-part response asserted that the Washington proposal 
exposed the work of the estate to the great risk of being circumscribed at some future 
time by men whose attitude might not be as friendly as those in the present 
administration. The deed of sale, he believed, was legally and ethically objectionable and 
violated the clear intentions spelt out in Mrs White's will. In Part II of his document 
White elaborated on the alternate plan that he had previously discussed with Watson. He 
considered his own approach to be much more closely aligned "to the specifications of 
Sister White's will" and yet would still achieve the objectives intended by the proposed 
Bill of Sale. These objectives he understood to be the safeguarding of the property to the 
denomination, the liquidation of the debt ($18,000 as at December, 1931) 14 and provision 
for the continuance of the work entrusted to the trustees.
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 He proposed that the properties taken over by the GCA in 1916 be returned to the 
estate and that the royalties be properly managed in order to adequately fund its work in 
addition to an annual appropriation being granted by the General Conference. He firmly 
believed that the General Conference should forgive the deficit - not as a gift, but in 
recognition of the work of Ellen White who during her life had donated extensively to the 
work of the church and had incurred debt to build up the cause and establish work, which 
"the conferences now are strong enough to support." Mrs White's debt he argued was not 
for herself but for the development of the cause. The future management of the estate 
could well be handled by the board of trustees, which, he agreed, should be incorporated 
to protect both itself and the denomination and to enable it to manage its own affairs 
properly. With "full" royalties, and ownership of the book plates, the estate could easily 
carry on the lines of work, which were demanding attention. White was adamant in his 
persuasion that Elmshaven needed to remain financially as well as legally independent. 15

	
 The reclaiming of the royalties for the White Estate was a very important principle 
for White and it was central to his counter proposal. He believed that control over such 
financial resources was vital to the White Estate being able to function as a genuinely 
independent entity. In organisational behaviour terms, control of the finances would have 
established the organisation on its own substantial power base and given it effective 
autonomy. It seems that this was also realised by the General Conference people who 
feared that allowing the organisation to be able to control completely its own income and 
expenditure would indeed make it a separate para-church organisation and give the 
General Conference little scope to control its work if in the future its independence 
became a problem. In organisational structural considerations the issue of control of 
financial resources is of fundamental importance in establishing a position of power. On 
this central issue, W. C. White clearly lost the struggle. The income generated by the 
publications would continue to be controlled by the church through the General 
Conference. The matter of the release of unpublished manuscripts remained an issue of 
pointed contention and required further negotiation as is explained later. On the other 
hand, however, with incorporation of the White Estate assured, at least the trustees were 
legally separate and the central concerns
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of Ellen White's will for the care, protection and promotion of her writings could be 
honoured. 16

	
 It would have taken some considerable time between January 15 and 27 to prepare 
the I8-page carefully written but impassioned response. In the event, however, it seems 
that he read it only to Daniells, not to the members of the joint committee. I? Nix observes 
that the presence of I. H. Evans [and perhaps J. L. Shaw also] in these discussions was 
probably quite galling to W. C. White, in light of his mother's concerns about some 
treasury officials. IS But Mrs White's particular difficulty with the treasury people was not 
known to the larger group, other than Watson, and probably could not be avoided anyway 
given their experience and their positions. Evans at least was not appointed to the 
trusteeship.

	
 Daniells later reported that although initially W. C. White was "seriously 
disturbed" and strenuously objected to the proposal, after lengthy discussion he finally 
came to be "fully satisfied" that there might be wisdom in going along with the General 
Conference proposal and that perhaps the trustees were taking "the right course."? It 
seems that Daniells had to spend a number of long sessions in counsel with W. C. White, 
listening to his objections and persuading him of the reasonableness of the new approach. 
There is no evidence in the recorded minutes of the joint meeting that the issues he had 
raised in his prepared reply were discussed at the meeting. Arthur White, however, later 
reported that the discussions during two days of meetings were fairly hard headed and 
intense and zeroed in on the central issues that were of such concern to Elmshaven. "You 
who were at the meeting at Mountain View," he wrote to Daniells later, "will remember 
how hard some men drove to have our work placed under the control of the General 
Conference Committee and how hard we worked to make an agreement in harmony with 
the wishes of Sister White and still give the General Conference the assurance that we 
would endeavour to work in harmony with their counsel in carrying on our work in 
harmony with the legacy of Sister White, and yet not bind ourselves to their dictarion.'?? 
Apparently W. C. White was satisfied by Daniells prior to the January 27 meeting that 
ownership of properties like bookplates was not really the issue as long as the rights and 
responsibilities of the trustees in regard to the manuscripts and literary materials were 
preserved so that they
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could continue in an unencumbered way to carry out their duties specified in the will.

	
 The initial Bill of Sale was modified to meet the concerns raised by the Elmshaven 
men with both ownership and management of the literary estate being entrusted to the 
board of trustees while other properties went to the General Conference. Following the 
discussions the amended document was presented to ajoint meeting of seven which was 
just enough of an attendance to constitute a quorum and to identify the occasion as 
meeting 402 of the General Conference Committee. Thus formal action could be taken 
authorising the signing of the Bill of Sale for both parties and also authorising the legal 
arm, the General Conference Association, to do whatever was necessary to make the 
agreement legal and give it effect."

	
 The meeting, at least initially, was viewed as a breakthrough by both sides. "I may 
tell you," Daniells reported to Watson later, when the dust had settled, "that Brother 
White is feeling very happy over the outcome.t'" The success W. C. White was happy 
with was related to concessions he had negotiated with the General Conference men 
whereby the incorporation of the board of trustees would ensure the continuance of its 
separate identity in the care of the literary materials. The dropping of the clause putting 
the materials "under the mutual control" of both parties he felt was a significant gain. 
This he felt to be an acceptable compromise that enabled him to achieve his objectives. It 
enabled him to feel "entirely different" regarding the "transfer of the business of the 
estate," according to Daniells." The appointment of a local operating committee to 
function under the direction of the trustees, which gave a measure of local control and 
freedom to move, he also considered a good outcome, along with the commitment to 
provide a safe vault for the manuscripts at Washington. He was also happy that new 
trustees had been appointed. Clarence Crisler had been persuaded to resign and was 
replaced by another and it had been agreed that Watson would replace C. H. Jones who 
had become quite infirm." The agreement laid the ground for a win/win resolution to the 
conflict that balanced the needs of both parties: the need for the General Conference on 
behalf of the church to be able to control the resource, albeit through financial and 
administrative mechanisms, balanced against the need to grant independence for the 
White Estate in its work with the literary materials.
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The independence granted, however, as will be noted, was circumscribed by the mutual 
agreement clause and by subsequent by-law type operating conditions concerning staffing 
and the release of manuscripts.

Although the historic meetings of January 27 and 29, 1933 approved the Bill of Sale it 
became clear as the months passed that in the specific matter of authority over the 
contents of the vault, the deed of agreement had not, in fact, resolved the central issue. 
Differing interpretations of the wording of a vital clause very quickly arose. Thus the 
matter continued to give rise to further problems and perplexities which caused much 
anguish for both parties for the next seven years until finally, two years after the estate 
had been transferred to Washington, a formula of words was found which, at long last, 
enabled the relationship to work smoothly.

1D. E. Robinson to C. H. Watson, March 10, 1931.
, C. H. Watson Interview with W. C. White, June 5, 1932.
3C. H. Watson Interview with W. C. White June 5, 1932.
4 A. G. Daniells to C. H. Watson & J. L. Shaw, March 10, 1933.
5 General Conference Officers Council, October 13, 1932.
6 General Conference Officers Council, October 17, 1932.
7 General Conference Officers, President's office, November 10, 1932. 

8 General Conference Officers, November 10, 1932.
9 General Conference Officers, November 13, 1932.

10A. G. Daniells to A. L. White, December 29, 1932.

" "Joint Bill of Sale and Agreement," January 27, 1933.

12In the light of the legal advice obtained in 1958 for the estate, it seems that, from a legal standpoint, the properties were in the 
possession of the General Conference Corporation and were quite adequately protected by the 1916 sale agreement and would 
not revert to W. C. White. The judgement stated that the 1916 action was "conclusive upon all persons interested in her estate; 
and that consequently none of her heirs can have any claims to such assets."

See James R. Nix p. 48.
13W. C. White Statement, January 27, 1933.
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14 The annual salary for a minister at this time was approximately $1.300.

IS W. C. White Statement January 27. 1933.

16 As noted earlier. many of the detailed financial provisions of the will with regard to the disposition of royalty income were not 
able to be activated because of the extent of the liabilities on the estate.

17 W. C. White Statement. January 27.1933. Although the manuscript is dated January 27 and is entitled "A Statement to those 
members of the General Conference Committee assembled at Mountain View regarding the proposed 'Joint Bill of Sale and 
Agreement •••'the document has a note in W. C. White's handwriting written across the top of the first page stating "Read to A. G. 
Daniells only." Perhaps the presence at the meeting of the General Conference officers he had identified in the document made it 
unwise to read it publicly.

18 James R. Nix, p. 39.

19 A. G. Daniells to C. H. Watson and 1. L. Shaw. March 10. 1933. 20 A. L. White to A. G. Daniells. April 18. 1934.

21 Executive Committee members were C. H. Watson. A. G. Daniells. J. L. Shaw. W. H. Branson. J. L. McElhany. C. H. Jones and 
W. C. White. Trustees were A. G. Daniells. C. H. Jones and W. C. White. Apparently A. L. White also participated in the meeting 
as an invitee.

22 A.G. Daniells to C. H. Watson and J. L. Shaw. March 10. 1933.

23 Although incorporation had been discussed in January. 1931 it apparently was not part of the

planned agenda for the January. 1933 meeting.
24 W. C. White to Officers of the General Conference. April 20. 1933.
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     Chapter 9

	
 	
 The Agreement and its Sticking Point

As legal agreements go, the Joint Bill of Sale and Agreement drawn up in late 1932 by 

I. H. Evans on behalf of his colleagues was a fairly straightforward document. Although 
it used some formal "legalise" it did not require a law degree to understand it. But with 
this legal instrument, the sting proved to be in the tail.

	
 The Bill of Sale was a five-page document organised under five articles. The first 
article dealt with the need for the trustees to legally "incorporate," an agreement to 
relocate the estate properties to Washington at a mutually agreeable time and guarantees 
of protection. Article II dealt with details of ownership and an agreement to sell specified 
items of Elmshaven property to the General Conference. The property identified was all 
bookplates, the library and periodical collection and furniture and fixtures. A peppercorn 
value of $10.00 was established for the sale of the properties and assets. The article also 
stated that the White Estate would hold all copyrights on behalf of the denomination and 
such other assets as the General Conference would recommend. All royalties would 
remain the property of the General Conference. Article ill outlined an agreement on the 
part of the General Conference to payout the total indebtedness of the estate and to finally 
settle the four remaining personal bequests not yet honoured but provided for in Ellen 
White's 1915 will. It also guaranteed the provision of annual operating allocations upon 
request of the estate to support the work of the trustees.' Article IV dealt with the 
management of the writings and files. The appointment of the secretary and other staff 
would be by mutual agreement and the General Conference would pay salaries and 
expenses also by mutual agreement. This article also provided assurance of continuing 
mutual access to the vault materials for the two contracting parties. It committed the 
General Conference to allowing trustees (and their successors and or agents) continued 
access to the library and the
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vaults and it committed the trustees to giving access to the General Conference 
Committee (or their agents) access to the manuscript and letter files. While such a formal 
document of course needed to deal in a legal way with what were now contractual issues 
between the two parties, the clauses concerning access suggested that care needed to be 
taken to prevent a situation where one party may take advantage of the other party. The 
fact that these matters needed to be stated at all may appear surprising. But in legal 
matters every possible eventuality needs to be addressed. In this respect, these details in 
the agreement document could be seen as reflecting something of the implicit or 
underlying tensions that existed between the two parties. The final article dealt with an 
agreement relating to the protocol for the release of unpublished matter from the vault. 
(Appendix II contains a copy of the revised 1934 version of the Bill of Sale document.)

	
 It was this last section, Article V, which created the most difficulty. and proved to 
be the source of considerable misunderstanding. The wording dealt with the core 
contentious issue of "control" of unpublished material and it was several years before 
final amicable agreement on the wording of the article was reached.

	
 Article Vas first proposed by the General Conference men, specified in carefully 
chosen wording, that "in the use of unpublished matter, in harmony with the legacy 
oftheir author, they [the trustees] will be guided by the counsel of the party of the second 
part [the General Conference Executive Committee through its officers] and will 
endeavour to work in close cooperation with the members of the General Conference 
Committee.'? Just a few days after the meeting, Watson confidently reported to his 
colleague, General Conference secretary, Milton Kern, that "the terms seem well 
understood now" and that the trustees and the General Conference officers had approved 
the documents to be signed.' His confidence was premature. The Elmshaven staff had 
debated the nuances of Article V among themselves prior to the meeting, according to A. 
L. White, and had come out from the meeting with the understanding that the wording of 
the article pledged their cooperation with the General Conference, but did not "bind" 
them to the "dictation" of the General Conference Committee." The Elmshaven staff 
continued to work, therefore, as they did beforehand apparently seeing no conflict with 
the spirit of the non-minuted agreement conceded in 1925. This viewpoint
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appeared to have been reinforced in March when trustee Francis M. Wilcox, editor of the 
Review, but one who had not been able to be at the Mountain View meetings, wrote to 
Elmshaven stating that he did not agree to or support Article V as originally worded. He 
did not wish to see any action that would diminish the power or authority of the body of 
trustees.' Elmshaven staff therefore felt "free" to continue releasing materials as needed 
and working on compilations although the "freedom" seems to have drifted toward 
"unauthorised licence," according to Daniells. As he noted later in his report to the 
officers, the Elmshaven staff even in early 1933 were working beyond their brief in not 
consulting as required, even with the appointed trustees."
 In the meantime, as noted earlier in chapter 4, W. C. White, feeling quite provoked 
and concerned about the dictatorial administrative styles of Branson and Evans continued 
to prepare his compilation of unpublished materials on the dangers of oppressive 
leadership. He circulated the material in August. Part of the reason for the particularly 
hostile reaction from the General Conference to this unauthorised document is to be 
understood against the background of what Watson thought was the very clear agreement 
he had established in January. In his thinking, both parties understood and accepted 
Article V as worded and that meant that such materials would not be released without the 
prior counsel and approval of the General Conference officers.

	
 According to Arthur White, the misunderstandings were based on Watson's 
"memory of what the General Conference at first asked us to agree to on January 
27,1933." He pointed out in a written explanation to the trustees, that it should be "clearly 
remembered by those who drew up this agreement that the purpose of this article was to 
assure the cooperation of action without binding every detail of the work of the estate to 
the General Conference Committee, which the trustees felt they could not do." He 
reported that both parties had agreed to are-wording promising that the estate "will seek 
the counsel of the General Conference" rather than "being guided by their counsel." This, 
he concluded, was "in harmony with the trusteeship as created by Sister White."? The 
issue at stake might have concerned just a few words in the agreement document but in 
the setting of organisational behaviour theory it was, nevertheless, a central concern in 
that these very words addressed the key issue of the limits of control of the spiritual 
resource
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that resided in the vaults. The sensi tivity and crucial importance attached to the wording 
of the phrase recognised the important role of the contents of the vault in undergirding the 
"system of ideology" that constituted what might be termed the "glue" of the 
organisation.

	
 An opportunity for rewording Article V occurred in early 1934. Following legal 
advice on the deed of agreement it was decided to make a number of changes in the 
language of the document reflecting the fact that "incorporation" of the estate had since 
been achieved and noting other minor editorial amendments." The serious rebuke ofW. C. 
White administered at the Autumn Council of 1933 over his perceived insubordination 
also sharply focused attention on the need to reword 
thelanguageoftheproblematicArticleV,SectionI.AccordingtoArthur White, as the result of 
continuing discussions, both parties agreed to revised wording which was intended to 
"liberalise the agreement." The estate must safeguard itself against promises to be 
"guided by" the counsel of the General Conference Committee, he wrote, but we can 
promise to "counsel with" the General Conference without binding ourselves to 
"promises which are out of harmony with the intent of the one who created the trust." 
Arthur White reported that the change received the approval of Elders Watson, Shaw, and 
Wilcox as well as the Elmshaven staff." In Arthur White's view, the old wording was such 
that "an unfair advantage might be taken by one of the contracting parties."

	
 The issue of the revised wording was vitally importantto Elmshaven because W. C. 
White and staff felt that they had been dealt with rather harshly over the matter of the 
release of the "Counsels Often Repeated" materials. It was Elmshaven's understanding 
that the basis of the "insubordination charges" laid at W. C. White's door were to be found 
in the original wording of Article V, not in the revised wording. The Elmshaven staff, on 
later reflection, felt this to be quite unfair. Arthur White's extensive defence of his father 
in his letter to the Trustees Operating Committee sought to inform them should they need 
to "safeguard" the interests of the trust and defend the trustees against any further 
encroachment upon their trust. 10

	
 By July 31 the trustees and the newly established Operating Board, along with 
General Conference representatives were ready to vote on the contentious reworded 
Article V. But the issue still defied resolution.

102



THE AGREEMENT AND ITS STICKING POINT

During the meeting the article came under renewed criticism from the General 
Conference representatives. Both W. A. Spicer, and M. E. Kern strongly recommending 
further revisions. What the General Conference now proposed was the replacement of the 
wording of Article V, Section I with wording that read, "There shall be mutual agreement 
with both parties before the issuance and circulation of all new matter."!'

	
 The suggested rewording reversed the previously agreed "liberalising" of the 
clause and stimulated a lengthy debate on the Board of Trustees. They did not like at all 
the tight restrictions imposed by the wording on "issuance" and "circulation." The 
Elmshaven Operating Board therefore proposed a further revision allowing Elmshaven 
more latitude. Their counter proposal read, "There shall be mutual agreement between 
both parties before the publication and general circulation of all new matter." Avoiding 
the word "issuance" left them free to circulate material without necessarily publishing it. 
Without such flexibility they, argued, it would be impossible for the trustees to execute 
their regular work. The acceptance of this modification led to the rewording of the entire 
section under Article V. It now read: "in the use of unpublished matter, it [The Board of 
Trustees] will conduct its work in harmony with the legacy of their author and in counsel 
with the party of the second part [The General Conference Committee]. And it further 
agrees that there shall be mutual agreement between both parties before the publication 
and general circulation of all new matter." The verbal tussles, in a sense, sharply focused 
the theological and hermeneutical issues involved. The legal trustees had responsibility 
for the care and release of textual materials. That was clear. But should it not be the role 
of the church through its elected representatives, to say what the needs of the church were 
and therefore what material should be published and circulated to meet that need? With 
both parties now apparently satisfied that the form of words adequately addressed both 
the need to be faithful to the legacy of Ellen White and the need for control by the church 
through the General Conference, final adjustments in the contract were approved in 
November 1934.12 But still not everyone was happy.

	
 It was evident that some men in the General Conference were not yet satisfied on 
the basis of their understanding of ecclesiology that the level of control specified in the 
agreement should be deemed adequate to ensure a proper, overseeing role for the 
"church" as an entity operating
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through its representatives. They considered that further protection was needed and that 
the release policy needed to be tightened yet further perhaps by a set of bylaws, if it could 
not be secured through the language used in the agreement itself. What was needed they 
argued was a detailed approval protocol setting out how the agreement should be applied. 
Six months later at the July 5 meeting of the Operating Board and the trustees, two 
strong-minded General Conference officers attended as invitees. Both W. H. Branson and 
M. E. Kern firmly believed in the need for the General Conference Committee to approve 
the release of all new material. They attended the meeting to reinforce a presentation on a 
new six-step operating protocol developed by the officers and introduced by Daniells. 
This meeting must also have been rather uncomfortable for W. C. White given his 
personal views on the dictatorial tendencies of such men. These were, however, 
legitimate theological and organisational issues concerning the nature and the role of the 
church' that needed to be sorted out in these discussions.

	
 White was not alone in his difficulties with the insistence on control argued by 
men such as Kern, Evans and Branson. Leroy E. Froom, for example, as ministerial 
secretary and editor of Ministry magazine was also at times irritated by similar 
restrictions imposed on him which led him to protest to his seniors as to why he needed 
to pass "everything through the fine sieve of officer censorship." In Froom's view, 
although this seemed to be Kern's preferred policy, Froom believed it to be "wrong 
principled" and he contrasted it with what he perceived to be the "balanced, moderating, 
influence" and the "breadth of vision" exhibited by Watson. The barbed comments from 
Froom produced a sharp reaction from Kern. 13

	
 The new six-point policy for closer cooperation between the White Estate and the 
General Conference set out an approval process for the release of manuscripts as well as 
for the production of defence publications. The steps involved first the obtaining of 
approval in principle by both the trustees and the General Conference officers. Under the 
protocol, Elmshaven staff were permitted to initiate work in drafting up a document if 
they had approval by the local Operating Board. The draft document then needed to be 
submitted for critical review by the trustees. Following their approval, the document or 
manuscript was to be forwarded to the General Conference secretary who would 
distribute
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it to the General Conference officers for a critical review. When approved by the officers, 
the General Conference secretary would report to the White Estate secretary and the 
document could be published. Along the way the suggested editorial refinements would 
be incorporated. In practice, the mutual agreement clause excised from the 1933 proposed 
agreement had been reintroduced again, this time via the fine print of by-laws. From the 
perspective of organisational behaviour theory, however, the mutual agreement clause 
was an important principle. The publishing of defence literature and the release of 
manuscripts played a significant role in the maintenance of the belief structures of the 
church, which in turn undergirded its distinctive culture.

	
 The six-point approval plan was considered to have the advantage of keeping the 
General Conference informed and providing feedback to the Elmshaven staff. The 
problem, as pointed out by the estate, however, was that with so many steps involved, 
failure or delay at anyone point would make the plan unworkable. The General 
Conference men, on the other hand, argued that with proper record keeping, the 
disadvantages could be overcome. It was acknowledged, however, that Elmshaven 
needed to be able to respond to some crises without having to experience a delay of two 
or three months. This freedom was granted but it was to be understood that the objective 
of the policy was to guard against the general circulation of new matter in the field.

	
 After adopting the new six-step operating document, the trustees turned their 
attention to the backlog of unapproved manuscript releases and the extensive resource of 
'shelf documents' already prepared. In an action that demonstrated that General 
Conference control was effectively complete, whatever form of words was being used in 
Article V, the trustees agreed to withhold from circulation any documents about which 
there might be a question and not to promote any documents "until they have received the 
approval and recommendation of the General Conference officers as had been outlined.'?"

	
 The plan at least let the trustees know where they stood and promised the end of 
the frustrating delays by pledging Washington's commitment to a rapid turn-around time 
on the approval process. It was a cumbersome process and certainly committed the 
General Conference officers to mountains of reading. But both parties felt it would be a 
significant advance if the system "could be faithfully operated.':"
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 With assurances given that the General Conference would be diligent in their 
reading, the scheme was "heartily accepted" by the trustees and the Operating Board. 
They felt that the scheme could be made to work. Minute keeper Arthur White, who felt 
quite keenly on the matter, noted in his minutes "such a program has been sorely needed." 
16 Just 10 weeks previously he had argued the point with Daniells and other trustees that 
the reason the manuscript for Medical Evangelism had been released for publication by 
Elmshaven without authorisation was that they had sought criticism of it and none had 
come. After seven months of waiting without any critical review of the material being 
received from the General Conference, W. C. White had proceeded on his own initiative. 
In strong language Arthur White observed to Daniells that "the delay" was a 
"demonstration of the unworkable proposition that in every detail we must wait for the 
action of the General Conference Committee."!" This time, the men from Washington 
assured them, it· would be different.

I The bequests to grandchildren and work associates of Mrs White were amounts of $500 to be paid over four years to Mabel 
Workman (1933), Ella May Robinson (1934) May Walling
(1935) and Sarah McEnterfer (1936). C. C. Crisler had earlier requested to take equivalent value in books from the library in lieu 
of his bequest. The 1916 purchase of the White Estate debt had contained an agreement that the individual bequests would be 
honoured only after the royalities had paid off the indebtedness. $500 in 1915 represented approximately six months

of a minister's annual salary.

1. 2  "Joint Bill of Sale and Agreement," January 27,1933. Article V Section 2, p.5. 

2. 3  "Joint Bill of Sale and Agreement," January 27, 1933. Article V, Section 2, p 5. 

• C. H. Watson to M. E. Kern, February 16, 1933.

5 A. L. White to A. G. Daniells, April 18, 1933.

6 F. M. Wilcox to A. L. White, March 5, 1933, cited in A. L. White to F. M. Wilcox, March 20, 1933.

7 GC Officers Minutes, October 5, 1933.

8 A. L. White to A. G. Daniells, F. M. Wilcox & J. L. McElhany, April 18, 1934. This letter had been read by both W. C. White 
and D. E. Robinson who had agreed that it should be circulated "confidentially" to the three men as members of the newly 
approved local Estate Operating Committee. It is tempting to conclude that the reason it was not sent to the General

Conference officers was because the author wanted to forestall the probable negative reactions 
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of Branson and Evans.
9 A. L. White, "Analysis of Changes Made in Wording in the Joint Bill of Sale and Agreement,"

April 12, 1934.
10 A. L. White, "Analysis of Changes ... ," April 12, 1934, p. 2.
" A. L. White to A. G. Daniells, April 14, 1934.
12 Ellen G. White Trustees Minutes, July 31, 1934.
13 Second Annual Report of the Ellen G. White Estate Incorporated, January 1935. 14 M. E. Kern to L. E. Froom, July 3, 1935.
15 Minutes of the Operating Board, July 4,1934, p. 11.
16 Minutes of the Operating Board, July 4,1934, p. 9.

17 Minutes of the Operating Board, July 4, 1934, p. 11. 18 A. L. White to A. G. Daniells, April 14, 1934.
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 Chapter 10

 Making the Solution Work - From a Distance

The idea of relocating the Elmshaven activities to the eastern seaboard had first been 

mooted, it seems, in 1916. At that time W. C. White had resisted it. "In the past," he wrote 
to Daniells, two years after his mother's death, "I have felt a dread regarding any plans 
that would locate me in Washington. More than that, I have felt a great horror when 
considering any such plan." He went on to explain that although the horror had passed 
away, "the dread" remained. Clarence Crisler had endeavoured to persuade him ever 
since his mother's death that moving to Washington would, in fact, have distinct 
advantages in some ways with regard to enabling them to "serve best the cause we love." 
White was not inclined to see things "in exactly the same light" as Crisler did but he 
believed it to be "the part of a soldier" to go uncomplainingly wherever he was sent and 
to work heartily in whatever work was assigned to him.' Nothing had come of the 
discussions at that time. Some months later, White suggested that it might be a good thing 
to move the estate to Brookfield, Illinois so that they would be near to the International 
Publishing Association office.' Nothing had come of that suggestion either.
 Following the signing of the Bill of Sale in 1933, W. C. White had indicated that 
he was prepared to move as the agreement required and expressed the view that sooner 
would probably be better than later. He acknowledged that previously he had resisted the 
prospect because he feared that any new "arrangements would cripple the work." But 
now, with the agreement to incorporate and the provision of an operating board, he felt 
more confident that the estate would not be simply swallowed up by the General 
Conference. The move would certainly make cooperation easier. The only thing that 
presently stood in his way, he confessed, was his personal financial embarrassment. He 
could not, at the present time, leave California "in an honorable way" given his
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present debt of $7,000. Even if he could sell his house the aged church leader would still 
be $2,000 in debt which, to payoff, would consume his entire salary for the next 18 
months.

	
 The move would be possible, he suggested, if the White Estate would purchase 
from him his own "interests in the diaries, book publishing rights and manuscripts on the 
history book.'? He thus gently asserted his claim to personal ownership of certain parts of 
the White Estate collection. He had taken counsel both with Daniells and with Elder J. L. 
McElhany about this, he reported, and they had advised that he present his proposal to 
Watson.

	
 It was not a propitious time for W. C. White to request favourable financial 
consideration from a General Conference which was extremely unhappy and 
discomforted with his intransigent independence and his support for the independent 
movement. It was Washington's view that he had been quite disloyal to the organisation 
and his support for' independent ministries had been quite out of order. As it happened, on 
the very same day that Watson replied, declining to purchase W. C. White's interest, the 
General Conference president had also had to dictate the sternest letter of rebuke to White 
that he had yet written. Watson had been "very much disturbed" over White's activities 
and had resolved ~ that he needed to have "earnest personal counsel" with the brother. He 
was embarrassed at having to write such a strong letter of disapproval."

	
 It would, of course, have been easier for the General Conference to manage the 
situation having W. C. White close by in Washington. But there were good reasons why it 
was not advisable for him to move across the continent immediately. Daniells was needed 
on the west coast to serve as chairman of the Lorna Linda Board. This meant that at the 
same time he could more readily meet his commitments as chair of the trustees. Secondly, 
the General Conference with its current string of budget deficits could simply not afford 
it. Elmshaven would need to stay put for a few more years.

	
 With the issue of control seemingly resolved and the decision to have the estate 
remain in California for the time being, attention turned to ensuring that the six-point 
protocol worked and providing for the physical security of the collection. By rnid-1934 
awareness of the value and the vulnerability of the materials glared at church leadership 
and action was taken to build two new fireproof vaults. A commitment was
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also given not to further reduce the Elmshaven workforce.

  Implementation of the new document approval policy seemed to proceed 
smoothly - at least for a while. Articles and manuscripts that the Elmshaven staff 
forwarded to Washington were dealt with expeditiously. Vice President Evans for one 
appreciated the new system and complimented Arthur White on the "spirit of cooperation 
which has been manifested by you brethren.:" At last, it seemed, Elmshaven had come 
into line. But by the end of the year, Washington, choked by the pressure of other 
concerns, allowed itself to again become a bottleneck that slowed progress. Conflicts 
emerged once more to further plague the Elmshaven-Washington relationship.

	
 Six months after the implementation of the accord, Arthur White fired off a 
warning shot over the bow of the General Conference protesting delays in the approval of 
manuscript. "I do hope in the not too distant future, you will be successful in pushing 
these matters through, for us," he wrote to secretary Kern adding, "You know there is 
considerable at stake in the matter of keeping the newly established machinery 
functioning.:"

	
 Over 500 people visited Elmshaven each year and innumerable' letters of enquiry 
arrived each week in the mails. Handout materials were desperately needed. By the end 
of February, Arthur White again alluded to the simmering tensions and rising 
temperatures between the two offices and breathed vague threats. He had received a frank 
letter from Kern sounding cautions about not circulating documents without permission. 
He replied with the same frankness. He acknowledged that the General Conference men 
were sincere in their study and recommendations concerning the manuscripts and he 
assured Kern that the Elmshaven folk were just as sincere in their efforts, He sincerely 
hoped, though, that the Washington men would not be frightened by the work being done 
at Elmshaven. He hoped they would "not be so conservative" that Elmshaven would be 
prevented from doing what seemed to them and a number of workers to be, "the proper 
thing to do." 7 Elmshaven was evidently looking for support in their defence and in the 
process were quietly recruiting sympathisers. The General Conference had advised that 
two of the defence documents they had been working on, not be circulated, One focused 
on "The Meat Pledge" and the other provided background information on the writing of 
Uriah
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Smith's Thoughts on Daniel and Revelation." Arthur White was fearful of a negative 
response to the other documents they had already submitted.

	
 For much of the remainder of 1935, however, there were no further . processing 
delays or hiccups in the east-west relationship although' towards the latter part of the year 
conflict flared over the processing of royalties. The White Estate was the owner of book 
manuscripts and book rights and therefore contractual responsibility for the publication of 
books rested with the estate board. Reportedly.at some earlier time, permission had been 
given to the Southern Publishing Association for the relaxation of royalty payments on a 
new print run of the Testimonies. But all royalties were owned and received by the 
General Conference Corporation and when treasurer J. L. Shaw heard of the arrangement 
he was upset that not collecting the royalty payments was setting undesirable precedents. 
Besides, he argued, the White Estate Board did not "own" the royalties and therefore, 
could not give them away. Consent of the. GCA would be required for all such 
arrangements and in general the estate was not to alter royalty arrangements." The estate 
clearly understood this and agreed-with the policy. They explained that when they had 
been requested by the Review and Herald in late 1933 to waive royalties; they had 
declined to do so because they knew the royalties were "owned" by the GCA. They 
referred the request to the General Conference Committee and advised that in their view 
it was best not to waive royalties. If any discount should be given, they pointed out, it 
should rather be made available to the colporteurs not the publishing house.'? Where and 
how the concession was made to the Southern Publishing Association is not clear. The 
complexity of the management arrangements for royalties evidently still contributed to 
confusion in some areas of decision making.

	
 In August 1935, recognising that the 1933 Deed of Sale did not clearly address the 
specific problem of who was responsible for book publication, the estate adopted its own 
policy relating to book contracts.' The estate as an incorporated body would contract with 
publishers but in counsel with the General Conference. But inasmuch as all royalties 
belonged to the GCA, no change should be made in royalty rates or arrangements with 
any publisher unless there was "mutual agreement" between Elmshaven and Washington. 
11 Management of the royalty income remained problematic, however, and confusion and 
conflict
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continued over responsibilities in the relationship which was both legally and financially 
complicated.

	
 Making the cumbersome six-point document approval protocol work at all 
required patience. Making it work efficiently on a continuing basis was fraught with 
hazards. For example, a number of "defence" articles had been processed satisfactorily 
during early 1936 and editorial revisions and advice from the officers in Washington had 
been incorporated easily." But when, under pressure. because of criticism from critics like 
Edward S. Ballenger in his Gathering Call, there was a need for urgency, the 
cumbersome process began to creak and groan and the tensions soon led to another very 
sharp conflict. As the Elmshaven staff had predicted in the 1934 discussions, delays in the 
approval process would damage the relationship. The year 1936 brought a major rupture.

	
 The trouble erupted over a lengthy "shelf document" prepared in. 1934 by D. E. 
Robinson entitled, "The Story of Early Writings." The article, designed for circulation to 
workers, explained the background to the early published visions and responded to the 
charges of suppression and the "shut door" problem. Consistent with the six-point plan, 
the Elmshaven staff had submitted the manuscript to their Operating Board in July 1934. 
Two trustees, Daniells, and the recently appointed John E. Fulton, president of the 
Northern Californian Conference, had reviewed it and suggested changes. Robinson had 
revised it, consulted with L. E. . Froom and then distributed it to all the members of the 
Operating Board. Final minor corrections were made and on September 10, a meeting of 
the board approved the document and recommended it to the General Conference for 
approval. Ten copies had been sent to the officers. In early 1935, the General Conference 
secretary informed Elmshaven that the committee had decided to defer action on the 
manuscript until L. E. Froom had done further research in the early Advent records. 13 But 
in spite of assurances that a turn around time of between 30 and 60 days could be 
achieved, 18 months later, Elmshaven was still waiting for approval and the frustration 
boiled over.

	
 The difficulty with this particular "defence" document was not simply the delay 
caused by the inevitable bureaucratic inefficiency. The problem this time had to do with 
the content of the document. Some leaders in the General Conference were persuaded 
that this particular
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article explaining the "shut door" problem was neither good history in that it did not 
adequately account for all the historical data, nor good theology in that a broader 
theological framework was needed in order to be able address the problem. In fact, M. E. 
Kern was not sure that "defence" articles in general were necessarily a good thing at all. 
There was not as much depending on "having answers to all of Ballenger's questions as 
Elmshaven thought," he wrote. 14

	
 In April 1935, Arthur White wrote, on behalf of the three Elmshaven-based 
trustees to the Washington based-trustees urging them to bring to the attention of the 
General Conference officers that there was a need for urgency. E. S. Ballenger was again 
strongly attacking the church with allegations that Mrs White had suppressed some of the 
early material from her writings because it was erroneous. IS Arthur White considered that 
the document they had submitted was the best answer they had available on the 
"suppression" and "shut door" problems. He, explained that the Elmshaven staff had 
invited church leaders like A. G. Daniells and F. M. Wilcox to critique it and they had all 
given their "hearty approval." They had also already consulted with Froom and he too, 
after suggesting some revisions, had given his blessing. What was the need of further 
delay in approving the document, asked White? The contentious Article V in the Bill of 
Sale again came sharply into focus. What authority did the trustees have? Seething with 
frustration and yet trying to be as diplomatic as he could, the young and inexperienced 
grandson of the prophet let his guard down and finally overstepped the mark accusing 
Watson of close-rnindedness.

	
 One crucial paragraph in his letter had the impact of a hand grenade. "The present 
status of this document [the "shut door" document], raises the question, should not the 
judgement of the trustees, the appointed custodians of the E. G. White writings, carry 
weight with the officers of the General Conference, even though one or two of that body 
find that the facts, based on documentary evidence as here presented, are out of harmony 
with certain opinions formed and statements made before all the evidence was 
weighed.?"

	
 White concluded his plea for early approval by stressing that the three Washington 
based trustees had the "privilege" of bringing the matter to the officers. Watson, who was 
in the difficult position of being both a trustee and the leading officer of the General 
Conference, was deeply
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offended at the an;ogant tone of White's letter and at his audacity in impugning the 
integrity of the officers, accusing them of a lack of sincerity. The letter found Watson 
exhausted from working through the depression years on knife-edge financial balances. 
He was also afflicted badly with arthritis. But more than this, he was just plain weary of 
Washington politics and had determined that he would not offer himself for 
reappointment at the upcoming General Conference session. He took great exception to 
White's missive. Pained and hurt by the allegations, he struggled to understand as he 
wrote his reply. "I hardly understand the paragraph," he said, meaning that he found it 
incredible that White could actually write in such a way. His personal opinion was that 
the paragraph "was quite uncalled for from you, and had better never been written. I 
resent it ... "17 He preferred to believe that White had written without considering what it 
inferred. Surely you couldn't have "intended exactly what you state?" he suggested. To 
consider that the General Conference officers as a body were unfavourably influenced by 
one or two men who didn't want to change opinions regardless of the facts, whatever they 
might be, was a major insult to the group. "I cannot imagine that your writing this," he 
went on, could "do any possible good." It certainly would not increase the enthusiasm of 
the Washington men for what Elmshaven was trying to do. Watson himself, "would much 
prefer to have nothing to do with the reading of 'Elmshaven' documents" unless it was 
understood that the work both in Washington and at Elmshaven was "faithfully 
attempted" and "the best we have to offer."!" He found it difficult not to be insulted by 
the insinuated challenge to his integrity.

	
 Watson as a trustee felt that he could not in good conscience give his approval to 
the publication of the "shut door" document as it was. He felt that it did not, at the two 
most serious points, answer the questions E. S. Ballenger and D. M. Canright had raised. 
The document suggested that Mrs White's "shut door" understandings of limited 
salvation, which she later moved away from, were not based on her visions. Watson felt 
that the article had not demonstrated this at all and preferred to see a brief 
acknowledgment that Ellen White did, for a short time, hold the belief that the "door of 
mercy" was shut to sinners but had given up the erroneous belief. He had thought through 
the issue and had read extensively. He also knew intimately from extended discussions 
with
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former friend and colleague, W. W. Fletcher, the personal cost of the church's inability to 
handle this issue fairly and how much was at stake in continuing to fudge on the matter. 
He knew this probably better than any other General Conference officer. He felt strongly 
that it was quite "unwarranted" for Adventists to claim, "that this belief did not rest upon 
a vision.': 19

	
 Arthur White's barbed suggestion that it was "the privilege" of the trustees to bring 
the document to present before the officers also irritated Watson. As a trustee, he would 
very much prefer to be relieved of the responsibility of bringing the document to them 
and making these comments to them. He possibly felt that in reality, his view of the 'shut 
door' was probably in advance of what some of his colleagues could handle. It was an 
exceedingly sensitive issue. He understood well Elmshaven's need of urgency to get the 
document approved for circulation at the upcoming General Conference. The problem for 
Watson was that he did not think the document as it was should be circulated at all.

	
 The president concluded his response to Arthur White by resigning from his 
position as a trustee. "You will want to make provision for one who can serve you more 
efficiently and more intimately," he stated and urged that his resignation be "accepted 
early.'?" Although both health reasons and the imminence of his return to Australia were 
motivating factors in Watson's decision, resignation from the role of White Estate trustee 
was neither inevitable nor necessary though it might be helpful and expected. But his 
appointment as trustee was not an ex officio appointment because he was General 
Conference president. The timing and the context of his resignation clearly highlight the 
lingering and the still unresolved strands of conflict between Elmshaven and Washington. 
Watson had finally become too weary of the politics. His resignation was duly accepted at 
the next meeting of the trustees on April 27 , weeks before the General Conference 
Session. The usual "regret" was, on this occasion, "great regret." Arthur White reported 
that the trustees noted with gratitude the contribution Watson had made to the work of the 
estate and he added his personal acknowledgement that were it not for Watson's particular 
interest in the reorganisation and firm establishment of the estate, the work would still be 
in "great perplexity.'?'

	
 Three days later and still smarting from the exchange, a chastened 
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Arthur White wrote a very contrite letter of reply, this time dealing with the issues of 
conflict in Watson's severe letter of rebuke. He accepted "the words of reproof' and 
pledged to endeavour to form more correct opinions and be more guarded in expressing 
them. He stated that he had written with absolute sincerity but he had blundered and 
erred. He was grateful that Watson had decided not to take the letter to the officers. He 
was sure that if through inexperience or misunderstanding of facts he had mis-stated 
things, Watson would pardon him. "It makes me weep," he lamented, that this last official 
contact with the General Conference president "should prove to be so unfortunate." He 
hoped that Watson would look back on his interaction with him "in the sincere spirit in 
which they were intended rather than in the blundering way in which some of them had 
found expression.t'" Desperate to repair the severely damaged relationship, White visited 
Watson in his hotel room prior to Watson's departure for Australia. "I prize much, the 
hour we' had together," he related later and promised that he would "value any counsel 
you may have for us from time to time.':"

	
 The relationship was repaired and White and Watson continued to exchange the 
occasional letter. Some months after returning to Australia where he took up the position 
of president of the Australasian Division, Watson reflected on his time in Washington. 
With characteristic understatement and genuine humility, he expressed his regret that he 
had not been more helpful as the leader of the work but explained that pressure of work 
prevented him from giving as much time to the estate as his conscience would have liked 
him to. Reflecting his awareness that the relationship was going to be important to any 
General Conference president, he expressed his confidence that his successor, James 
McElhany would be able to "keep the relationship between the estate and the General 
Conference as helpful and as serviceable as can be." On his part Arthur White again noted 
his extreme gratitude for what Watson had indeed achieved for the estate. He looked back 
on the January 1933 meetings as a watershed for the development of the Elmshaven 
work. The advanced plans and the "definite pillars" formulated then had meant much. In 
White's view, at no time since 1916 had the estate work been better understood."

	
 The sharp east-west clash in 1936 at the close of Watson's tenure as president 
illustrates the deeply rooted tension that still existed between
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the General Conference and Elmshaven over who should authorise the release of 
documents. Moreover, the problem of control was becoming more complex. It was now 
being complicated not only by the release of sensitive manuscript material but also by 
differing historical and theological interpretations. In spite of the signing of agreements 
and the adopting of policy and protocols, the chilling breezes of uncertainty and 
disagreement over authority and control continued to stir the inhabitants of the corridors 
of power in the denomination. It would require yet more journeying and the enduring of 
more troubling squalls in the weather before an acceptable permanent resolution would 
be arrived at. In the meantime Elmshaven continued to field increasing numbers of 
enquiries from a growing church membership interested in the life and work of Ellen 
White. And the staff continued to produce informal collections of Ellen White statements 
on various topics from both published and unpublished sources to address specific church 
problems or to meet the needs of church leaders. For example, Counsels on Diets and 
Foods and Counsels on Stewardship were produced during this time. Counsels on 
Temperance remained in limbo and documents on trade unions were not approved at least 
for circulation to church workers. The constant demands kept the staff busy. The control 
system, for the most part, continued to regulate the everyday work of the estate and staff 
found it stifling. Even articles produced for Ministry magazine, for example, if produced 
by Elmshaven staff, had to be approved through the Operating Board and then forwarded 
to the General Conference before being sent to Ministry for publication." No wonder 
editor Leroy Froom felt frustrated that everything had to go through the "sieve of officer 
censorship." Elmshaven felt the strictures keenly and remained convicted that on matters 
of both releasing and circulating materials, the judgement should still be theirs. Into 1937 
Arthur White was still making the point. For example in his August letter to J. L. 
McElhany recommending the approval of the document on trade unionism he commented 
that "with the knowledge of these clear cut [Ellen White] statements, the trustees do not 
feel clear in withholding it from our workers.?" Would the struggle never be solved?
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I W. C. White to A. G. Daniells, September 15, 1916,

2 W. C. White to A. G. Daniells, June 8, 1917.

3 W. C. White to General Conference Officers, April 20, 1933. The list of properties included "diaries, early handwritten letters, 
writings of a biographical nature" along with 10 named

books with publication rights and six named manuscripts with publication rights. See Appendix I.

4 C. H. Watson to W. C. White, May 9 [but dictated May 5], 1933. 5 I. H. Evans to A. L. White, August 22, 1934.
6 A. L. White to M. E. Kern, February I, 1935.
7 A. L. White to M. E. Kern, February 27, 1935.

8 The General Conference felt that publishing a defence paper on the "Meat Pledge" would perhaps embarrass Daniells and 
require a lot of explanation to make Mrs White's position understood. It was probably not an important enough issue and would 
raise more questions that it would solve. The same seems to have been true regarding the Uriah Smith paper.

• Ellen G. White Trustees Minutes, August 6 & 7, 1935.

10 Ellen G. White Trustees Minutes, November 27, 1933.

I I Ellen G. White Trustees Minutes August 6 & 7, 1935. This meeting of the trustees noted the death of A. G. Daniells and voted to 
replace him with J. L . Shaw, the General Conference treasurer.

12 According to Arthur White, for example, E. S. Ballenger had "blown to bits" the argument that Mrs White's alleged plagiarism 
could be explained on the basis of her ignorance. The article on plagiarism, entitled "Was Mrs White a Plagiarist?" which had to 
be answered in the affirmative, was therefore re-entitled, "The Integrity of Mrs White as an Author." A. L. White to W. E. 
Howell, April 7, 1936; W. E. Howell to A. L. White, April 12, 1936.

13 M. E. Kern to W. C. White January, 17 & 22, 1935 referred to in A. L. Whi te to M. E. Kern, February 1, 1935. Froom had been 
commissioned by the General Conference to undertake a major research project searching for and collecting resource materials 
from the Millerite years.

14 M. E. Kern to A. L. White, April 23, 1936. "A. L. White to C. H. Watson, April 9, 1936. 16 A. L White to C. H. Watson. April 9, 
1936.
17 C. H. Watson to A. L. White, April 19, 1936. 18 Ibid.
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20 Ibid.

21 Ellen G. White Trustee Minutes, April 27, 1936. A. L. White to C. H. Watson, May 10, 1936. 22 A. L. White to C. H. Watson, 
May 13, 1936.
23 A. L. White to C. H. Watson, August 16, 1937.
24 Ibid.

25 Ellen G. White Trustees Minutes, January 28, 1937; August, 1937. 26 A. L. White to J. L. McElhany, January 31, 1937.
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 Chapter 11

  The White Estate Moves to Washington

One of Watson's foremost objectives in his restructuring of the White Estate was to 

ensure an orderly and safe transition in the appointment of trustees as the death of the 
aging original trustees created vacancies. In 1935 A. G. Daniells was the first of the 
original trustees to die followed a short time later by C. H. Jones. J. E. Fulton and J. L. 
Shaw were chosen to fill these vacancies. When C. C. Crisler was persuaded to resign 
because his absence overseas meant he was unable to function effectively, it was intended 
to replace him with M. E. Kern. As it happened, C. H. Watson was appointed. Later, M. 
E. Kern replaced J. E. Fulton, and later again J. L. McElhany replaced C. H. Watson. The 
incorporation of the estate in 1933 and the adoption of bylaws that defined the various 
officers and their duties and the electoral processes of the organisation ensured smooth 
succession arrangements.

	
 On September 1, 1937, at the age of 83, W. C. White died of a stroke. Although in 
some ways expected, the death of the veteran worker, nevertheless, took his family by 
surprise. He was still spending three to four hours per day in the office and was absorbed 
in work on the manuscript for The Story of Our Health Message. Yet his death did not 
find the church unprepared. In fact, once the obsequies were out of the way, the passing 
of W. C. White enabled church leaders to quickly implement the long anticipated 
consummation of the marriage of the White Estate with the General Conference. Funeral 
services for the widely known patriarch were held both in California and in Battle Creek 
and the occasions were used to convene meetings of the trustees to review the situation. It 
was agreed that it would not be wise to continue work indefinitely on the west coast now 
without the personal supervision of W. C. White.' The White Estate should move across 
the nation and set up home in the basement of the General Conference building in
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Washington. Plans fell into place rapidly and Arthur White was requested to visit 
Washington for further consultations about the changed circumstances.

	
 On Elmshaven's part there were worrying pre-nuptial anxieties as the implications 
of the historic move were explored. For some in Washington, at least, the move to the 
east coast meant that the General Conference would absorb the work of the estate and as 
in a traditional marriage, the bride would take the name of her husband. Thirty-year old 
Arthur White, who on September 14, two weeks after the death of his father, had been 
appointed as a trustee and secretary of the board in his father's place, feared that if this 
happened there was a possibility that the estate might lose its identity. "In a general way, 
plans had been laid for the estate to continue as a distinct organisation," he reported later, 
"but the matter of the detail of financial policy had been left for future consideration." 
And therein lay difficulties.'

	
 In planning for the relocation, attention focused first on security and access. The 
security of the collection was a prominent concern. It was laid down that the secretary 
should hold "exclusively" the key to the vault and no one other than White Estate staff 
would be allowed unaccompanied access. And then the old chestnut of authority over the 
release of manuscripts emerged again. But with the prospect of now, at last, having a 
Board of Trustees all in one place, it was agreed that the responsibility of the control of 
the estate work should continue with the trustees working in counsel with the officers of 
the General Conference in matters of policy. A joint meeting of the General Conference 
officers and the trustees concluded to continue operations "under the Board of Trustees ... 
in harmony with the original plan devised by Mrs White for the custody of her writings." 
When compared with the reality, Arthur White might have been tempted to see this claim 
to be in harmony with the original plan devised by Ellen White to be rather ephemeral or 
something still to be achieved. But at least the action demonstrated an awareness of the 
need to find congruence with the intention of the trust. Financial arrangements would also 
continue as heretofore with appropriations and "separate account books as in the past.") 
During follow-up meetings in October, the two west-coast trustees, J. L. Shaw and J. E. 
Fulton, resigned and in their place the new General Conference president, J. L. 
McElhany and a local Washington-based pastor, Elder
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Stern Rasmussen were appointed. Review and Herald editor F. M. Wilcox was asked to 
chair the board." Material for publication in the Review was commissioned to inform the 
church concerning the historic change that was underway and to explain their 
significance. The approach was to low-key the announcements and treat it as a normal 
and natural transition. The article was published in December just prior to the move.>

	
 Military-like planning was needed to ensure that the physical relocation of the 
properties was achieved with a minimum of risk or loss. Fortunately, 80% of the 
collection had previously been duplicated and thus shipping was to be done in two stages. 
Freight cars like those used for the transhipment of gold or bonds were to be used. When 
the first of these specially designed and sealed freight cars arrived safely in Washington 
the second would be forwarded. This was accomplished
by early January 1938. Arthur White moved his family across to . Washington at the same 
time and D. E. Robinson, a member of the Elmshaven staff, moved across shortly 
afterwards.

	
 The first task after settling the documents into their new home was to sort out the 
legal implications. Some thought that the estate would have to re-incorporate in Maryland 
or Washington. In February, the trustees agreed to re-incorporate as a literary 
organisation under the laws of the District of Columbia. In the end, however it was 
discovered that the simple trusteeship as provided in the will would be as strong as any 
corporation. Thus the proposed new articles of incorporation were not filed. The financial 
management system agreed upon involved the General Conference acting both as the 
treasurer and the accountant for the estate. In effect the new couple agreed to a joint bank 
account."

	
 It was not long after the establishment of the new home, however, that financial 
quarrels began to surface. But then, finance was always going to be a prickly issue. Early 
in 1938, Arthur White raised the issue of ownership of certain parts of the collection. He 
reminded trustees 'that consequent upon the death of his father, the diaries, early letters, 
and certain book and manuscript properties now actually belonged to him personally. As 
noted earlier, the denomination had not been in a financial position to obtain the 
ownership of these materials previously when the elder White had raised the matter with 
Watson in 1933.7 Or perhaps it was just too sensitive an issue to deal with at that time 
given

123



THE STRUGGLE FOR THE PROPHETIC HERITAGE

the continuing debt on the estate and the tense relationships between Elmshaven and 
Washington. Whatever the reason for the lack of progress on the issue earlier, now, as the 
rightful heir to this inheritance Arthur White was willing to transfer the properties to the 
estate. In doing so, he was carrying out the wishes of his father whom he reported had 
decided to sell the rights just a week before his death." He understood that it was 
important and in the interest of the cause to transfer the properties so that they could be 
legally held by the trustees. But it was also fair, he suggested, that an appropriate price 
for this transfer, be involved. The trustees favoured the idea of a purchase and the 
General Conference was asked for an appropriation to cover the cost. The amount of 
$1,500 was arrived at by the two trustees, J. L. McElhany and F. M. Wilcox who, together 
with treasury official W. E. Nelson, had been asked to serve as a committee to determine 
an appropriate amount. Inasmuch as the transaction was a private matter between Arthur 
White and the General Conference, the purchase price does not appear to have been 
recorded in any trustees minutes. The General Conference Corporation approved it.9

	
 The amount was sufficient to resolve the financial difficulties that the family 
found themselves in at W. C. White's death. In a letter of appreciation to the trustees 
Arthur White observed that, "through the purchase of the book rights, which formerly 
belonged to W. C. White, by the Board of Trustees , I have been able to close up every 
phase of my father's estate in a very satisfactory manner .... In speaking for the family, I 
wish to express our appreciation for the kindly attitude of the Board of Trustees in 
assisting us in dealing with his financial affairs." Arthur White felt that the right thing had 
been done even if rather late. "I feel that the trustees have acted wisely in securing the 
rights. They should be held by the board."!"

I Ellen G. White Trustees Minutes, September 14, 1937.
2 Ellen G. White Trustees Minutes, June 2, 1938.
3 Ellen G. White Trustees Minutes, September 15, 1937.
• Ellen G. White Trustees Minutes, October 17 & 27, 1937.
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5 J..L McElhany, "The Work of the Ellen G White Estate," RH December 16,1937, pp. 16-17. 6 Ellen G. White Trustees Minutes, 
February 17, April 4, 1938.
'·W. C. White to Officers of the General Conference, April 3, 1933.
8 James R. Nix, p .43.

• General Conference Corporation Minutes, June 16, 1938. The two page legal document "Release and Bill of Sale" dated 
December 31, 1937 was signed by W. C. White's widow and all seven of his children. See also "Documents and Notes 
Concerning the Estate of Ellen G. White and the Work of the White Estate Trustees,"October 12, 1955.

10 A. L. White to Trustees, July 1, 1938.

125



    Chapter 12

	
 	
 	
       Final Conflicts

Following the fairly uneventful relocation of the collection in Washington, the rou tine 

of the office and the promoting of the work of the estate seemed to proceed without the 
encumbrances of the earlier difficulties. With the move to Washington it seems that the 
General Conference had finally accomplished the task of affecting an acceptable 
cooperative relationship by effectively bringing the estate completely under its wing. The 
organisation still maintained its legal identity, but the agreements and financial 
arrangements and now the proximity to Washington meant that the relationship worked 
smoothly particularly with regard to the approval process for the release of manuscripts. 
With the geographical proximity achieved by locating the estate in the basement of the 
General Conference building, the concept of being a separate organisation, or a kind of 
loyal opposition exercising a continuing autonomous prophetic role, as subconsciously 
entertained by W. C. White, diminished. Increasingly, psychologically at least, it seems 
that the work of the estate and the General Conference merged into one.

	
 The correspondence records indicate that the General Conference president 
McElhany did not have to be so directly involved in driving the process of change, as 
Watson had been in order to achieve a settlement of unresolved problems. For the most 
part it seems the struggle had been concluded. Nevertheless, Arthur White felt that 
McElhany was sympathetic and identified with the needs of the trustees. "Brother White 
feels that he has a real friend of the interests of the White Estate in you," reported Leroy 
Froom to the president. "He thinks that you have an understanding of the problems and 
the possibilities and needs that augurs well." , Thus the changes already agreed, it seems, 
began to fall naturally into place, which was just as well. With the increasing political 
difficulties in Europe, and the outbreak of World War II, McElhany's
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attention and energies were indeed needed elsewhere. The long illness of the new 
president's wife and her eventual death from cancer during this period also provided 
additional burdens and necessarily absorbed much of his time.

	
 Not all the problems, however, had been resolved. The grim spectre of messy 
financing still continued to rear its unpleasant ghostly head. The General Conference 
auditor's report of January 1, 1939 probably . confirmed Arthur White's worst fears and 
apprehensions about too close a link with the General Conference. The auditor, Claude 
Conard, had identified major irregularities in the financial arrangements. It seems that 
when, in 1934, the General Conference Corporation accepted the lists of Elmshaven 
assets into its books, the value of the assets was listed. At the same time, however, a 
provision should have been posted against this thus completely offsetting the amount. 
This was not done and the full indebtedness of the White Estate had been left on the 
corporate books and continuing interest had been charged on the debt. Royalties had 
accrued which had gradually reduced the debt. Conard estimated it to be approximately 
$11,000 at the end of 1938. The auditor could not understand, however, why the 
indebtedness had not been finished in 1934. Calculations indicated that the original debt 
of $ 65,000 in 1916 had been reduced to $17,000 eighteen years later in 1934 and now 
another three years later it had reduced to $11,000.2 The auditor could not. understand 
why the estate was in debt to the General Conference at all, for any amount. It had been 
claimed that the indebtedness had been entirely paid through earnings of the estate andthe 
sale of its assets. The auditor discovered that the General Conference Corporation had in 
fact never formally accepted the Deed of Sale from 1934. The indebtedness had been 
maintained and interest charged at 4%. Interest had been charged as well on budget 
appropriations and even on the furniture purchased for the estate to move into its new 
home at the General Conference. The trustees had never been informed and annual 
statements had never been provided. It was a gigantic accounting mess and Arthur White 
was understandably extremely upset. In a statement to the trustees he argued that it was 
quite clear that the General Conference Corporation had not taken the 1934 agreements 
seriously, "Should the trustees, in the light of developments in our experience give 
consideration to a new agreement" that would safeguard the royalties
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to the estate as their "natural income?" he asked. Since 1917, he pointed out, $62,841 had 
been paid off the indebtedness and $ 34,409 had been paid in interest on the indebtedness 
- at 4%. This was too high a rate for inter-church arrangements anyway he argued. Three 
percent would have been much fairer. With a 3% interest rate, the debt would have been 
finished off long ago. The 1934 agreement should now be considered void, he argued. 
Now was the time to create a fund from the royalties to subsidise foreign language books. 
"This would be most pleasing to the God we serve and would be in harmony with the will 
of Ellen White.'? Arthur White saw in this new problem an opportunity again to try and 
establish the White Estate as a genuinely independent body. He understood the 
significance of being able to control the estate's "natural income."

	
 The sentiments of Arthur White's report seem to indicate that at the core of his 
being he felt the estate had been betrayed and exploited and that the pre-nuptial marriage 
arrangement, so to speak, had been compromised. The dowry had been consumed. The 
quid pro quo arrangement whereby legal independence concerning management of the 
literary assets of the estate through incorporation had been balanced off with control 
through the financial management of the business affairs of the estate being taken over by 
the General Conference officers now seemed far short of an acceptable compromise. This 
was not ideal at all. Royalties, he argued were the White Estate's "legitimate income" and 
should be returned back to the estate rather than be "the property of the General 
Conference Corporation for all time.?"

	
 The report was a biting, angry analysis revealing considerable disillusionment 
with the General Conference treasury. For the "privilege of assisting the cause," the estate 
had paid $ 34,000 in interest over a 22 year period. He felt burned. Perhaps they had 
compromised too much on principle regarding control by the General Conference in 
terms of finance, policies and procedures. This loss of autonomy somehow left things 
totally in the control of others. How could the estate ever learn to live with that? He knew 
intuitively that ultimately, the authority that controlled the finances, ultimately controlled 
the policy. Was now the General Conference assumption of control of the White Estate at 
last effectively complete?
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 The General Conference officers also saw the implications of the treasury office 
failure and moved quickly to recover the situation. Another joint committee was 
established to review the Bill of Sale. In August 1939, the revised 1934 Bill of Sale was 
again ratified by both the General Conference Corporation and the White Estate trustees 
and finally recorded by the General Conference Corporation.' But still the legal and 
accounting difficulties continued and it was not until April 14, 1941 that the process was 
finally concluded to the satisfaction of both parties with final bookkeeping adjustments 
being recorded. A further joint meeting of the trustees and the corporation agreed at that 
time "that the work shall continue under the authority and control of the board of Ellen G 
White trustees, and shall be directed by them in harmony with this amended agreement 
and with the original plan devised by Mrs White for the custody of her writings." In 
organisational terms, the two cooperating but also inherently competing authorities had 
finally been brought together under one roof to live together in a creative tension meeting 
the necessary and legitimate needs of both parties." The struggle for the prophetic 
heritage had been resolved. The two entities, as it were, had at last adjusted to the 
marriage. In the new Washington home, individuality was still maintained and expressed 
and clearly defined tasks and responsibilities delegated by formal signed agreement. 
Although the estate bride had a clear, independent, legal identity and responsibility, in 
effect, the General Conference husband was the still the head of the family.

I L. E. Froom to J. L. McElhany, September 14, 1937.
2 Claude Conard, "To Whom It May Concern", January 9, 1939.
3 A L White Report to Trustees, 1939; "A Statement of Facts" [1939]. 4 A. L. White Report to Trustees, 1939.
5 General Conference Corporation Minutes, August 27, 1939.
6 Ellen G. White Trustees Minutes, April 14, 1941.
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   Chapter 13

	
 	
 	
 Conclusion

I tis difficult to adequately estimate or describe the extent that the influence and 

authority exercised through the ministry of Ellen White contributed to the development of 
the Seventh-day Adventist Church. In many things she was at the very forefront of 
church development both spiritually and institutionally. Without doubt, the church would 
not, today, be what it is without her substantial informal charismatic leadership. During 
the 1890s, for example, when she lived and worked, in Australia (although even by that 
time she was old enough for retirement, arriving in the country at age 65 and leaving at 
age 74), her presence, her counsel and her writings proved to a powerful engine of 
growth for the church. During her decade in the antipodes, significant developments took 
place, which included the establishment of a college, health-care institutions, new church 
organisational structures and significant growth in membership. This was also a decade 
when from her home at Sunnyside in Cooranbong, very influential publications were 
developed. Books like Steps to Christ (1890), Thoughtsfrom the Mount of Blessing 
(1896), Desire of Ages, (1898) and Christ's Object Lessons (1900) greatly enhanced her 
contribution to the spiritual development of the church and facilitated its theological 
development. These publications highlighted the growing role of her informal charismatic 
leadership in church affairs ..

	
 During this same decade, however, there were also at times, high levels of tension 
between her and the General Conference headquarters in Battle Creek. Not infrequently 
she was very unhappy with the attitudes expressed by the formally appointed institutional 
church. In 1897 and again in 1901, for example, she actively engaged in urging changes 
in the top leadership and cultivated alternative candidates. During this period she wrote 
some of the sharpest things she ever said about General Conference leadership in an 
attempt to bring about changes in attitudes

131



THE STRUGGLE FOR THE PROPHETIC HERITAGE

and less of a controlling, dominating spirit. Her strong statements that she had no 
confidence in any of the General Conference committees in 1896 for example deeply 
troubled and created dilemmas for men like Prescott who was a member of many of those 
very committees.' She expressed her extreme disquiet over the state of affairs by refusing 
to attend the General Conference sessions of 1897 and 1899 even though leadership 
repeatedly requested and urged her to be present. Her agitation over the status quo 
brought about little change either in 1897 or in 1899. But finally with strategic planning 
and her personal presence in 1901 radical changes both in the organisational structure and 
in appointed personnel were achieved. During this decade the tensions between 
administrative authority and the prophetic impulse in relationship to the exercise of 
power and influence in the church clearly lay along a north-south axis.

	
 Following Mrs White's return to the United States and her settling of her home 
base in California, a similar pattern established itself in her relationships to church 
organisation and leadership. From her Elmshaven . base, Mrs White and her circle of 
helpers and advisors became a powerful engine of growth for the church in California 
during the first decade of the twentieth century. The rapid development and extension of 
health and educational institutions facilitated the growth of the church while the issuing 
of publications such as Testimonies for the Church Volume 7 (which had much to say 
about health and medical work), Education (1903) and Ministry of Healing (1905), 
helped shape the development of the church's thinking. But the rapid development also 
gave rise to tensions with the formal appointed church leadership both in the conferences 
and at church headquarters on the other side of the continent when such leadership was 
not always persuaded that such extensive development should be undertaken so rapidly. 
The axis of power in the church had clearly shifted to an east-west orientation. The 
unique spiritual resources of Ellen White's vision for the church and her informal 
charismatic leadership provided significant energy and drew in large financial resources 
to enable the adding of institution to institution. But at the General Conference there was 
rising concern about the huge overload of debt upon debt and what leadership considered 
as overly accelerated development. In 1902, the San Fernando Academy had been started 
followed by the Paradise Valley Sanitarium (San Diego) in 1904,
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the Glendale Sanitarium (Los Angeles) 1904, Lorna Linda Sanitarium (1905), a Nurse 
Training School (1905), the College of Evangelists (1906) and the Medical School 
(1910). The view from Washington, expressed both discreetly and openly was that while 
it might be easy to start institutions, keeping them going also needed to be taken into 
consideration. As Dores E. Robinson observed, "There was the conviction on the part of 
the General Conference administration, reflected in the union and local conferences that 
the creation of further indebtedness must stop.'? The conflict and tension over this issue 
between Elmshaven and formal church administration in both California and Washington 
caused great perplexity for leadership in Washington.

	
 Later in this same decade there also developed along the east-west axis between 
Elmshaven and Washington, tension over the role of the General Conference and its 
leadership in other areas of church development. This was evident between 1907 and 
1915, for example, during the theological conflict over "the daily" (the interpretation of 
Daniel 8.13), when Ellen White did not want her writings to be used to decide the issue, 
was unable to clearly understand the theological implications and expressed significant 
discomfort that the issue was assuming such large proportions. This was also the time 
when some of the General Conference leaders were involved in the editing and revision 
of a number of the church's standard doctrinal books and Mrs White's Great Controversy, 
albeit at W. C. White's initiative. But significant tensions and distrust developed between 
Mrs White and Washington over these matters, fueled by suspicions and accusations from 
men like Stephen N. Haskell and George B. Starr, Leon Smith (son of Uriah Smith) and 
other pioneers associated with the beginnings of the movement. Mrs White became 
uncomfortable with the leadership at Washington and developed apprehensions and a lack 
of confidence in men such as A. G. Daniells, W. W. Prescott and 1. H. Evans. Again, 
sharply pointed letters of correction and strongly worded rebukes were directed at 
Washington. Daniells, she suggested at one point, even though a General Conference 
president, was not a converted man. And she directed Prescott not to make a mountain 
out of a molehill over the "daily" conflict.' The tensions reflected the patterns of earlier 
decades and of course they followed a strong biblical tradition wherein the prophet 
confronts the king: Nathan and David, Amos and Arnaziah. The checks
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and balances between institutional authority and charismatic prophetic authority have a 
long and sound biblical history.

	
 But as this study has highlighted, when the exercise of the "gift" ceased with the 
death of Ellen White, the inherent tensions between leadership and the prophet's 
"circle" (to use a term from biblical studies) did not suddenly evaporate or conveniently 
disappear. There was still inherent spiritual power resident in the writings themselves and 
furthermore, because of the close association of W. C. White with the work of his mother, 
there continued, what was in effect, a kind of natural "proxy" exercising of the "gift" 
through the work of W. C. White although to a lesser degree.

	
 During the 1930s the temperature of the conflict increased significantly as the 
church wrestled with the problem of how to understand the continuing role of the 
writings and the role of the trustees in their custodial duties for the enormous collection 
of material. It became clear to the General Conference administration, as they thought 
about it, that the role of the trustees and particularly the role of the secretary was not to 
be, in the words of W. A. Spicer, a "super-administration" exercising a spiritual authority 
role in the church above that of the appointed leadership. Possession of the "gift" of 
prophecy itself would be necessary for that to happen, he argued. Rather, a clear 
consensus emerged that the "gift" did not "belong" just to one family. Nor had it been 
passed on to the trustees, although of course in a technical legal sense, literary properties, 
copyrights and book plates had been. But it was clear that the General Conference 
believed the spiritual resource resident in the collection "belonged" in a unique way to the 
whole church. The New Testament teaching about the role of "gifts" in the church 
underlay this conviction. "Each member belongs to all the others" (Romans 12:5, NIV) 
and the "gifts" are "given" to the church (1 Corinthians 12.28).

	
 For W. C. White, however, who felt he had been given a mandate from his mother 
to continue, in some sense, an exercise of the prophetic system of checks and balances 
over the king, this posed a problem. How else was the church leadership as a group going 
to be able to be challenged and held to account without such a continuing exercise of this 
kind of responsibility being assumed by the trustees. But were the trustees the custodians 
of the "gift" or were they custodians of what might be termed
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the residue of the "gift." The General Conference felt that a double- headed church 
leadership with two continuing competing sources of authority would be unworkable. In 
terms of organisational behaviour theory they were right. An organisation with two 
overlapping layers of responsibility is thereby equipped with layers of competing 
responsibility and ongoing conflict is inevitable. W. A. Spicer's citation ofthe dictum from 
Napoleon was apropos to the dilemma. Without the built in flexibility of the pastoral and 
personal dynamics of dialogue, and without the give and take involved in the personal 
relationship between church leaders and the living prophet that helped to contextualise 
the exercise of the "gift of prophecy" when Ellen White was alive, there would be a truly 
divided organisation and inevitable confusion.

	
 What was achieved in the 1930s through the Bill of Sale for the White Estate and 
the associated subsequent agreements was an effective, workable, separation of powers 
and responsibilities. The points of reference, which set the boundaries for the 
understanding were (1) the intentions of the will of Ellen White, (2) the necessities of 
effective organisational governance, and (3) a maturing understanding of ecclesiology 
and the role or function of writings left by a prophet. . The outcome of the struggle for the 
prophetic heritage resulted in a recognition that the responsibility for the custody and 
protection of the physical letters and manuscripts that comprised the literary estate 
belonged to the trustees. This involved the preparing of manuscript, organising of 
translators and formatting of editions for publication and other matters dealing with the 
text of the materials. The suitability of the materials to meet the need of the church, and 
the responsibility for identifying and assessing the needs of the church was determined as 
a responsibility belonging to the church itself through its appointed elective 
representatives. The "business" of circulating books, preparing bookplates and 
determining quantities of print runs and the necessity and appropriateness of foreign 
translations was also the responsibility of the church through its appointed publishing 
representatives and agencies. These latter tasks were not the responsibility of the estate 
although they might be extensively involved in consultations. The relocation of the 
activities of the White Estate to Washington was not only helpful in logistical and 
operational terms for the conducting of the work in a cooperati ve manner. It was in effect 
also a significant symbolic
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statement that the spiritual resources represented by the collection of materials in a 
unique way belonged to the church.

	
 The eventual establishment of a Spirit of Prophecy Committee with representative 
membership to exercise and manage this unique ownership role in the church thereby 
developed an effective mechanism for enhancing cooperation. The Spirit of Prophecy 
Committee has taken over some of the fiscal responsibilities and the publishing and 
promotion responsibilities specified in the will of Ellen White. The original intentions of 
the will may have envisaged a more self-contained role for the trustees. The financial 
necessities following Mrs White's death, the development of broader ecclesiological 
perspectives over the years, and the development of organisational and financial 
management structures to match the emerging understanding of the role of the church in 
relationship to the "gift" has led to the adoption of a broader practice. Nevertheless, the 
central intent of the will has been achieved through the principles enunciated and the 
agreements established in the 1930s.

	
 The issue of the trustees or the estate having a responsibility for exercising a de 
facto prophetic voice in the church was determined as not being appropriate. This was a 
responsibility that was seen as belonging to the church itself. This ecclesiology saw 
authority and accountability growing out of the doctrine of the priesthood of believers 
and the representative-democratic processes that have already been and are still 
increasingly being built into the organisational structures and elective processes of the 
church.

	
 With the passage of time since the 1920s and 1930s, the specific issue of the 
control and the release of unpublished materials from the Ellen White collection became, 
to a large degree, passe. People who were mentioned in letters have long since died and 
there is no longer the threat that untimely release might hurt or embarrass people. Since 
the 1970s access to materials has been made much more readily available through the 
establishment of research centres located in strategic places in various parts of the world. 
And in more recent times the complete collection of published materials is being made 
available in electronic format with plans to eventually make the entire collection of 
published and unpublished writings available this way. And it is clear that the spiritual 
power in the writings will continue to be a blessing to individual church members in their 
spiritual growth and to the corporate church as

136



CONCLUSION

it continues in its development and in its undertaking of its mission as it awaits the 
eschatos.

	
 It is clear that the primary role of the trustees of the estate was to ensure the 
continuing custody and protection of Ellen White's writings for the church so that they 
might continue to be a blessing to the church. Today, perhaps more than at any other time, 
the pressing challenge concerning the meaning and the use of the writings of Ellen White 
relates to the need to make them relevant to a new generation of readers who need to be 
able to understand them across the differences of language and culture as these continue 
to evolve and change. The task of understanding and of finding ways of making the 
writings of Ellen White spiritually relevant to a twenty-first century church will require 
the same kind of commitment, spiritual understanding and developing theological 
maturity on the part of today's leaders and pastors as was evidenced in the life and work 
of W. C. White and C. H. Watson.

	
 At least, of this one thing the church can be sure. The same Lord who led the 
movement during the days of struggle as the advent movement developed during its 
formative years in the nineteenth century and who led during the troubled early decades 
of the twentieth century will continue to lead it on toward the kingdom in the unfolding 
decades of the twenty-first century. Hopefully, an understanding of how the 
struggles.were resolved in the 1930s as portrayed in this study will assist the church as it 
continues to understand the role of the writings and of the custodians of the writings in 
the years to come.

I W. W. Prescott to Ellen G. White, August 9, 1896. It appears that Ellen White was particularly troubled by the attitudes of 
treasury and institutional officials such as Harmon Lindsay and Archibald Henry and perhaps committee member Uriah Smith. "It 
seems a most terrible thing to me that the work of God has come to this pass that there is no longer any Committee or Association 
whose plans are of God or to whose counsel the people may listen with safety," responded Prescott after reflecti ng on the 
collectioll of strongly worded manuscripts she had forwarded to him. "I do not remember that such a (hlqg was ever stated before 
since this work began." He felt that he could not "go back to the old regime" and "bind himself up with the same management 
any longer." But at the same time Ellen White was urging Prescott to accept the presidency of the General Conference if it should 
be offered to him and she was "surprised" when he was not elected. Ellen G. White to W. W. Prescott cited in W,-W. Prescott to 
Ellen G. White, November 15, 1897.
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1. 2  Dores E. Robinson, The Story of Our Health Message (Nashville, TN: Southern Publishing Association, 1955), p. 
347. Some of the institutions were started under individual ownership outside the church organisation which created an 
additional set of administrative dilemmas. 

2. 3  Ellen G. White to W. W. Prescott, May 8, 1908. Unfortunately, it was not until two years after it was written that 
Prescott actually got to see the letter. It was posted in late 1910. 
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 Epilogue

The relationship between the Ellen G. White Estate and the General Conference was 

formally reviewed again in the late 1950s with further formal documents of agreement 
being signed by the two parties that clearly delineated responsibilities and duties with a 
view to effecting a cooperative relationship. With the church continuing to increase in 
numerical size and in the scope and diversity of its ministries and operations during the 
decades following the 1930s there had developed also an increasing administrative 
complexity at the General Conference and increasing demands on the trustees. As a result 
of this growth, consideration was given to increasing the number of trustees to serve on 
the White Estate Board. In 1950 the number was increased from five to seven. Seven 
years later consideration was given to increasing the number again this time from seven 
to nine. In association with these developments, Arthur White was requested to seek legal 
advice on the admissibility or legality of such changes in the trusteeship.

	
 As part of this review, General Conference leadership determined that a more 
formal statement of the relationship between the two organisational entities should be 
developed to clearly define the "overall pattern of working relationships" that should 
prevail. I It was thought that no prior statement concerning the relationship had existed. 
Apparently, the set of operational guidelines established in the early1930s which 
described the working relationship between the General Conference officers and the 
White Estate, at least for the release and issuing of manuscripts and documents, following 
its establishment as a properly legally incorporated body, had lost its currency. This was 
probably inevitable given that the immediate context for the procedures had to do almost 
as much with the production of shelf documents and defence literature as much as they 
had to do with the preparation and promotion of publications. The 1930s working 
guidelines had certainly not been a comprehensive statement of the relationship.
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The formal agreement, approved in 1957, set out in detail an understanding of how things 
should work. In essence it was a re- affirmation of the arrangements that had been 
established in the 1930s. The agreement set out the following understandings:

• The White Estate was "a legal body that was created by the will of Ellen G. White, who 
set it up as a self-perpetuating body." The status of the Ellen G. White Estate Incorporated 
"a distinct legal entity" was affirmed.

• The White Estate was the "sole owner" of the literary estate, which embraced all 
unpublished letters and manuscripts, library materials and the copyrights to the published 
books.

• The rights and duties of the trustees were defined and differentiated from the General 
Conference's standing Spirit of Prophecy Committee whose composition and terms of 
reference were also described.

• The White Estate was responsible for the release of unpublished materials and the 
preparation of compilations.

• All royalties were assigned to the General Conference, which, in return took on an 
obligation to supply office space and an annual operating budget for the estate as well as 
a budget for the Spirit of Prophecy Committee in its work of translating Ellen White 
books.

• Operational procedures for hiring of staff, the payment of salaries and the processing of 
travel requests were to be through the regular channels.'

This legal status and statement of understandings was ratified again in a further 1958 
legal paper executed by the General Conference Corporation on the recommendation of 
Erskine, Erskine and Tulley, a San Francisco legal firm specializing in charitable trusts. 
The law firm had earlier advised that the 1916 sale of the estate properties to the General 
Conference and the later incorporation of the estate in 1933 as a legal body were 
sufficient to guarantee the perpetuity of the trust and protect it from challenge by heirs. 
But they advised that a formal legal disclaimer of interest and of any rights in the 
properties of the estate by the General Conference Corporation would make things 
transparently clear. Consequently the General Conference authorised the statement, 
which was signed by D. H. Adair, the secretary of the General Conference

and of the Corporation on June 12, 1958.3 
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 From the perspective of organisational structure the document detailed a finely 
balanced arrangement. While affirming full recognition of the distinct legal status of the 
estate, the agreement also, however, re- affirmed the important ways in which the 
independent legal status was circumscribed. This was achieved by affirming the 
separation of roles that had been so carefully addressed in the compromise agreement of 
1933-1934 particularly with regard to the sensitive issues of the oversight of the releasing 
of unpublished material and the financial arrangements.

	
 Since the 1930s the General Conference had established an 11 member standing 
committee called the Spirit of Prophecy Committee (comprising four General Conference 
officers, three trustees and a number of other representatives). This body had been 
assigned the responsibility of acting on behalf of the church in administering and 
planning of the promotion of the Ellen White publications in the church and the planning 
of overseas publications of editions of Ellen White's works along with the need for or 
appropriateness of compilations. These roles, initially considered as things the trustees 
would do were now assigned as a more proper role for a church entity. In effect the 
committee was helping implement some of the separation of powers and responsibilities 
agreed earlier in 1933-1934. The 1957 agreement spelled out in careful detail in Section 5 
the inter-relationship between the estate and the Spirit of Prophecy Committee and 
Section 6 carefully outlined the process for the release of unpublished material. It seems 
clear from the 1957 statement that this latter issue was still a sensitive matter. The process  
described in Section 6 indicates that arrangements had moved back to the more 
conservative understanding originally sought by C. H. Watson and the General 
Conference officers in 1933 rather than staying with the more liberal stance sought by 
Elmshaven through the revisions of Article V of the agreement in 1934.

	
 On the one hand, the 1957 agreement clearly stated that the responsibility for the 
release of unpublished materials was the prerogative of the trustees. On the other hand, at 
the same time, the agreement asserted that it was the role of the church through its Spirit 
of Prophecy Committee to determine whether the unpublished material requested or 
recommended for release would supply "a need in the field not met by material already 
released," and whether "the interests of the church would be served by such a release." If 
the Spirit of Prophecy Committee
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considered the material favourably, then it would recommend the release to a joint 
committee of the trustees and the Spirit of Prophecy Committee. This joint group would 
decide the matter. If a release was approved, the General Conference officers would be 
informed and if they had any concerns they could, if necessary refer the material back 
with a request that further study be given to the matter. If they had no concerns, the 
decision of the joint committee would be final. Thus release of material was clearly by 
mutual approval and followed careful consultation. All members of the committees were 
involved in reading the proposed releases. If the General Conference officers referred 
material back and it was then again recommended for release, a larger joint committee 
this time comprising the trustees, the Spirit of Prophecy Committee and all available 
General Conference officers would meet to decide the matter. This approval process 
would clearly protect the General Conference and the church from the sort of difficulties 
occasioned by the 1933 unauthorised compilation and circulation of unreleased materials. 
In 1963 a further refinement of this policy on the release of unpublished material was 
adopted which again affirmed the mutual agreement and final approval process but also 
detailed the manner in which such releases might be circulated, published, or otherwise 
made available.

	
 The 1957 agreement also preserved the basic financial arrangements that had been 
agreed in 1933-1934 concerning the ownership of royalties by the General Conference 
and the commitment. of the General Conference to provide office space and an annual 
operating budget. From the perspective of organisational structure this arrangement also 
helped maintain the separation of roles and responsibilities agreed in the 1930s and 
established in a structural way that while legal independence was clear, the estate did not 
control its own income. Annual budget requests would be presented each year by the 
estate and would be approved by the General Conference Committee through its normal 
budget processes. Organisationally, this is a management and control mechanism.

	
 On the other hand, the 1957 agreement clearly stated the independence and 
authority of the estate in controlling and authorising its budget expenditures. While there 
was no direct mention in the agreement that the appointment of the secretary and the 
office personnel would be by mutual assent as·stated in the 1933 agreement, nevertheless 
the process of employment of personnel for the estate was to be by call
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"through the regular channels." From an organisational perspective, this process placed 
responsibility for calling personnel with the estate but responsibility for review and 
approval with the higher body. Salaries and working conditions and handling of travel 
requests would also be dealt with through the usual processes. The 1958 agreement 
specified in particular that the treasurer for the estate would be a member of the General 
Conference treasury staff and that this appointment would be by mutual agreement ofthe 
General Conference officers and the trustees. No doubt this would have been largely for 
the establishing of common business practice. The treasurer would only deal with 
expenditures authorised by the trustees, but in its own way this could also be viewed as 
another management control mechanism.

	
 For all intents and purposes the conduct of the affairs and duties of the estate were 
being structured, not exactly in the same way, but nevertheless in a similar way to the 
way the church structured its relationship to other organisational entities such as a college 
or hospital enterprise in which independence needed to be recognised. Such a structure 
allows duties and responsibilities to be delegated but at the same time mechanisms are 
put into place for consultation, review and approval and overall ultimate management 
control. According to James Nix, the 1957 agreement is still the basic document, which 
governs the working relationship between the two entities."

	
 In the 1970s, details of the cooperation arrangements between the estate and the 
General Conference were included in the working policy of the General Conference. The 
wording in the most recent edition of the policy book would seem to indicate that the 
matter of the release of unpublished manuscript is no longer a sensitive issue. The policy 
is a simple statement that the responsibility lies with the trustees. The careful balancing of 
responsibilities and separation of roles is still maintained. The policy describes how the 
responsibility for the care and protection of the writings is the legal responsibility of the 
estate along with the maintenance of the copyrights. But the policy is introduced with the

clear assertion that "the writings of Ellen G. White are in a special sense the property of 
the church." The resolution of the struggle for control over the prophetic heritage 
achieved in the 1930s by the General Conference, on behalf of the community of advent 
believers, asserting its ultimate spiritual stewardship of the collection continues to 
undergird

EPILOGUE
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the present relationship between the White Estate and the General 

Conference.'

I "Agreement Between the White Estate Trustees and the General Conference of Seventh-
day

Adventists," October 10, 1957, 2-a, p. 1.
2 "Agreement Between the White Estate Trustees and the Genera,! Conference of Seventh-day

Adventists," October 10, 1957, pp. 2-7.

3 The text of the document reads as follows: "For value able [sic l consideration, and in recognition of the rightful ownership of 
the transferee, the undersigned disclaims any interest in and sells, assigns and transfers to EBen G. White Estate Incorporated, all 
its rights, title or interest in and to manuscripts, diaries, books, bound volumes or magazines, document files, correspondence 
files, card indices, and copyrights, and such like property, and the fruits thereof, originating in or derived from the estate of EBen 
G. White, deceased." Minutes of General Conference Corporation, June 12, 1958,5:00 P.M., pp. 1869-1871.

• James R Nix comments on the basis of this 1957 legal arrangement that matters as they related to the literary estate "had come 
full circle." "A History of the White Estate" p. 46. But this status had been actually established through incorporation in 1933.

5 Constitution, Bylaws, and Working Policy of the General Conference of Seventh-day Adventists, October, 1972, revision, pp. 
162-174.
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Chronology of Events 1929 - 1939

1929
February  W. W. Fletcher resigns from church leadership in Australia over theological 
  differences

October  Collapse of stock market marks the start of the great depression

1930

March   C. H. Watson elected as president of General Conference 
	
 	
 	
 Louis R. Conradi resigns from church leadership over 
   theological differences
June/July  Dudley M. Canright's book Seventh-day	
 Adventism Renounced is reissued
  Arthur White employed at Elmshaven in clerical work

October  W. C. White proposes development of defence pamphlets

1931

January  A. G. Daniells chairs meeting of officer group to consider White Estate 
  problems.

January  F. M. Wilcox reminds Daniells that trustees have never organised legally.

March  Watson discusses Elmshaven affairs with Dores Robinson at Pacific Press

March  Defence literature proposal agreed between White Estate and Pacific Press
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March   Watson writes counsel to W. C. White over support for independent 
  ministerial school 

June/July Daniells relocates to California at request of  General Conference

September 16, Daniells spends two days at Elmshaven

October  Annual Council at Omaha adopts plan for downsizing church organisation

1932

JanlFeb  Watson travels through Europe dealing with Conradi crisis

March  General Conference reduces salaries, cuts budgets by 12% because of 
  financial crisis

March  Watson encounters resistance to GC at Columbia Union Conference session

June 5  Watson visits Elmshaven for extended discussions

September/October W. C. White visits Madison College and independent minister, Julius 
   White

September/October W. C. White submits manuscript for Medical Ministry to Madison 
   College Press

October Watson counsels W. C. White strongly over unauthorised release of 
  manuscripts

October  Daniells explains work of White Estate to Autumn Council - 35 page report.

November 10  Sub-committee meets in Watson's office to plan for re-organisation of 
  White Estate

 November 13  Committee of three report to General Conference officers with draft 
   Bill of  Sale for White Estate



December  Draft Bill of Sale approved by General Conference officers

1933 

January 15   Daniells meets with W. C. White to discuss Bill of Sale

January 16 - 27  W. C. White drafts 18 page response

January 27  Joint Bill of Sale signed by estate and General Conference officers

January 29   White Estate incorporated in California

April 20   W. C. White indicates his willingness to move to Washington

April/May   Tensions and frustration emerge over delays in production of defence 
   publications

May    W. C. White first proposes he be reimbursed for his rights to diaries 
   and manuscripts
May 9   Watson sends letter of warning to W. C. White concerning support 
   for Julius White

May    Watson writes letter of warning to church leaders in the south about 
   Julius White

July 19  W. C. White replies to Watson - sets out his case for his support of 
   independent work
August 31   Elmshaven mails out unauthorised release of "Counsels Often 
   Repeated" document
September 3   General Conference officers request Watson to sends a further 
   official letter of rebuke to W. C. White
September 6   General Conference officers receive copies of "Counsels Often 
   Repeated"

October 5   General Conference officers discuss "Counsels Often Repeated" and 
   disapprove



October 9   Watson requests Daniells as White Estatechairman for official 
   explanation

October 11   Annual Council meetings with leaders of independent ministries in 
   Battle Creek

October 12   Joint meeting of trustees and General Conference officers discuss 
   W. C. White's unauthorised releases

October 17  Arthur White at Elmshaven issues of letter of recall for unauthorised 
   manuscript

November  Watson makes pastoral visit to Elmshaven

1934

AprillMay   Fire protection equipment installed at Elmshaven

 April 12  Revised wording of Article V in Bill of Sale proposed by Elmshaven 
   staff

July    General Conference officers propose more restrictive wording for 
   Article V

July 5   Six-point plan for approval of unreleased manuscripts adopted by 
   White Estate

November 4   Bill of Sale with more liberal revised wording for Article V 
   approved by estate board

November 14  Revised Bill of Sale signed

December 18  Revised Bill of Sale approved



1935 

February 1 Tensions begin over Washington's delay in approving manuscript releases

March 22     A. G. Daniells dies at 76 years of age.

April   Tensions mount over delays in approval of defence documents

August  Difficulties over royalty rates and responsibilities for book publication

1936

April   A. L. White offends Watson over allegations of close mindedness

April  Watson resigns from White Estate Board - returns to Australia

 May  J. L. McElhany elected as General Conference president

1937

September 1  W. C. White dies of stroke at 83 years of age

September 14 Arthur L. White appointed as secretary of White Estate Board

October  F. M. Wilcox elected as chair of White Estate Board

December 31 W. C. White family signs Bill of Sale for release of remaining rights to 
  General Conference

1938

January  White Estate materials arrive in Washington

June 27 General Conference Corporation approves purchase of White family rights 
  for $1,500



1939

January 9  Claude Conard, General Conference auditor, reports on financial 
  negligence in General Conference treasury records for White Estate

JanuaryfFebruary  A. L. White proposes revisions to agreements in light of treasury 
   failures

August 27 General Conference Corporation certifies 1934 Bill of Sale and 
  acknowledges that debt is fully paid.



	
 	
 	
 	
 A Note on Sources

The important primary sources for this study are to be found in the General 

Conference archives and in the special collection of materials held by the Ellen G. White 
Estate both of which are located at the headquarters building of the General Conference 
of Seventh-day Adventists at Old Columbia Pike, Silver Spring, Maryland, in the United 
States of America. The General Conference archi ves include the minutes of the General 
Conference officers and the Executive Committee, the correspondence files of the 
General Conference presidents, secretariat, treasury and departmental officials. The 
presidential correspondence and secretariat correspondence was particularly helpful. The 
correspondence files include incoming letters from key people involved in the 
developments during the period. Also of primary value are the records of the White Estate 
trustees, the correspondence files of W. C. White and later, his son Arthur L. White. 
Substantial collections of the minutes of the White Estate trustees are also to be found in 
the correspondence files of the General Conference presidents but the complete collection 
Of these is held in the White Estate. Document files provide collections of items on a 
broad range of specific topics such as the wills of Ellen White or the preparation of 
defence literature and these are also a helpful source of material.

	
 Secondary sources such as the SDA Encyclopedia provides useful general 
information. Jerry Moon's dissertation on W. C. White and his relationship to Ellen White 
has helpful sections but it does not go beyond 1915 in much detail. The church history 
volume by Richard Schwartz and Floyd Greenleaf, Lightbearers, provides a broad helpful 
overview of the period particularly of the financial situation during the 1930s. Numerous 
other general works are available on the life and times of Ellen White and on her 
relationship to the church but these do not specifically address the period of the 1930s. 
My own work on
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W. W. Prescott (The Shaping of Adventism: Berrien Springs, MI, Andrews University 
Press, 1992) provides a fairly detailed account of the major events of the 1930s and the 
general spirit of the times but from the perspective of the life of Prescott who served as 
General Conference field secretary during this period. James Nix's recent unpublished 
paper "A History of the White Estate" (January, 2003), provides a very informative and 
richly documented account of the settlement of financial affairs following the death of 
Ellen White and an overview of the major documents that form the basis of the 
relationship between the White Estate and the General Conference. This is available from 
the White Estate office.
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TEXT OF ELLEN WIDTE'S 1912 LAST WILL AND TESTAMENT

LAST WILL AND TESTAMENT OF MRS ELLEN G. WHITE

IN THE NAME OF GOD, AMEN.

I, Ellen G. White, (widow) a resident of Sanitarium, Napa County, California, of the age 
of eighty-four (84) years, and being at the date hereof of sound and disposing mind and 
memory, and not acting under duress, menace, fraud, or undue influence of any person 
whomsoever, do make, publish, and declare this my last will and testament, in the manner 
following, that is to say:

FIRST: I direct that my body shall be interred with appropriate religious services of the 
Seventh-day Adventist Church, without undue ceremony or ostentation.

SECOND: I desire and direct that as soon as possible, payment shall be made of the 
expenses of my last sickness and funeral, and in order that no property belonging to my 
estate shall be disposed of or sold at a sacrifice, I earnestly request all my creditors to 
waive and relinquish their claims against my estate and accept payment thereof under the 
provisions, which I am hereinafter making for the liquidation of their claims through the 
handling of my properties by trustees.

THIRD: I hereby give, devise, and bequeath to my son, James Edson White, now residing 
at Marshall, Michigan, the sum of Three

. Thousand Dollars (US 3,000).
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FOURTH: I hereby give and bequeath to my son, William C. White, now residing at 
Sanitarium, California, all my right, title, and interest in the copyrights and bookplates in 
all languages of the books entitled:

"The Coming King" and "Past, Present and Future," also all manuscripts (and right to 
publish the same) pertaining to the following books and proposed books:

"Life Sketches of Elder James White and Ellen G. White" "Life Sketches of Elder James 
White"
"Spiritual Gifts, Volumes 1-4"
"Facts of Faith"

"How to Live"
"Appeal to Youth"
"Experience and Views of Ellen G. White"
"Experience of Ellen G. White in connection with the Health Reform Movement among 
"Seventh-day Adventists" "Story of Mrs. White's European Travels" "Story of Mrs. 
White's Australian Travels" "Mrs. White's Letters to Mothers and Children" "Youth's Life 
of Christ"

"The Southern Work"
"Education"
"Christian Education"
"Special Testimonies of Education" "Bible Sanctification"

	
 Also, my personal library, and all manuscripts, letters, diaries, and writings not 
otherwise herein devised.

	
 FIFfH: I hereby give, devise, and bequeath to William C. White, Clarence C. 
Crisler, Charles, H. Jones, Arthur G. Daniells, and Frank M. Wilcox all the real property 
of which I may die seized or possessed, all my live stock and farm tools, and implements, 
all notes and accounts due to me and also all of my right, title, and interest in the 
copyright and book plates in all languages of the following publications:
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"Desire of Ages"
"Patriarchs and Prophets"
"The Acts of the Apostles"
"Great Controversy"
"Early Writings"
"Testimonies for the Church," volumes 1-9 inclusive "Gospel Workers"
"Christian Temperance and Bible Hygiene"
"Christ's Object Lessons"
"Ministry of Healing"
"Steps to Christ"
"Mount of Blessing"
"Christ Our Savior"
"Testimonies for Sabbath-school Workers"
"Manual for Canvassers"
"Special Testimonies"

	
 Also, my general manuscript file and all indexes pertaining thereto: also my office 
furniture and office library.

	
 Together with all and singular, the tenements, hereditaments and appurtenances 
thereunto belonging, or in any wise appertaining in trust nevertheless for the uses and 
purposes hereinafter contained.

	
 TO HAVE AND TO HOLD, the said real and personal property unto said trustees, 
and their successors, upon the trust to enter into and upon and take possession of the said 
real estate and said personal property, to collect and receive the rents, issues and profits 
thereof, to manage and control said real and personal property, and to rent and lease the 
same, or any part thereof, to sell parts or portions of said real and personal property, 
excepting the book copyrights, for the purpose of re-investing the same in other real or 
personal property to be held under the same trust, and after paying all taxes, assessments, 
charges and encumbrances thereon and the expenses of repairing, administering, 
preserving, and protecting the said real property and handling said personal property, and 
publishing and selling said books and manuscripts and conducting the business thereof, to 
distribute, pay over and apply the net proceeds
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from the rents and profits of said real property and from the business of publishing and 
selling said books and property in the manner following, that is to say:

	
 (a) To pay over to my son, James Edson White,* annually, for his sole use and 
benefit ten (10) per cent of the net proceeds of said properties during his natural life, and 
upon his death, to Emma L. White, his wife, during her natural life should she survive 
him.

	
 (b)To pay over annually to William C. White, annually, for his sole use and benefit 
ten (10) per cent of the net proceeds of said properties during his natural life and upon his 
death, to Ethel M. White, his wife, during her natural life should she survive him.

	
 (c) To pay over annually to William C. White, Ethel M. White and Dores E. 
Robinson as trustees* five (5) per cent of the net proceeds of the said properties to be 
devoted to the education of my grandchildren, great grandchildren and other worthy 
individuals.

	
 (d) The said trustees shall use the remainder of said net proceeds for the following 
purposes:

	
 1. For the payment of creditors with accruing interest upon the principal 
indebtedness to the extent to which my creditors have agreed to relinquish their claims 
against my estate; such payments from said net proceeds to continue until all remaining 
indebtedness with interest has been fully paid.

	
 2. If the entire remainder of said net proceeds from my said properties is more than 
sufficient to pay my said debts, with interest, in the manner in which my creditors shall 
agree to receive payment of their respective claims, then my said trustees shall use the 
over plus for the improvement of the books and manuscripts held in trust by them, and 
herein provided: for the securing and printing of new translations thereof; for the printing 
of compilations from my manuscripts; for general missionary work of the Seventh-day 
Adventist denomination; for the support of mission schools, under the negro department 
of the Seventh- day Adventist General Conference; for the support of mission schools for 
the illiterate whites in the Southern states, Provided, however, that said trustees are 
hereby empowered and directed to sell my said real property or so much thereof as may 
be necessary to pay the following
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sums: -to my granddaughter Ella May Robinson, now residing at Sanitarium, California, 
the sum of Five Hundred Dollars ($500); to my granddaughter, Mabel E. Workman, now 
residing at Lorna Linda, California, the sum of Five Hundred Dollars ($500); to my 
faithfulfriend and helper, Sara McEnterfer, now residing at Sanitarium, California, the 
sum of Five Hundred Dollars ($500); to May Walling, now residing at Sanitarium, 
California, the sum of Five Hundred Dollars ($500); and to my faithful friend and helper 
Clearence C. Crisler, the sum of Five Hundred Dollars ($500).

	
 SIXTH: After the death of both James Edson White and his wife, my said trustees 
are hereby empowered and directed to apply the amount prescribed in subdivision (a) of 
paragraph FIFIH toward the discharge of any legal claims against the estate of said James 
Edson White, and then after the full discharge of such claims, the said amount mentioned 
in subdivision (a) shall be applied to the maintenance of the mission schools for negroes 
now conducted by the negro department of the Seventh-day Adventist General 
Conference.

	
 SEVENTH: After the death of both William C. White and his wife, my said 
trustees are hereby empowered and directed to pay over to their surviving children, or 
grandchildren, if any, the respective amounts prescribed in subdivision (b) of paragraph 
FIFTH of this will: and if there be no children or grandchildren of my said son, then said 
respective amounts shall be devoted and used for the purposes set forth in subdivision (d) 
of said paragraph FIFTH of this will.

	
 EIGHTH: Upon the termination of the trusts, or any of them, created and set forth 
in this will, from any cause whatsoever, I give, bequeath, and devise all of the real and 
personal property mentioned in paragraph FIFTH or so much thereof as may from any 
cause be released or relieved from said trust to my said son. William C. White: or if he be 
not living, then to his heirs at law.

	
 NINTH: My household furniture, dishes, carpets, pictures, photographs and 
clothing, I give and bequeath in equal parts to my sons, James Edson White and William 
C. White.
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 SEVENTH: After the death of both William C. White and his wife, my said 
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FIFTH of this will: and if there be no children or grandchildren of my said son, then said 
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 EIGHTH: Upon the termination of the trusts, or any of them, created and set forth 
in this will, from any cause whatsoever, I give, bequeath, and devise all of the real and 
personal property mentioned in paragraph FIFTH or so much thereof as may from any 
cause be released or relieved from said trust to my said son. William C. White: or if he be 
not living, then to his heirs at law.
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C. White.
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 TENTH: All the rest, residue and remainder of my estate, real, personal and 
mixed, of which I may die seized or possessed, I give, bequeath, and devise to my son 
William C. White.

	
 ELEVENTH: I hereby appoint William C. White and Charles H. Jones the 
executors of this my last will and testament, without bonds; and my executors are hereby 
authorized to sell any property of my estate without notice as the executors may 
determine.

	
 I also direct that no bond be required of any of the trustee's names or their 
successors.

	
 TWELFTH: If a vacancy shall occur for any reason among said trustees, or their 
successors, a majority of the surviving or remaining trustees are hereby empowered and 
directed to fill such vacancy by the appointment of some other fit person, and in the event 
that the majority does not agree upon the appointment, then such vacancy shall be filled 
by the Executive Committee of the Seventh-day Adventist General Conference and the 
new trustee or trustees, so appointed, shall have the same power touching the trust 
premises and in the execution of the trusts, herein contained, as the original trustees 
named herein.

	
 THIRTEENTH: I hereby revoke all former wills by me made.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and seal

this 9th day of February 1912. [Signed] Ellen G. White

Note:
* According to Francis D. Nichol, shortly after Mrs Whites death, the two sons

named in Clause five as recipients of a percentage of the accruing income from her estate, for a relatively 
modest consideration relinquished all claims upon such income. The three trustees relinquished without 
any consideration, all claims to the proposed education fond.

(Ellen G White and Her Critics. Washingtoll DC, Review and Herald, 1959) p. 530, 67. 158
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 A JOINT BILL OF SALE AND AGREEMENT 

    Between

	
 	
   THE ELLEN G. WHITE ESTATE
      and the
     GENERAL CONFERENCE CORPORATION

	
 KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, That THE ELLEN G. WHITE 
ESTATE, INCORPORATED, a corporation organized and existing by virtue of the laws 
of the State of California, known herein as party of the first part, and the GENERAL 
CONFERENCE CORPORATION OF SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTISTS, a corporation 
existing by virtue of the laws of the United States of America relating to the District of 
Columbia, whose principal place of business is in the District of Columbia, (on and in 
behalf of the General Conference Executive Committee of Seventh-day Adventists, 
unincorporated, through its officers,) herein known as party of the second part, mutually 
enter into the following agreements and bill of sale:
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    ARTICLE I

	
 Section 1:

	
 This agreement between the two contracting corporations supersedes the "Joint 
Bill of Sale and Agreement" of January 27, 1933, between the Ellen G. White Trustees 
and the General Conference Corporation.

	
 Section 2:

	
 At such time as both parties mutually agree upon, the party of the second part shall 
ship at its own expense to its offices located at Takoma Park, D.C., all remaining 
properties of the Ellen G. White Estate not transferred to the party of the second part in 
this agreement, and shall store the same in its vaults in what is known as the General 
Conference office building.

	
 Section 3:

	
 The party of the second part agrees to protect and preserve this property in every 
possible way, preserving the same for the use of the Seventh-day Adventist denomination 
through the General Conference Executive Committee and its officers and the Ellen G. 
White Estate.

	
 	
 	
 	
 ARTICLE II

 Section 1:

	
 The party of the first part declares that it is in full legal possession and control of 
all properties herein transferred to the party of the second part, and that there in no lien of 
any nature against said properties, save that of which the party of the second part is 
informed.
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 Section 2:

	
 The party of the first part, for and in consideration of the sum of Ten Dollars and 
other valuable considerations hereinafter specified, to it in hand paid, has this day sold, 
set over and conveyed, and by these presents does sell, set over and convey, unto the 
party of the second part all interests, rights, and titles to the following specified property 
belonging to the Ellen G. White Estate, Incorporated; to wit:

	
 a. Title and ownership to all book plates now held by the Estate in all languages. A 
list of said plates is attached to this agreement as Exhibit A. "Ellen G. White Estate Book 
Plates"

	
 If at any time new plates shall be desired to replace any of those included in this 
list, such new plates shall be made only after both parties of the "Joint Bill of Sale and 
Agreement" have mutually consented to such new plates being made; it being understood 
that the party of the second part shall be the owner of all such new plates except in such 
cases as by it own action the Party of the Second Part shall determine that the expense 
shall be borne by, and ownership vested in, the publishing house making the new plates.

	
 b. The Office Library as listed in Exhibit B, Divisions I-IV:

---_ .. _--- ._---

	
 "Division I   Ellen G. White Estate Reference Library"

 "Division II   Ellen G. White Estate Working Library"

 "Division III   Ellen G. White Estate Board Pamphlet File"

 "Division IV    Ellen G. White Estate Foreign Book Library"

  

	
 c. The bound and unbound periodical files listed as Exhibit C.

	
 "Bound Periodical Files at 'Elmshaven' Office;" and "Unbound Periodical Files at 
'Elmshaveri' Office."
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d. The furniture and fixtures as listed in Exhibits D and E. "Furniture at 'Elmshaven' 
Office" and "Office Equipment."

d.  Section 3:

	
 The party of the first part shall hold all copyrights for the sale and benefit of the 
Seventh-day Adventist denomination, assets General Conference Executive Committee 
shall recommend.

	
 Section 4:

	
 The party of the first part agrees to give possession of all book plates now held by 
the estate in all languages on July 1, 1934, and of the other above named properties on 
December 31,1940, or at such time as may be mutually agreed upon between the party of 
the first part and the party of the second part.

	
 Section 5:

	
 The party of the first part agrees to protect all the above properties to their full 
extent, preserving the same to be transferred to the party of the second part in harmony 
with Section 4 herein.

	
 Section 6:

	
 All accruing royalties on the publications of Ellen G. White under the control of 
the estate shall be the property of the party of the second part, including the year 1932, 
with the exception of the year 1933 and 1934 as specified in Article ill, Section 3.
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 ARTICLE III

 Section 1:

	
 The party of the second part agrees to pay to the party of the first part for the sale 
and transfer of the above-specified properties the total indebtedness owed by the party of 
the first part to the party of the second part, the same being $17,303.09, more or less.

	
 Section 2:

	
 The party of the second part agrees to pay beginning with July 1, 1933, the 
bequests included in the will of Ellen G. White to the following persons, or to their heirs 
or assigns:

Mabel E. Workman, July 1, 1933   $500.00

Ella May Robinson, July 1, 1934   500.00

May Walling, Julyl, 1935    500.00
Sara McEnterfer, July 1, 1936   500.00

	
 The bequest of $500.00 to Clarence C. Crisler in the will of Ellen G. White is 
satisfied by the cancellation of a certain note executed by Clarence C. Crisler in about the 
year 1916 for $500.00 given as payment for library books purchased from the estate 
which note is hereby cancelled and payment waived.

	
 Section 3:

	
 The party of the second part agrees to pay to the party of the first part all accruing 
royalties received by them on the sale of the books of Ellen G. White for the years 1933 
and 1934, in addition to the regular budget appropriation as shall be voted by the 
Executive Committee of the General Conference of Seventh-day Adventists.
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 Section 4:

	
 From January 1, 1935, to such time as the estate properties are transferred to 
Takoma Park, D.C., as specified in Article I, Section 2, the party of the second part 
(through the General Conference Executive Committee) shall, upon request of the party 
of the first part, provide financial support for the execution of the estate work through 
regular budget appropriation.

	
 	
 	
 	
 ARTICLE IV

	
 Section 1:

	
 At such time as the property and work of the estate are transferred to Takoma 
Park, Washington D.c.,it is agreed that the contracting parties shall mutually agree upon 
the appointment of a secretary and such other assistants as may be necessary for the care 
and use of the writings of Ellen G. White including the manuscript files and the Ellen G. 
White published works, the property of the party of the first part, and to promote the 
general interests of the trust as outlined in the will of Ellen G. White. This secretary and 
his assistants are to be under such leadership as both parties of this agreement shall 
provide.

	
 Section 2:

	
 The party of the second part agrees to pay the salaries and expenses of said 
secretary and assistants, and such other expenses as the two contracting parties may agree 
to be necessary for the proper maintenance of the trust.

	
 Section 3:

	
 After the transfer of the properties to Takoma Park, the party of the second part 
agrees to allow the present trustees, their successors, and their appointed agent or agents 
access to the library and to the vault containing the writings of Ellen G. White.
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 Section 4:

	
 The party of the first part hereby agrees to give to the agents authorized by the 
General Conference Committee, access to and use of the general manuscript and letter 
files of Ellen G. White and other estate files, subject to the regulations of the trustees and 
the General Conference Executive Committee.

	
 Section 5:

	
 The contracting parties mutually agree that they will not allow any person or 
persons access to, or use of, any of the manuscripts and letters of Ellen G. White, if there 
is reason to believe that such parties do not have proper use for such documents or are not 
in harmony with the fundamental teachings and faith of Seventh-day Adventists.

	
 	
 	
 	
 ARTICLE V

	
 Section 1:

	
 The party of the first part agrees that in continuing its work in the promotion of the 
publishing and circulation of the writings of Ellen G. White, including their translation 
and circulation in foreign languages, and in the use of unpublished matter, in harmony 
with the legacy of their author, they will counsel with the party of the second part and 
will closely cooperate with the members of the General Conference Executive 
Committee.

Nov. 14, 1934 

THE ELLEN G. WHITE  GENERAL CONFERENCE CORPORATION OF SEVENTH- 
DAY ADVENTISTS

ESTATE INCORPORATED

A. G. Daniells (President) W. C. White (Secretary), Arthur L. White (Ass t Sec. & Treas.)

C. H. Watson (President), 1. L. Shaw (Treasurer), H. E. Rogers (Secretary)
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 The following document from the correspondence files of C. H. Watson was 
prepared by Arthur White for the trustees and summarises the changes made in the 
original "Joint Bill of Sale and Agreement" that had been signed on January 27, 1933 in 
California.

	
 ANALYSIS OF CHANGES MADE IN WORDING

"JOINT BILL OF SALE AND AGREEMENT"

 DATED January 27, 1933.

Change 1   Statement defining the contracting parties changed to recognize the 
   ELLEN G. WHITE ESTATE, INCORPORATED.

Change 2   Section I of Article I which is a statement that the trustees will 
   incorporate is deleted because the incorporation has taken place and 
   a new Section 1 is inserted stating that this agreement between the 
   trustees and the General Conference Corporation, supersedes the old 
   agreement between the trustees and General Conference 
   Corporation.

Change 3   Minor verbal changes recognizing the corporation.

Change 4  Minor verbal changes recognizing the corporation.
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 The following document from the correspondence files of C. H. Watson was 
prepared by Arthur White for the trustees and summarises the changes made in the 
original "Joint Bill of Sale and Agreement" that had been signed on January 27, 1933 in 
California.

ANALYSIS OF CHANGES MADE IN WORDING

"JOINT BILL OF SALE AND AGREEMENT" DATED 

January 27, 1933.

Change 1  Statement defining the contracting parties changed to recognize the 
   ELLEN G. WHITE ESTATE, INCORPORATED.

Change 2   Section I of Article I which is a statement that the trustees will 
   incorporate is deleted because the incorporation has taken place and 
   a new Section 1 is inserted stating that this agreement between the 
   trustees and the General Conference Corporation, supersedes the old 
   agreement between the trustees and General Conference 
   Corporation.

Change 3   Minor verbal changes recognizing the corporation.

 Change 4   Minor verbal changes recognizing the corporation.
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Change 5   Minor verbal changes recognizing the corporation.

Change 6  Section 2 of Article II is reworded in terms of the corporation.

Change 7  Minor verbal changes recognizing the corporation and replacing the 
   promise of a list of properties with a reference to the inventory of 
   these properties, which will be attached to the agreement.

Change 8   Gives additional detail regarding properties transferred and refers to 
   inventories of these properties.

Change 9  Deletes some unnecessary verbiage and refers to the inventories of 
   properties transferred.

 Change 10  Was made in the light of Brother Raley's criticism of the agreement 
   because after all of the terms indicating that there was a sale and 
   transfer of property, then it was stated that possession would pass at 
   some time to be fixed a a later date. He felt that this was not well 
   worded and that we should give definite dates when possession will 
   pass, and then open the way for an earlier transfer of possession if it 
   is desirable.

Change 11   Ties up the transfer to the specifications of the proceeding section.

Change 12  The agreement to promise to assist in obtaining legal control of the 
   properties is unnecessary since the incorporation, so it is deleted.



Change 13   Minor verbal changes recognizing the corporation.

Change 14  Minor verbal changes recognizing the corporation and a correction 
   of the figure indicating the indebtedness to agree with the actual 
   indebtedness as shown by the financial statement of December 31, 
   1932.
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Change 15  Alters the wording of the disposition of the C. C. Crisler bequest to 
   agree with the facts of the case which we now have.

Change 16   Safeguard the contracting parties and recognizes the incorporation.

Change 17  Minor verbal changes recognizing the corporation. 

Change 18  Slight change in wording to safeguard the rights of the contracting 
   parties.

Change 19	
 	
 A change in the wording to liberalize the agreement. We must 
   safeguard against promises to be "guided by the counsel of the" 
   General Conference Committee, but we can promise to "counsel 
   with" the General Conference Committee without binding ourselves 
   to promises which are out of harmony with the intent of the one who 
   created the trust. This change is in harmony with your suggestion 
   which has received the approval of Elders Watson, Shaw, and 
   Wilcox as well as the "Elms haven" staff.

Change 20	
 	
 Minor verbal changes recognizing the corporation.
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 Summary

 We might summarize the changes in the wording in this manner.

	
 All the major changes except two are made to word the contract between the two 
corporations in place of the trustees and the General Conference Corporation.

	
 One change is made to eliminate an unnecessary section since the incorporation 
and replace it with a statement to the effect that this contract supersedes the old 
agreement.

	
 The third change liberalizes the wording of a section which is so worded that 
unfair advantage might be taken by one of the contracting parties. This change which is 
vital has received the approval of representatives of the two contracting parties.

St. Helena, California 

April 13, 1934

ALW:aw
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A

Auditor
finds irregularities 126

Agreement between EGWE and GC approved in 1957 137ff
included in GC Working Policy 141 sets out operating procedures 137 writings property of church 178

Australian Union 28 Avondale College 17,28 Abuse of power 20 Andross, E. E. 43
Attorney Theodore Bell 42 Axis of power 16, 130

B



Bedoe, B. E. 79
Ballenger, E. S. 60, 62, 80, 112 Bequests 97
Bible Conference of 1919 35, 53 Bill of Sale III ff 97ff

article V a problem 95ff, ll2ff
article V gives unfair advantage to GC 100 did not address book publication 110 discussion re: hardheaded and intense 92 drafted 
by 1. H. Evans late 193288
effects a separation of powers 133
meetings to agree: Jan, 1933 88
presented to WCW Jan 193383
provides mutual access to EGW MS 97 reviewed in 1934 lOOff
reviewed in 1939 128

Branson,w. H. 29, 56,60, 72, 127 dictatorial style of administration 102

C

Canright, D. M. 60, 112 Charismatic authority 5 Christian, L. H. 71, 74 Christ's Object Lessons 129

Columbia Union Conference 36, 53-54 Conard, Claude 156
Conflict inevitable 23
Conradi, L. R. 33, 53, 59

Counsels Often Repeated 69ff recalled 73

Counsels on Diet and Foods 116 Counsels on Health 79
Counsels on Stewardship 116 Counsels on Temperance 116 Crisler, C. C. 47, 107

resigns as trustee 93, 149 Custodians of the culture 34

D

"Daily"
conflict re 53, 131

Daniells, A. G. 17, 19,27,29,39
argues that GC should have EGW library 88 chairman of Lorna Linda Board 108
death of 149
moves to California 49
persuades WCW to accept Bill of Sale 92ff suspects WCW will not accept Bill of Sale 88 views estate as part of GC organisation 
87

Defence documents 55, 59ff, 109 Desire of Ages, 129
Druillard, Mrs 41

E East-west clash 16, 145, 116, 131

Education 130
Elmshaven
Ellen White's retirement home 15

engine of growth 20
operating expenses reduced 44 relocation first mooted in 107
visited by more than 500 per year 109

Index
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Ellen G. White Estate
incorporation of 138
legal status clarified 138
moves to Washington 23, 119 protected from challenge by heirs 138 relocation a symbolic statement 134 security a concern 49

Etizoni A. 20
Evans, I. H. 30, 50, 56, 88, 131

commends spirit of cooperation 1934 109

F Fletcher, W. W. 33, 59-60, 114

French, J. P. & Raven, G. 19 Froom, L E. 30, 61, III

protests "officer censorship" 102 Fulton, J. E. 111

G Gathering Call 111, 120

General Conference Association
neglects to account properly for Billof Sale 126ff
not diligent in recovering royalties 80 settles financial difficulties 1941 128

General Conference 36, 39
concerned about debt in California 130 EGW collection "belongs" to church 141 officers counsel WCW 71
officers write letter of warning 63 relocated from Battle Creek 16

Gift of Administration 10 Gift of Prophecy 7, 10 Glendale Sanitarium 131 Gospel Temperance 63 Great Controversy 131

revision of 164 Great Depression 32

H

I

Independent Ministries 35, 55ff Irwin, G. A. 27

J
Joint Bill of Sale: see Bill of Sale

Jones, C. H. 43, 47, 93 K

Kellogg, J. H. 20
Knight, G. R. 47
Kern, M. E. 30, 61, 98, 100, 102

thought defence articles not needed 139 Kingly power 20

Knox, W. T. 43, 44

L

Last Will and Testament 82, 185 Lorna Linda Sanitarium 29, 55, 131



M

McElhany, J. L. 31,108, 115,122 Meat Pledge 109
Meyers, C. K. 72
Madison College 32, 56ff

Mason, A. H. 43
Medical Evangelism 63, 74 Ministry Magazine 30, 61, 102 Ministry of Healing 85ff, 163

N Napoleon 72

Nix, J. R. 44
"No Debt" policy 80

o Omega apostasy 54

Organisational theory 9, 19 p

Paci fie Press 63
Pacific Union College 32 Paradise Valley Sanitarium 131 Personal authority 6, 20

Haskell, S. N. 41, 79 Howell, W. F. 58, 61
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Plagiarism articles 61
Position power 20
Power struggle 23
Prescott, W. W. 17,20,60, 131

R

Rasmussen, Stem 120 Regular channels 58 Release of manuscripts 62

a sensitve matter 139 irregularities 66, 87ff
less of issue after 1980s 134 policy revised 1957, 1963 139ff unauthorised 62-66, 86

Robinson, Dores E. 60, 85,111,120, Royalities on EGW Books

INDEX T

Trustees 59
agree policy for release of MS 130 appointment of 41
changes in trustees 119
establish Operating Board 100
first meeting 45
need to cooperate 84
not a defacto prophetic voice 134 number increased in 1950 137
set free in 1925 79

Thoughts from the Mount of BLessing 129 Thoughts on DanieL and Revelation 110

discounted for SPA 110
management of, problematic 111, 127 owned by GCA 89, 110



s
San Fernando Sanitarium 131

San Francisco Session 29 Shaw,J. L. 31,50, 88, 110

resigns as trustee 120 ShelfDocuments 103,IIIff
Shut Door problem 33, 61, 111 Six Point Plan 102ff, 108
Smith, Leon 131
Smith, U. 109
Social Psychology 9
Speaker's Bureau 35, 56
Spicer, W. A. 19,27,39,100,126,131

cites Napoleon 72, 166

threotrus W. C. White 47
Spirit of Domination 64
Spirit of Prophecy Committee 134

outlines release policy 17<1
Starr, G. B. 79,131
Steps to Christ 129
Story of Our Health Message Ill, 119 Sunnyside 15

System of ideology 34

Washburn, J. S. 29 Watson, C. H. 19,27,38,59

acquaints himself with work of estate 85 appointed president of Australian

Division 1936 116
declines purchase ofWCW interests in estate 108 deeply offended by letter from ALW 112 ff defends his colleagues to WCW 82ff
disturbed over WCW activities 108
elected as GC President 27
replaces C.H. Jones as trustee 93
resigns as trustee ofEGW Estate 1936 114 weary of politics 113 ff

White, A. L. 27,31,124
accuses Watson of close-rnindedness 112 appointed at trustee 120
disagrees on interpretation of Article V 99 inherits ownership of diaries and other MS 122 royalties are "legitimate income" of 
estate 127 suggests GC men not be fearful of work at Elmshaven 109
upset by irregularities in accounting at GC 126ff writes letter of contrition to CHW ll5

131

v

w
Vault files 39
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White, Ellen G.
"amalgamation" problem 61
apprehensive about men on GC Com 104 death of 7, 40
diminishing abilities of 7
execution of will 42
frames final will 41, 82
refuses to attend GC sessions 1897, 1899 130

White, 1. Edson 41
White, 1. G. 35, 56ff, 631ff

White, W. C. 27, 28, 39
acknowledges differences with GC men 77 agent for his mother 7
argued that royalties belonged to trustees 81,91ff
believed article V did not "bind" trustees 123
death of 23, 1I9
decides to sell interests in diaries 122 deffends independent movement 58
did not like dictatorial style of Branson 64ff, 81, 102, 127

executor of mother's will 42
financially embarrassed in 1933 107 financial management not strong 81 frustrated in work at Elmshaven 78 irritated with GC 
treasury 80
knows nothing about Italian translation 86 legal owner of many unpublished MS 77 not in harmony with GC 65
percei ved as disloyal 57
perception of Watson 75
prepares plans for Division leadership 86 reads Bill of Sale rebuttal to AGD only 92 rebuked by GC officers in 1933 125
signs "1916 Mutual Agreement" 45 suggests relocating estate to Illinois 107 Thrutsri & Daniells 47
writes 35 page report on estate 86
writes rebuttal to Bill of Sale 89

Wilkinson, B. G. 53
Wilcox, F. M. 44, 47, 60, 65, 88, 98, 1I0, 1I2, 120, 122, 123
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