The Great Controversy and

the Problem of Evil

By Richard Rice

once heard someone say you could outline the history of Christian

thought by tracing the various interpretations of Romans down

through the years. This certainly seems true if we recall the
iImpact of Paul’s longest letter on the lives of Martin Luther, John
Wesley and Karl Barth, to mention just a few. | suspect that biblical
apocalyptic has played a similar role in Adventist history.

From their beginnings, as the commentaries
of Uriah Smith and others show, Adventists
have found in Daniel and Revelation a philoso-
phy of history, a chronology of final events, and
a mandate for our existence as a religious move-
ment. More recently, a variety of Adventist
scholars, including, among others, Roy Branson,
Kendra Haloviak, John Paulien, Chuck Scriven,
and Charles Teel, summon us to the ethical
challenges they contain. By announcing the end
of the present order, they expose the preten-
sions of principalities and powers, and summon
us to live as citizens of God’s kingdom, not the
kingdoms of this world.

The cosmic struggle depicted in Revelation
provided Ellen White with her most important
theological concept. She employs the theme of
the great controversy to interpret the essential
elements of Christian faith, as well as the
distinctive concerns of Adventists. She also
applies it to the problem of evil.
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According to the preface, one of her objec-
tives in writing The Great Controversy, wWas to
“present a satisfactory solution of the great
problem of evil.”10ur goal here is to examine
the contours of Ellen White’s “theodicy.”PN hat
understanding of evil does she derive from bibli-
cal apocalyptic? How does it compare to other
types of theodicy? What questions does it raise?3

The Devil appears infrequently in contem-
porary philosophical discussions of the problem
of evil. Alvin Plantinga and, following him,
Stephen T Davis, describe the figure of Satan,
the fallen angel Lucifer, as a potential explana-
tion for natural evil.1(The expression luciferous
is that of Stephen Davis.) But their descriptions
of Lucifer’s demonic activity are rather brief and
incidental to the overall position they develop.

A recent discussion seeks to correct this
lack of emphasis. In two lengthy books, God at
War and Satan and the Problem ofEvil, Gregory
A. Boyd argues that a “warfare worldview”



overcomes the shortcomings of classical theodicies.5
But | snow of nc one who develops the idea more
extensively than Ellen White.

An Overview of Ellen White's Theodicy

In brief, Ellen W hite interprets evil within the frame-
work of a cosmic conflict in wnich the figure of Satan
plays a central role. The background of the conflict is
God’s creative love and ins ultimate resolution will be
the fulfillment of God’s loving purpose for creation.
Because he is infinite love, God created beings with
the capacity to appreciate his character and to love him
freely in return. This action involved a risk, however,
because creatures who arc free to love are free to with-
hold love and rebel against their maker. Sadly, this is
what happened, and this creamrely rebellion is the
cause of all suffering. The rebellion is temporary, how-
ever. Eventually sin and sinners will be eradicated and
as a resent of this “terrible experiment” with evil no
one will ever again question God’s love and authority.
The universe will be secure from all further rebellion.

The Devil plays a central role in everv phase of
this scenario. As EUen W hite describes it, evil originat-
ed in the universe sometime before the creation of tine
earth witn the rebellion of Lucifer, the highest created
being. Lucifer was the head of the angelic host and the
covering cherub woo servec in the very presence of
God. Given his lofty position and great intelligence he
had deep insight into the nature of God.

Yet at some point in time, Lucifer mysteriously began
to resent God’s authority. He nursed his dissatisfaction
until he was convinced that God was unfair, and then
decided that he could no longer serve God. Lucifer also
aroused the suspicions of Ms fellow angels. He portrayed
God as atyrant 'unworthy cftheir Icyalty and eventually
persuaded one-thirc. of the heavenly host tc join hint in
rejecting God’s authority. W hen their opposition ripened
into open revolt, they were cast out of heaven.

W ith this expulsion, the central stage in this cosmic
drama shifted to this earth, where Satan sought to spread
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his rebellion by getting Adam and Eve to reject God’s
sovereignty God endowed humans with essentially the
same freedom the angels enjoyed, forbidding them to eat
from “the tree of knowledge of good and evil.”6

Speaking through the serpent in Eden, Satan per-
suaded Eve— and through her, Adam— to question
God’s benevolence and to eat the forbidden fruit. W ith
this act of disloyalty to God, humans lost their sover-
eignty over the earth to the Devil. Since then, Satan and
his angels have been busy wreaking havoc on the earth.

So the Devil is ultimately responsible for every-
thing that threatens human life and well-being. He is
the original source of all suffering— from natural
disasters and organic diseases to personal sin in all its
manifestations, including pride, self-indulgence, cruelty,
crime, and war. Beneath the veneer of human activity,
the essence of history consists in the conflict between
God and Satan as they pursue their contrasting objec-
tives for the earth and each attempts to counteract and
undermine the work of the other.

n obvious question is why God allowed the
Devil to persist in his rebellion. Why didn’t
od destroy him, or at least prevent him from
harming other creatures? Why was he permitted to
extend his rebellion, to foment dissatisfaction among
other angels, to tempt Adam and Eve and wreak havoc
on the newly created earth?

This question brings us to the most important
aspect Ellen W hite’s luciferous theodicy— the idea of
an onlooking universe. As she conceives it, this earth is
an arena where God and the Devil are vying, notjust
for the souls of human beings, but for the allegiance of
the entire universe. The universe contains a great
number of moral beings. The unfallen angels and
inhabitants of other worlds are carefully watching the
conflict between good and evil in human history in
order to determine whether or not God deserves their
complete loyalty.

So Lucifer’s rebellion had far-reaching conse-
quences. He not only succeeded in getting many oth-
ers to join his revolt, his charges against God had a
powerful effect on those who did not. Though not
outwardly rebellious, they harbored lingering doubts
about God’s character. Perhaps Lucifer was right,
they wondered, and God really is a tyrant. Perhaps
they were serving God only because they didn’t know
any better. Perhaps human misery was the result of

divine mismanagement or, worse, divine cruelty

Even though Lucifer’s direct assault on God failed,
he achieved a victory of sorts anyway. His accusations
put God in a bind. If God summarily destroyed him,
this would confirm Lucifer’s accusations. God would
then appear to be just what Lucifer claimed he was, a
despot who keeps his creatures submissive by conceal-
ing his true character. So instead of destroying Lucifer,
God had to let him live. The only way to relieve the
doubts of the onlooking universe was to allow the
principles of rebellion to ripen until their self-destruc-
tive consequences were clear for all to see.

The central issue in the great controversy, then, is
the character of God, or, more precisely, the creaturely
perception of God. To bring the controversy to an end,
God must not only eradicate evil, he must do it in a
way that is clearly consistent with love. W hat the
onlooking universe needs, then, is a vivid display of the
nature of sin and the character of God.

W hen the host of unfallen beings finally sees that
Lucifer’s charges are unfounded, that God is supremely
loving and worthy of worship, Satan’s cause will lose
all its sympathizers and God can finally destroy it. In
order to provide “an eternal basis of security,” God
gave Satan time to develop his principles, “that they
might be seen by the heavenly universe.”7

The plan of salvation represents God’s response to
Satan’s charges. The incarnation and the crucifixion of
God’s own Son clearly manifest God’s love and show that
Satan’s charges against God are a lie. It is his dominion
that rests on cruelty and tyranny. His accusations against
God are but the projection of his own qualities.

For Ellen W hite, the cross was the turning point in
the great controversy, and it benefits the entire uni-
verse. Before Christ’s death, Satan’s deceptions were so
effective that none of the creatures fully understood the
nature of his rebellion. But his hostility to Christ tore
away Satan’s disguise and revealed him as a murderer.

W hen he shed the blood of God’s Son, “The last
link of sympathy between Satan and the heavenly
world was broken.” So, “All heaven triumphed in the
Saviour’s victory. Satan was defeated, and knew that
his kingdom was lost.” Even with this, however, the
onlooking universe had things to learn, so the contro-
versy continues. “The angels did not even then under-
stand all that was involved in the controversy.”8As
human history runs it course, however, the nature of
rebellion will be fully understood, and when that hap-
pens, God will eradicate sin forever. “Satan and all who



have joined him in rebellion will be cut off. Sin and sin-
ners will perish, root and branch.”9

The concept of the great controversy thus explains
the final judgment. It shows that the destruction of the
wicked “is not an act of arbitrary power on the part of
God,” “pbut the inevitable result of sin.” “The rejecters
of His mercy reap that which they have sown.”DThe
final judgment is not a display of divine vengeance, but
the natural destiny of those who remove themselves
from the source of all life.

God could not destroy Satan and his followers

nated in a historical fall from perfection, indeed, from
the highest level of creaturely perfection. Another is
the idea that sin is inexplicable and incomprehensible.
“Sin is an intruder,” she asserts, “for whose presence no
reason can be given. It is mysterious, unaccountable.”%
We find a third Augustinian element in the value
Ellen White places on creaturely freedom. A universe
containing morally free beings, she maintains, is supe-
rior to one without it. “God desires from all His crea-
tures the service of love—homage that springs from an
intelligent appreciation of His character. He takes no

One Augustinian element is the idea that evil originated in a historical fall from

perfection, indeed, from the highest level of creaturely perfection.

when the controversy began without leaving doubts in
the minds of the unlooking universe. But when the
plan of redemption is complete, God’s character will be
revealed to all created intelligences, and then “the
extermination of sin will vindicate God’s love.”1L

We have in Ellen White, then, an emphatically
luciferous theodicy.2The figure of the Devil is not just
one feature in her response to the problem of evil, it is
central to it. He instigated a conflict of cosmic propor-
tions, and he bears final responsibility for all evil and
suffering. He is to blame for all the ills we experience.
At the same time, human suffering serves an important
purpose: It contributes to the cosmic drama that will
eventually vindicate the character of God and insure
the eternal security of the universe.

What does the great controversy represent as a
theodicy? How does this sweeping account of the
world’s history compare to other responses to the
problem of evil? To etch its contours a bit more
sharply, it may be helpful to view it in relation to the
familiar types of theodicy that John Hick develops.B

Ellen G. White’s Theodicy Compared

Ellen White’s views on evil resemble both Augustinian
and Irenaean theodicies in certain ways. On the
Augustinian side, she affirms the absurdity of sin and
attributes its origin to the exercise of creaturely free-
dom. On the Irenaean side, she places great emphasis
on character development and construes evil as the
occasion for a valuable learning experience.

One Augustinian element is the idea that evil origi-
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pleasure in a forced allegiance, and to all He grants
freedom of will.”Bb

There are also elements in Ellen White’s account
that resemble John Hick’s “Irenaean” or “soul-making”
theodicy. As she describes it, human beings were creat-
ed sinless, but not mature. They needed a period of
time to develop their characters and become every-
thing they were meant to be. “God made [them] free
moral agents, capable of appreciating ... His character
and ... with full liberty to yield or to withhold obedi-
ence.... Before they could be rendered eternally secure,
their loyalty must be tested.”b

For Irenaean theodicy, according to Hick, the fall
was inevitable. Instead of a catastrophic catapult from
perfection to perdition, the fall was more like a learn-
ing experience, an important step in growing toward
maturity. As we have seen, Ellen White condemns sin
as inexcusable and rejects the notion that God is in any
way responsible for it. But she maintains that the fall of
Adam and Eve was different from that of Lucifer. It
was disastrous, but not quite as disastrous.

Lucifer enjoyed a full revelation of God’s character. He
knew the full depth of God’s love and goodness, so his
rebellion was irreversible. There was nothing God could
do for him. But Adam and Eve did not know God in the
same way. Furthermore, their picture of God was clouded
by Satan’s deceptions. So for them there was hope. A fuller
revelation of God’s love could win them back.T7

Another Irenaean feature in Ellen White’s theodicy
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is the contribution that a challenging environment can
make to moral development. For her as for John Hick,
character development was essential to God’s design
for human beings.B8BThough the fall was not inevit-
able, it resulted in an environment that was beneficial
to moral growth. When Adam and Eve yielded to
temptation human nature was depraved, and they
needed the discipline that only hardship could provide.
Filled with sorrows as it is, this world is a “vale of
soul-making.”®
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Ellen W hite comes
closest to an Irenaean
theodicy with her view
that evil leads to benefits
that would not otherwise
have been realized. And
the primary benefit
involves the onlooking
universe. As a result of
the great controversy, she
maintains, God’s creation
achieves complete securi-
ty. Once sin has been
tried, and everyone can
see how terrible it is, God
will destroy it with every-
one’s approval, and no
one will ever be foolish
enough to try it again.

At the same time,
however, she never says
that evil is inevitable— that
in a universe of morally
free creatures, someone is
bound to rebel sooner or
later. Nor does she say that
the net effect of evil is pos-
itive, that the gains out-
weigh the losses in the
final analysis. It is not her
view that evil is somehow
“worth it,” no matter how
bad it is. (She consistently
refers to it as a “terrible
experiment.”) Nor does
she say that the universe
could not have achieved
security in any other way.

All she says is that

the universe is immune to rebellion now in a way that
it was not before: The plan of redemption “vindicateQs(]
the character of God before the universe.”20And “a
tested and proved creation will never again be turned
from allegiance to Him whose character has been
fully manifested .. as fathomless love and infinite
wisdom.”2l

Ellen W hite’s theodicy also differs from Irenaean
versions in several important ways. For her, the fall
was not inevitable and God is in no sense responsible



for sin. Moreover, not everyone will be saved. The
universe will eventually be populated with beings
who serve God freely. But unlike Hick’s account, this
is not because God finally wins everyone over. It is
because he destroys all opposition. As we have seen,
he can do this without arousing suspicion because he
waits until the loyal followers have no sympathy left
for rebellion.

Like most Christian theodicies, Ellen W hite’s com-
bines the notion of a fall that originates in creaturely
freedom with the idea that evil contributes to the
achievement of something good. W hat distinguishes
her theodicy is the way she seems to expand the threat
that evil poses to the universe while narrowing the
likelihood of its occurrence.

For many theodicies it is understandable, if not
excusable, for evil to arise in a universe where there is
freedom. Sooner or later rebellion is bound to occur
somewhere, and many people think it was part of God’s
plan that it do so. But the consequences of evil are
“manageable.” Either all evil is ultimately redeemed, or
there is at least a guaranteed preponderance of good
over evil.2

For Ellen W hite, in contrast, universal catastrophe
was a real possibility: conceivably, creation could reject
God’s sovereignty entirely, join in rebellion, and leave
God’s plans in tatters. If we ask why God would go
ahead and create in the face of this possibility, the
answer may be that the original likelihood of evil was
very small. God created beings with a capacity to love,
God knew that they could rebel, but it was never God’s
plan that they actually would, and God did everything
he could to prevent it, short of eliminating freedom.

Ellen White and the Book of Revelation

Ellen W hite’s luciferous theodicy raises a variety of
interesting questions— biblical, historical, and philo-
sophical. One obvious question is the relation of her
apocalyptic vision to the vision of the Apocalypse
itself. For both, human history is the stage for a
divine-demonic conflict of cosmic proportions. The
final phase of this struggle will bring human history to
an end and establish God’s reign on the earth forever.
But Ellen W hite’s interpretation of the conflict differs
from the book of Revelation in some interesting ways.
To the original readers (hearers) of Revelation, as
to the biblical communities of faith in general, God’s
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very sovereignty appears to be at stake. Their question
was whether God has the power to overcome the evil
forces that dominate human life and wreak havoc with
God’s people. The book’s answer is a resounding Yes!
God will defeat his foes in a climactic battle and utterly
destroy them in a lake of fire.

A related question is why, if God has the power
to destroy the wicked, he doesn’t go ahead and do it.
How much longer can he tolerate the persecution
of his people?Z For Ellen W hite, in contrast, the cru-
cial question is not whether or when God will
destroy the wicked, but why God destroys them at
all. How can a God of love end the existence of any
of his creatures?2

From Ellen W hite’s perspective, there is no ques-
tion that God is infinitely superior to his opponents.
Since God’s power is the ultimate source of every crea-
ture’s life, the fundamental force that upholds every-
thing, he could end anyone’s existence in an instant.
For her, the fundamental issue of the great controversy
is not God’s power at all, but God’s character, or more
precisely, God’s reputation.

Ellen W hite’s reluctance to attribute judgment to
God also appears in her account of human suffering at
the end of time. According to Revelation 16, angels
sent from God pour out their vials on an unrepentant
world. But in her description of the time of trouble,
Ellen W hite asserts that “Satan will then plunge the
inhabitants of the earth into one great, final trouble.”%

Ellen Whites Cultural Context

It would also be interesting to explore the relation
between Ellen W hite’s concept of the great controver-
sy and the social and religious environment in which
she lived and thought. Without suggesting derivation,
we note certain similarities between her concerns and
those of others in her time.

In nineteenth-century America the image of a
vivid, well-populated spiritual realm played a promi-
nent role in a number of emerging religious move-
ments. For Spiritualists, the dead survive as spirits
who sometimes contact the living. For Mormons,
humans exist as spirit beings before their life on earth
and will continue their journey after death in other
parts ot the universe. For Christian Scientists, humans
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are essentially spirit beings; physical existence is an
illusion. Like many around her, then, Ellen W hite
believed that spirits populate the universe.

A similar inquiry involves the contours of Ellen
W hite’s Satanology, or diabology. There are some
striking similarities between her view of the Devil
and the portrait of Satan in Milton’s Paradise Lost. In
each case, the Devil is a magnificent being who,
though fallen, retains a great deal of his original
majesty and intelligence, and who is engaged in a
long struggle to defame God’s character and under-

in spite of its negligible philosophical influence, the
idea deserves consideration.

Some examples of suffering are of such duration,
intensity, or magnitude that they require a cause of
superhuman, indeed, near-cosmic proportions to be
remotely comprehensible. The Holocaust has made the
idea of the Devil plausible for many in the twentieth
century. For recent examples, we have only to think of
the thousands who perished on September 11, ethnic
cleansing in the former Yugoslavia, the massacre of
millions in Rwanda and other African countries, and

If, indeed, God is love and the sufferings of this world are the

consequences of abandoning God, it is hard to understand why it should take

superior minds thousands of years to reach this conclusion.

mine God’s authority. Just where her perspective fits
in the long history of diabolical images is an inquiry
for another occasion/%

The Great Controversy as a Theodicy

From a philosophical perspective, the crucial questions
for any proposal concern its plausibility and coherence.
W hat happens when we apply these criteria to Ellen
W hite’s luciferous theodicy?

Does the great controversy concept make sense
today? Is the universe populated with intelligent
beings? Are we surrounded by invisible personalities?
In the thinking of many people today the answer is
Yes. Angels have grown in popularity in recent years.
They have been featured in national news magazines,
major motion pictures, and network television series.

Millions of people also believe in the Devil. He is a
familiar character in movies and novels. He figures
prominently in a wide range of religious phenomena,
evoking varied responses, from fear, revulsion, and
defiance to admiration and even worship. He has even
made an appearance in popular psychology.Z

In contrast, most philosophical treatments of evil
today do without the Devil. In his extensive writings
on theodicy John Hick makes no use of the idea of a
prehuman angelic fall or the notion that the world is
in the grip of demonic powers.28 Similarly, in her
writings on “horrendous evils,” which she calls “the
deepest of religious problems,” Marilyn McCord
Adams does not consider the figure of the Devil.2 Yet

the continuing bloodshed in the Middle East.

Coming closer to home, we can all recall instances
of cruelty and violence to those we know and care
about that cry out for some sort of cosmic condemna-
tion. Certain instances of suffering are such that we
cannot begin to account for them in any proximate
context of meaning. Their inspiration must come from
something other than human. The Devil provides a
way of coming to terms with such phenomena. Indeed,
given the current state of human affairs, a luciferous
theodicy may be sorely needed.

philosophical position must be coherent as well
as plausible, and this is where two important
questions about Ellen W hite’s theodicy arise.
The first concerns the Devil’s relation to God. The idea
of a being whose revolt against God engulfs the entire
universe and seriously threatens God’s government
conflicts with traditional views of divine sovereignty.
In fact, it almost looks like a version of dualism.
For orthodox Christianity, everything owes its existence
to God, who alone is all-powerful and self-existent.
God brought all creatures into being, and God’s power
sustains them moment by moment.0Ellen W hite
accepts this concept. “All created beings live by the will
and power of God,” she asserts. “They are dependent
recipients of the life of God.”3
But if everything owes its existence to God, why
does the Devil enjoy such enormous power in the great
controversy scheme? How could any created being



become a credible rival to God? W hat would intelligent
beings hope to gain from contesting God’s supremacy
if they knew that God could instantly annihilate them?

There may be an answer to this in the central issue
of the great controversy, which concerns perception
rather than power. The central question is not whether
God will reign, but whether God deserves to reign.

To be precise, it is whether the creatures perceive that
God deserves to reign. This blunts the force of the
dualistic objection, but it does so by placing immense
emphasis on the notion of the onlooking universe—
the populace of moral beings that needs to be con-
vinced that God fully deserves to be God. And this
raises some questions of its own.

One is the very possibility of distrusting God. In the
great controversy scenario the Devil accuses God of tyran-
nical behavior. God provides evidence of his true motives
over the long course of human history. God’s creatures
weigh the evidence and conclude that God is who he
claims to be— a benevolent, loving parent who really cares
for his children. With this conclusion the Devil loses his
argument and the conflict is over— case closed.

But what should we make of the notion of “God on
trial”? The idea of God’s creatures evaluating Satan’s
charges in light of the evidence and concluding that
God is truly benevolent after all is a difficult one. For
one thing, it clearly presupposes some independent
standard of goodness by which God isjudged, and peo-
ple will question this for a number of familiar reasons.2

The notion that God’s creatures can investigate and
come to a conclusion about God’s character is also prob-
lematic given God’s ontological status. To conduct a
reliable investigation, we must be confident that the evi-
dence before us has not been tampered with. We must
also be confident that we have the capacity to weigh the
evidence impartially and reach our own conclusions. In
other words, we must have confidence in the structure
of reality and in our own cognitive processes.

The fact that God is creator, however, means that
God is involved in every aspect of reality. There is evi-
dence to examine only because divine power sustains it.
Our minds work the way they do because God has
designed them that way. As a result, every claim to
know something implicitly expresses confidence in
God. It rests on the presupposition that God is trust-
worthy. Yet this is precisely what is at stake in the
great controversy. It seems, then, that we cannot deter-
mine if God is trustworthy unless we assume that God
is trustworthy. We find ourselves begging the question.

Even if we grant the possibility of impartially
investigating God’s trustworthiness, we have to won-
der just why it takes the onlooking universe so long to
see that sin is self-destructive and that God deserves to
be God. If, indeed, God is love and the sufferings of
this world are the consequences of abandoning God, it
is hard to understand why it should take superior
minds thousands of years to reach this conclusion.
After all, humans are supposed to make their decisions
for eternity in far less time and with less intelligence.

A further question about the coherence of this
luciferous theodicy concerns its concept of a morally
secure universe. As Ellen W hite describes it, the great
controversy begins in Lucifer’s unwarranted self-
exaltation and ends when the inhabitants of the universe
are completely loyal to God. So much evidence accu-
mulates to support the love of God and expose the
absurdity of sin that no reflective creature will ever
again entertain the idea of rebelling against God.

But this account seems to shift the premise of
rebellion from perversity to ignorance. Sin was absurd
to begin. It originated with the one person in the
universe who had the least reason to rebel, one who
knew God better than all other creatures. His sin was
an act of sheer perversity. It defied all the evidence.

As Ellen W hite describes the end of the conflict,
however, sin seems to be a matter of ignorance. No one
will ever sin again because the accumulated evidence to
support God’s claims is too great. Now, if Lucifer
could rebel against God with all that he knew of God’s
character, how can we be sure that in future ages no
other being will do the same? On the other hand, if
enough evidence could prevent someone from sinning,
why was it Lucifer, of all creatures, who started it?

We seem, then, to face a dilemma. If sin is a mat-
ter of ignorance, we have a basis for confidence in the
ultimate security of the universe, but we cannot
explain Lucifer’s heavenly revolt. On the other hand, if
sin is essentially an act of perversity, then we can
identify Lucifer’s rebellion, but we have no guarantee
that some other being will not make an irrational,
wholly unjustified, decision to rebel against God in
the future.

These questions may be nothing more than philo-
sophical quibbles, and one could respond to them by
insisting that the great controversy should be viewed
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as a sweeping religious symbol whose narrative power
functions on levels of experience that philosophy is ill
equipped to handle. At the same time, important ideas
always invite careful reflection, and the concept of the
great controversy is one of the most important ideas
we have. | hope that these comments support the con-
viction that it merits serious discussion.

e great controversy is a rich and provocative
theme. It plays a central role in traditional
Adventist thought, and it speaks to popular con-

sciousness today for various reasons. Ever since 9/11
people as prominent as the president of the United
States have described international terrorists as “evil.”
The recent holiday season brought the final cinematic
installment of J. R. R. Tolkein’s epic fantasy, Lord of the
Rings. So the struggle between good and evil is very
much on people’s minds, both as a specter that haunts
us and a spectacle that entertains us.

Consequently, this may be an ideal time for Adventists
to say something to the larger world on the topic. We
have a lively sense of the threat that evil represents. Evil is
real and evil is powerful. But we also believe that evil
is temporary, and this is the most important thing we
have to say: When God’s kingdom comes, the great
controversy will be over and evil will come to an end.
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