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PREFACE

| have had an interest in the law and the covenants ever since | was old enough to read
books. The topic all seemed so mysterious and incomprehensible to me. | was taught like most
baptismal candidates that the old covenant was done away with at the cross. The new covenant
was instituted at the cross.

It came to my attention during my theological training that there had been an issue in our
Seventh-day Adventist history over the law in Galatians. Ellen White had made some statements
on the law as our schoolmaster. She said that the law in Galatians was the cause for much of the
trouble that took place in 1888 at the Minneapolis General Conference. Understanding how that
issue came about or just exactly what was involved, was something that would have to wait for
another day.

A project like this is not done without others paving the way. | want to thank Elder
Robert J. Wieland for sparking an interest in the covenants through his lectures on Galatians at
Leoni Meadows, California, during the summer of 2000. In addition, Ron Duffield, librarian at
Weimar College, deserves my thanks for his guidance and providing access to primary
documents. His own excellent manuscript, “ The Return of the Latter Rain,” awaits publication.

Some time has been spent in the Heritage Rooms of Andrews University, Atlantic Union
College, La Sierra University, and Loma Linda University. The Ellen G. White Estate at
Andrews University and Loma Linda University deserve a special thanks. Also, The General
Conference Archives has been of assistance. Special thanks goes to librarian, Gary Shearer, at
the Heritage Room, Pacific Union College. | wish to thank my father, Elder Paul E. Penno, Sr.,

and my mother, Georgia Penno, who introduced me to Bible Adventism. | want to thank my



wife, Candice Penno, for providing helpful advice. Ruth West made helpful suggestions. My
daughter, April, has provided technical assistance on the project. | am responsible for the
contents of this manuscript.

This manuscript is dedicated to the memory of Elder Ellet Joseph Waggoner. He was one
of God’'s messengersin 1888. His covenant theology deserves to be resurrected for the benefit

of the Seventh-day Adventist Church of the 21st century.

Paul E. Penno, Jr.
Vallgo, Cdifornia
October 17, 2001



INTRODUCTION

The idea of the two covenants has a rich and colorful history in the Seventh-day
Adventist Church. Its ebb and flow has had high water marks as well as low. It reached its
height in the 1888 message of the covenants as presented by E. J. Waggoner.

The new covenant and the old covenant are two parallel tracks that have run from the
Garden of Eden until Christ bringsin the everlasting kingdom. They are conditions of the heart.
One is aministration of righteousness. The other is a ministration of death. One is faith in the
promise of God. The other is the promise of man to be obedient.

The low water mark of the covenants in Adventist history was the rejection of the 1888
message and its messengers. The traditionalists thought that Waggoner discussed justification as
a“rider” in order to bring in the issue of the moral law in Galatians. Since they believed the law
in Galatians was the ceremonial law, they were biased against hearing the wider message of the
covenants and the gospel.

Calvary at Snai: The Law and the Covenants in Seventh-day Adventist History,
chronicles this story from the 1850’s to the 21st century. The methodology employed is a
historical contextual study.

History is like a puzzle with many pieces. The individual parts must interconnect
perfectly in order picture to fit properly and make sense. To take one piece here and one piece
there out of its setting is to distort the picture.

The approach here has been to assemble the data in such away that the pieces connect in
a coherent chronological setting. Careful attention has been paid to |etting the original witnesses

speak for themselves. Conclusions have been drawn based on the evidence.



The story of the law and covenants in Adventist history has been told by others, but only
in brief exploratory papers. The theme of the law and covenants has received treatment in works
dealing mainly with other goals in mind. But thisis the first comprehensive monograph on the
entire sweep of Adventist covenant theological history from the 1850’ s to 2000.

There were certain events leading up to the Minneapolis Conference which caused the
crisis. It did not just happen in a vacuum. The Sunday-law crisis was heating up. The law-in-
Galatians issue had been vigorously discussed going all the way back to 1856 when J. H.
Waggoner was a key player in writing about the moral law. Some of the leading church writers
decided then, that it was the ceremonial law. The reasons for that decision make for interesting
reading.

The development of E. J. Waggoner as a doctor, pastor, teacher, writer, and editor is a
fascinating story. How did he come about his understanding of righteousness by faith, the law,
and the covenants? He had a keen interest in Bible study, especially the Apostle Paul. He had
an inductive approach seeking to hear the Word speak in developing his biblical paradigms of
faith.

When Waggoner wrote and taught the issues of the law and the covenants, it isinteresting
to know whether he was aware that these might potentially be hot-button issues for the future.
He was writing about such things as early as 1884. His theology was taking a definite form
severa years before the eventful conference.

What happened at “that terrible conference” in 1886 at Battle Creek? Who gave it that
designation? Something occurred that caused D. M. Canright to decide he had had enough of

Adventism. He left the church and became one of its bitterest opponents.



Some felt there was a conspiracy on the West Coast to bring in controversial topics to
Minneapolis. Was there an East-West rivalry? What suspicions developed over the church
prophetess, Ellen White, in all of this?

Most are aware that 1888 was a flash point in our church history. What was the key issue
that created such a vigorous discussion? How do we know what Waggoner presented at the
conference since no verbatim notes were written down. Can a contextual historical study
develop such an approach to know what was said?

Some have felt that the conference was all about the law issue. But others saw the key
issue as the gospel and justification by faith. Where does the truth lie? How are the law and the
covenants related to each other? For that matter, what do they have to do with righteousness by
faith?

The aftermath of 1888 was considerable hard feelings and polarized positions on the law
and the covenants. There is a plethora of documentation about events immediately following
1888 which has never been fully published. The documents tell an intriguing story of behind-
the-scenes activities among church leadership in regard to the message and the messengers.

The accepted view is that after the major players made their confessions around 1890 and
thereafter, that they appreciated the light of righteousness by faith. The law and the covenants
continued to play arolein church discussions long after the main event.

Calvary at Snai also ventures into the twentieth century. It explores the covenant
theology from a wide perspective. The survey includes denominational publications, the
mainline church papers, and missionary journals. Sources are consulted from the English

speaking world of America, Australia, Great Britain, and Canada.



It is a given within the scholarly world that whenever a writer publishes his views they
are subject to review and interaction by others. Thisisacommon quest for truth. Where writers
have been analyzed nothing is implied regarding their sincerity as Christian brethren. Thereis
no personal animosity involved. The analysis hasto do with the issues under discussion. Should
awriter’s published views on the law and the covenants be subjected to analysis it should not be
concluded that what he or she has published on topics other than the law and the covenants is
necessarily incorrect.

Calvary at Snai explores the battle over the law in Galatians and the covenants after
1888 until the 21st century. Did the brethren confess and embrace the most precious message of
Christ our righteousness as presented by Waggoner through the theme of the covenants? Why
did one pastor say that 1890 was “Minneapolis over again”? Was the law in Galatians and the
covenants, as presented by Waggoner at the 1888 conference, endorsed by Ellen White? When
did she speak to these issues?

Only our history can tell the whole story.



Chapter 1

MILLERITE COVENANT THEOLOGY

Dispensationalism viewed the old covenant primarily as an Old Testament phenomenon
from Mount Sinai to the cross. Consequently, the new covenant predominated the New
Testament dispensation. This construct was the underlying assumption of Millerite interpretation
of the prophecies of the Bible.

William Miller constructed his typology of the Old Testament relationship to the New
Testament with the assumption of a dispensationalism of the two covenants. Writing of the
unfulfilled prophecies of the Old Testament he said: “If you will examine your Bibles you will
find every prophecy which could not be fulfilled literally, has a direct allusion to the new
covenant, and cannot be fulfilled under the old. There, Israel, Judah, and my people are to be
understood as spiritual Israel. . . .” In his view spiritual Israel of the new covenant was the
church of the New Testament.

He further explained these unfulfilled prophecies:

... If we take into consideration the names and phrases used by the prophets

under the Old Testament, we must, unless we are willingly ignorant, see that no

other names would or could be used with propriety, but such as have been used.

And every bible student must have discovered this, and seen that if it were not so,

in vain might we look for any prophecy in the Old Testament concerning the
church in the New."

! Letter William Miller to J. V. Himes, March 31, 1840, Low Hampton, New Y ork. Quoted
in JoshuaV. Himes, Views of the Prophecies and Prophetic Chronology, Selected from
Manuscripts of William Miller; with a Memoir of His Life(Boston, Mass.: MosesA. Dow,
1841), pp. 229, 230. Emphasis his.



Miller’s understanding of the typological structure of the literal in the Old Testament being
gpiritual in the New Testament was certainly correct. However, his underlying assumption for
this typology of the new covenant following the old was erroneous.

Gerard Damsteegt explained Miller’s prophetic hermeneutic: “In those instances where
such had not been completely realized to the Jews prior to the cross, they would be fulfilled to
spiritual Israel under the new covenant.”> Thus the father of the Millerite movement was a
dispensationalist and used this principle in the service of his prophetic interpretation.

Apollos Hale and Joseph Turner, two leading Millerite publishers, had the same
dispensational framework in mind when they identified the church of Old Jerusalem with the old
covenant and the church of the New Jerusalem with the new covenant.

But it must be seen at once, that while the relation between husband and wife

is occasionally referred to as illustrative of the relation between Christ and

believers, the “alegory,” as Paul calsit, in its complete form, runs thus. under

the old covenant, God is the husband, “Jerusalem,” “the land” or country is the

wife, and the church are the children. . . . Under the new covenant, Christ is the
husband, the New Jerusalem, the wife, and believers the children. Gal iv 26-31. .

What Old Jerusalem was to the Church under the old covenant, that the New

Jerusalem is to be, to the Church under the new covenant in its perfected state. . .
3

The underlying assumption of Hale and Turner was the two dispensations of the two
covenants. The new covenant followed the old covenant.

One of the first writers to provide an understanding of Daniel 8:14 and its connection

with the heavenly sanctuary was O. R. L. Crosier. He believed this sanctuary ought to be

understood in a new covenant sense. He said:

2 P. Gerard Damsteegt, Foundations of the Seventh-day Adventist Message and Mission
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1977), p. 60.
®A. Haleand J. Turner, eds., The Advent Mirror 1, 1 (January, 1945), pp. 2, 1.



The Sanctuary to be cleansed at the end of the 2300 days is aso the Sanctuary
of the new covenant, for the vision of the treading down and cleansing, is after the
crucifixion. We see that the Sanctuary of the new covenant is not on earth, but in
heaven.--The true tabernacle which forms a part of the new covenant Santuary
[sic.] was made and pitched by the Lord, in contradiction to that of the first
covenant which was made and pitched by man. . . .*

Here Crosier viewed the parameters of the new covenant associated with the crucifixion.
The new covenant and its sanctuary followed the crucifixion. Gerard Damsteegt observed of
Crosier's principle: “. .. Old Testament prophetic symbolism ought to be interpreted in a New
Testament new-covenant sense if these prophecies refer to a historical period after the
Crucifixion. This principle led him to interpret the sanctuary of Dan. 8:14 as the heavenly

sanctuary of the new covenant.”®

Crosier had dispensational assumptions regarding the two
covenants when he set forth hisinterpretation of the heavenly sanctuary from Daniel 8:14.

At the beginning of his ground-breaking article entitled, “The Law of Moses,” Crosier
explained that the law of Moses was the first covenant. He used Galatians 3:19 to teach that this
law covenant was “added because of transgressions.” *“This covenant was to continue only ‘till
the seed (Christ) should come, then ‘a new covenant’ was made. . . .”® Crosier had a sequential
understanding of the first covenant of Moses followed by the new covenant with the coming of
Christ.

He also used this dispensational assumption of the two covenants in explaining the 70
weeks prophecy of Daniel 9.

This was also the manner of change from the Dispensation of the Law to the

Gospel. Gabriel said to Daniel, “ Seventy weeks are determined upon thy people
and upon the holy city.” It is presumed that all agree that these 70 weeks reached

*O.R. L. Crosier, “The Law of Moses,” The Day-Sta rExtra 9 (February 7, 1846), p. 38.
Emphasis his.

® P. Gerard Damsteegt, Foundations of the Seventh-day Adventist Message and Mission, p.
126.

®O.R. L. Crosier, “The Law of Moses,” The Day-Sta rExtra 9 (February 7, 1846), p. 37.



to the end of the legal dispensation and no further. The Messiah came at the end

of the 69 weeks and began to preach the gospel. . . which Paul calls the New

Covenant. And he confirmed this covenant with many for one week, the last one

of the 70. Hence, the legal Dispensation ended seven years after the Gos. Dis.

began; and the last symbolic week of one was the first of the other; and while one

was being finished, the other was being introduced and confirmed or established.’

Crosier’s unquestioned assumption regarding the old and new covenants was that they were

dispensational. The new covenant followed the old covenant with an overlap of seven years. He
had said this earlier: “Did not the legal Covenant overlap the Covenant of grace 7 years, the last
week of the 70? and will not the Covenant of grace overlap the ‘ Dispensation of the fulnhess of
times a corresponding length of time?'®

The covenant theology of Seventh-day Adventism was rooted in the Millerite movement.

Prominent Millerite leaders and writers were dispensationalists. This would have an impact and

bear fruit in the emerging history of the sabbatarian adventists.

"Ibid., p. 44.
8 Letter, Crosier to Jacobs, The Day Sar (November 15, 1845), p. 23. Quoted in P. Gerard
Damsteegt, Foundations of the Seventh-day Adventist Message and Mission, p. 131.



Chapter 2

THE COVENANTSIN EARLY ADVENTIST THEOLOGY

For early Adventist writers the issue of the law in Galatians and the covenants were
closely tied together. What was the “schoolmaster” law of Galatians 3:24, 25? What was the
relationship between the ten commandments and the old covenant? Did the ten commandments
sustain the same relationship to the new covenant as it did to the old covenant? What role did
the ceremonial law play in the old covenant? Even more important, how were the old and the
new covenants understood in the light of the cross?

Otis Nichols (1798-1876), one of the first Millerites to accept the Sabbath, wrote on the
passage in 2 Corinthians 3. He said that both the old and the new covenants contained the ten
commandments. The problem with the old covenant was its ministration on tables of stone. The
new covenant was the writing of God’ s laws upon the heart and mind by the Spirit. Thiswas the
better promise. Since the new covenant contained the writing of the law of God on the heart, it
could not be abolished.’

James White evolved in his understanding of the law in Galatians 3. At first he believed
it to be the moral law. According to Uriah Smith “Bro. W. [James White] took the position, (or
had taken it in his book) that the law in Galatians was the moral law.”*® By 1851 he changed his

view.

° Otis Nichols, “Remarks on 2 Cor. 3:6-8, The Advent Review, and Sabbath Herald (April 7,
1851), p. 63. Hereafter RH.

19 etter Uriah Smith to W. A. McCutchen, August 8, 1901, Battle Creek, Michigan.
Manuscripts and Memories of Minneapolis (Boise, Idaho: Pacific Press Publishing Association,
1988), p. 305. Hereafter MMM.



James White had to deal with his Advent Christian brethren who were fighting him over
the seventh-day sabbath.™* J. B. Cook (1804-1874), a Baptist preacher and Millerite, contended
in the Advent Harbinger, that the Sabbath was abolished along with the ten commandments at
the cross. Cook’s “one law theory” combined the moral and the ceremonial law. He used it for
interpreting Galatians 3; 5:4; and 2 Corinthians 3.

James White set about to prove there were two distinct laws. One law was written by the
finger of God on two tables of stone and the other law was written by Moses in the book of the
law. It was the latter that was done away with at the cross. He quoted E. B. Cook (not to be
confused with J. B. Cook) to the effect that the law of Moses “was the schoolmaster to bring
them to Christ.” Elder White understood the schoolmaster of Galatians 3:24, 25 to be the
ceremonial law.

But James White captured the first and second use of the law. He said God’'s law was
given to convict of sin and lead sinners to Christ (Galatians 5:4). He realized that he was taking
the position of the anti-sabbatarians. “. . . We are reasoning from the ground of the opponent that
Paul refers to the ten commandments in Gal. v, and that Sabbath-keepers are fallen from
grace.”*? Then he explained--

the gospel arrangement. God’s law convicts of sin, and shows the sinner
exposed to the wrath of God, and leads him to Christ, where justification for past
offences (sic.) can be found aone through faith in his blood. The law of God has

no power to pardon past offences (sic.), its attribute being justice, therefore the
convicted transgressor must flee to Jesus.™

1 James White, “The Two Laws,” RH (August 5, 1851), p. 4.
12 James White, “ Justified by the Law,” RH 3 (June 10, 1852), p. 24.
B bid.



James White was a dispensationalist. He said: “The sanctuary is that of the new
covenant, or of the Christian age, and is in Heaven.”'* By identifying the “new covenant” with
the “ Christian age” his dispensationalism was revea ed.

Interestingly enough, J. N. Andrews (1829-1883) said that the “schoolmaster” was the
moral law. “That law was the law of ten commandments, given by God from Sinai, . . . . Had
the law been abolished at the death of Christ, it could not have been a schoolmaster many years
afterward to bring the Galatians to Christ.”* Andrews saw the moral law as the correct
understanding of the “schoolmaster.” His argument was forceful. How could the Galatians be
convicted of sin and brought to Christ if the “schoolmaster” was done away with at the cross?
The * schoolmaster” must be the moral law.

J. N. Andrews discussed briefly the conversion of the apostle Paul. The law played a
vital rolein leading him to Christ the Saviour. Referring to Paul, Andrews said:

He was no longer under the condemnation of God’s holy law, [Rom. iii, 19,]

but was under grace, the state of pardon and forgiveness, and from the heart

“fulfilled the righteousness of the law.” Rom. viii, 1-7. The same school-master

(not an abolished law) brought the Galatians to Christ many years after this.*

It is clear that Andrews was referring to the ten commandments.
Dealing with 2 Corinthians 3, which opponents of the ten commandments used as proof

of its abolition, Elder Andrews sought to distinguish the ten commandments from their

“ministration” (2 Corinthians 3:7). He emphasized that the veil was placed over Moses' face and

¥ James White, “ Our Faith and Hope; Or, Reasons Why We Believe as We Do. Number
Twelve.--The Time,” RH 35, 8-9 (February 15, 1870), p. 57.

2 J.N. Andrews, “Reply to H. E. Carver,” RH 2, 4 (September 16, 1851), p. 29. He makes
asimilar referencetoitin J. N. Andrews, “Watchman, What of the Night?’ RH 3, 2 (May 27,
1852), p. 15.

*|bid.



not over the commandments. It was Moses and the Levitical ministration that was to fade away
and be replaced by the glorious ministration of the Spirit."

Joseph Harvey Waggoner (1820-1889) was a Seventh-day Adventist evangelist, editor,
and author. He was the father of E. J. Waggoner. In 1853, Waggoner responded to a Millerite
article, “The New Covenant,” published in the Harbinger of Nov. 16, 1849. He identified
Exodus 19:5-8 as a mutual agreement between God and the people. The terms of the agreement
were the ten commandments.

J. H. Waggoner viewed the two covenants as filling two consecutive time periods. “We
know that the New Testament, or covenant, dates from the death of the Testator, the very point
where the first covenant ceased.”*®

In 1854, J. H. Waggoner published a book, The Law of God: An Examination of the
Testimony of Both Testaments , in which he took the position that “. . . it is evident that the law
spoken of in Gal. 3:19, 24, is amoral law, one that will detect and convince of sin.”* Arthur
White observed that “he took the controversial stance that ‘not a single declaration’ in Galatians
‘referred to the ceremonial or Levitical law;’ that the book ‘treats solely of the moral law”?®
Certainly that would be difficult to sustain.

God gave the law at Sinai because the people “had all transgressed, by entering into a

covenant of works, or obedience, their weakness and sinfulness was made manifest; and thus the

law brought them to a reliance on Jesus Christ for freedom from the curse which they had

7J.N. Andrews, “2 Cor 3,” RH (December 12, 1854), p. 133.

18 3. H. Waggoner, “The New Covenant,” RH (May 26, 1853).

9 J. H. Waggoner, The Law of God: An Examination of the Testimony of Both Testaments
(Rochester, N. Y.: Advent Review Office, 1854), p. 81. Hereafter referred to as The Law of
God.

2 |bid., p. 74. Quoted in Arthur L. White, Ellen G. White Volume 3 The Lonely Years 1876-
1891, (Review and Herald Publishing Association, Washington, D. C.: 1984), p. 387.



incurred by disobedience.”** The people made a covenant of works. They felt themselves
capable of obedience. The law was given to convince them of their sin and drive them to Christ
for release from their bondage.

He understood the covenant God made with Abraham to be a mutual agreement. He said
there was “only one covenant as a law, or commandment, namely, that upon which the promise
to Abraham was based.” He went on to say “. . . the law is the condition of the Abrahamic
covenant, and that the faithful obedient secure the promised blessings.”*

His model of the Abrahamic covenant was of two parties, God and Abraham, entering
into an agreement whereby Abraham was obedient to the law and God promised him blessings
in return.

J. H. Waggoner’ s book stirred up some problems among Adventist evangelists because in
their apologetics with the antinomians they had to defend the law and the sabbath. Seventh-day
Adventists had taken the position that the law in Galatians 3 was the ceremonia law and not the
ten commandments. The antinomians said the law in Galatians 3 was the ten commandments
which was done away with at the cross (Galatians 3:26).

The Seventh-day Adventist believers in Vermont were agitated by J. H. Waggoner’s
position. They sent Stephen Pierce to Battle Creek to be their point man to argue their position

with the General Conference leadership.

21 J. H. Waggoner, The Law of God, p. 82.
2 |bid., p. 20.
2 |bid., p. 79.



Stephen Pierce had a position on the law question. He wrote an article in the Review and
Herald entitled an “Answer to Bro. Merriam’s Questions Respecting the Law of Gal. iii.”
Brother Merriam asked, "Can the Law there spoken of, refer to the Ten Commandments?'*

Pierce answered, “I think it cannot; but that it refers to the law-system, as a system; or,
the dispensation of law, as such; or, the whole embodiment of law.”? Further on he said if the
“Mora Law alone was our schoolmaster to bring usto Christ we have no evidence. True, itisby
this Law we have the knowledge of sin; but how it brings usto Christ we are unable to tell.”*

Pierce was taking the position that the law system was the schoolmaster in Galatians 3.
He agreed that the law convicted the sinner. However, he could not say how the ten
commandments brought sinners to Christ. This was a direct reference to Galatians 3:24. Tim
Crosby believed that Pierce's position on the “law in Galatians meant both the moral and the
ceremonial law.”* At any rate, Pierce’ s position was in opposition to J. H. Waggoner’s view.

When Pierce arrived in Battle Creek, Elder J. H. Waggoner was invited to join in the
discussions, but he refused and went home to Burlington, Michigan. For three days the talks
took place. AsUriah Smith recalled the incident:

Bro WJ[aggoner] took the position (or had taken it in his book) that the law in

Galatians was the moral law. Bro. Pierce argued that it was the law system,

“including the ceremonial law.” | was then quite young in the truth, and as these

meetings were new to me, | including both Bro. and Sr. White became convinced

that Bro. Pierce had the right view, and J. H. W. was wrong. Sr. White shortly

after this had a vision in which this law question was shown her, and she
immediately wrote J. H. W. that his position on the law was wrong, and Bro.

# RH 10, 23 (October 8, 1857), S[tephen] Plierce], “Answer to Bro. Merriam’s Questions
Respecting the Law of Gal. iii.”

% |bid.

% | bid.

* Tim Crosby, “The Law and the Prophet,” RH 163, 19 (May 8, 1986), p. 492.



Pierce was right. Bro. White then took Bro. W’s book out of the market, for we
all then considered the matter settled.”®

Later on Ellen White was frustrated in seeking to recall what she had been shown. She
could not remember what the vision was about which related to the incident with J. H.
Waggoner:

| am troubled; for the life of me | cannot remember that which | have been
shown in reference to the two laws. | cannot remember what the caution and
warning referred to were that were given to Elder [J. H.] Waggoner. It may be that

it was a caution not to make his ideas prominent at that time, for there was great

danger of disunion.”

This manuscript was never found.®

J. H. Waggoner sought to have his book The Law of God republished by the Review and
Herald Publishers, but James White responded, “not until you revise your position on the law.”
Waggoner refused to revise his book.

R. F. Cottrell (1814-1892), an early Seventh-day Adventist minister, also indicated he
was battling with the Advent (Millerite) believers over the Sabbath/law controversy. The
everlasting covenant made with Abraham joined the gospel and the moral law of God. He
connected Galatians 3:8, 17 with Genesis 26:5 and Psalm 105:6 to establish his point.*® His

conceptual model of the covenant was “a mutual agreement, or contract. It always requires two

parties, at least, to make a covenant.” *
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By 1872, Cottrell was dealing with an antinomian by the name of Elder Marlatt from
Woodhull, New York. Elder Marlatt opined that he could not see the difference between the ten
commandments and “the words of the Lord which Moses had written in the book of the
covenant.”* He obviously believed in the one law theory.

It was clear that Cottrell saw the ten commandments as the conditions of the first
covenant as well as the second.* He said his opponent Elder Marlatt and other antinomians
were--

ignoring the plainly revealed fact that the first covenant consisted of mutual
promises--on the part of the people to keep God's covenant, the ten
commandments, and on the part of God to make them his peculiar treasure--they
assert that the law is itself the old covenant. They will not have the plainly
expressed testimony that the covenant was made “concerning these words,” that
is, the words of the Lord which Moses had written in the book of the covenant;
Ex. 24:3-8, but contend that the words of the great Jehovah, the words of his law
which he uttered with his own voice, are the covenant that waxed old and
vanished away, because it was faulty.®
Elder Cottrell believed the first covenant was the ceremonial law written by Moses.

When the children of Israel broke this covenant, God was no longer obligated to make them a
peculiar treasure unto Himself. The old covenant was abolished long before Christ came.
Cottrell said:
It vanished away; and there was no necessity that Christ should nail it to his
cross. Hence, there is nothing said in the New Testament of its abolition. Christ
introduces the new, in fulfillment of the promise; the first having become of no
binding force by the transgressions of the people.®

This approach had a sequential model to the old and new covenants. It betrayed a subtle

dispensationalism. The covenantsin Cottrell’ s view were matters of time rather than experience.
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Even more interesting was how Cottrell deviated from his brethren on when the old
covenant “vanished.” Adventist writers on the old covenant said it was abolished at the cross.
However, Cottrell said the old covenant had long since “ passed away by default.”

When he was asked to explain Galatians 4:21-31, Cottrell said “this has no reference to
their [the brethren in Galatia] desire to keep the commandments of the moral code.” Rather Paul
was addressing their desire “to perform all the rites of the ceremonial law.”* Here Cottrell was
in unison with his Adventist brethren who consistently interpreted the law throughout Galatians
as the ceremonial law.

G. W. Holt, aformer Millerite who assisted James White in the early days of the Advent
movement in publishing the Review, approached the covenant issue as a legal relationship with
God on the part of the people at Mount Sinai.® The agreement between God and the people was
the covenant. The ten commandments were the obligations. The people were to obey God, but
they did not. So they brought the curses upon themselves.

G. W. Holt responded to an article entitled: "Seventh-day Sabbath Abolished," which
was published in the rival Millerite paper the Harbinger and Advocate of Dec. 6th, 1851.* Holt
saw the covenant God made with the people at Sinai as a “mutual agreement.” In his words,
“The blessings. . . were to be enjoyed by them on condition that they kept the ten
commandments; therefore, the ten commandments were not the covenant, but the conditions of
that covenant.” Thus, Holt distinguished between the covenant and the commandments. The
covenant was the people’ s agreement with God to be obedient. The conditions of the covenant

were the ten commandments.
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Holt had a dispensational view of the two covenants.

The first, or old covenant is the one made in Horeb. . . . These ceremonies,
performed by the Jewish priesthood in the worldly sanctuary, were imposed on

the Jews until the time of reformation. Then the first covenant ceased, and gave

place to the second, or better covenant established on better promises, of which

Christ isaminister.®

He made his point absolutely clear in the following statement: “The new covenant
commenced with the mediation of Jesus in the holy place of the Heavenly Sanctuary, and that
time was signified by the Holy Spirit on the day of pentecost.”*

Accordingly, the first covenant instituted at Horeb was for the Jews until the coming of
Christ. Christ then became the minister of the second covenant. This left the readers wondering
how the Gentiles would be accommodated for salvation under the ministration of the first
covenant.

Joseph Baker (fl. 1852) was a Millerite convert to Seventh-day Adventists through the
influence of Joseph Bates. He worked in the Review office from 1852-1854. Baker was seeking
a breakthrough on the issue of the two covenants, that would allow the third angels message to
shineinal itsglory. He did not achieve the desired results, but he did make a contribution.

The Abrahamic covenant was the everlasting gospel. The ten commandments were
included in it. The covenant at Sinal had the same commandments in written form. “. . .The
Sinai covenant. . . was. .. formed . . . to constitute Israel again, the natural seed of Abraham,
according to the everlasting covenant.”*

According to Baker the purpose of the ceremonial law was to bring them back to the

blessings of Christ found in the everlasting covenant. “They were re-instated by the addition of
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ritual servicesto these means. . . by which the ultimate end, or Christ, was to be obtained. After
which anew covenant was to be made with them. . . ."*

The “ministration of death,” in 2 Corinthians 3, was written on stone at Sinai. Others
may view it as the ceremonial law, but Baker said: “Of thisit is contended, that the ministration
of death never was written on stone; but in a book. If so, | fail to seeit....” *“...The
ministration of death was written and engraven on tables of stone.”* Unfortunately, Baker never
developed the implications of this.

Furthermore, Baker had the contract view of the covenant. A covenant, or contract, was
supposed always to embrace parties. The covenant under examination, included God; the
covenantee, Abraham; and his seed, as covenanters. Consequently, there were conditions to be
performed by the individual parties.®

Even though he saw Christ as the seed of Abraham, he never clearly spelled out the fact
that Christ, as the Son of man, fulfilled the conditions of the covenant on behalf of mankind.
Therefore, Baker had alegalists model of how God related to the sinner.

Uriah Smith (1832-1903) was to become a key player in the issue of the two covenants
during the 1888 era. He defended the Sabbath and commandments from the onslaughts of those
who would abolish them.

Referring to Hebrews 8:6-13, he said: “. .. Some will persist in reading it, as though the
first covenant there mentioned, was the law of God, or ten commandments; that this is

superseded by something better, and therefore has waxed old and vanished away.”*® He dealt

with this problem by excluding the moral law from the old as well as the new covenant,

*bid.
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preferring to call it the conditions of the covenant. The new covenant was the agreement
between God and the people that they will keep the law. Smith made his point. “. . .The new
covenant is not a law; for under this covenant the law is written in the heart; and the covenant is
amutual arrangement. .. .”¥

He would not concede that the ten commandments were part of the old covenant.

God's act of entering into covenant with any people, granting them certain
blessings and privileges, provided they would comply with certain duties, and his
declaring unto them the terms or conditions of the covenant, which are of
themselves sometimes called a covenant as in Deut. iv, 13, are two very different
acts.®

In his mind, if the old covenant included the law, then it would have to be done away. Elder
Smith would not concede this point to the antinomians.

It was unclear whether Elder Smith received hisidea about the covenants from the “Bible
Student’s Assistant” or used it as a reference; nevertheless, he reprinted this source in the
Review® and he urged its readers to study it thoroughly. His preferred definition of the covenant
was found in Greenfield’slexicon: “. .. A covenant, i. e., mutual promises or mutual conditions,
or promises with condition annexed. . . .”® The article from the “Bible Student’s Assistant”
went on clearly stating that the old covenant had stipulations. “Its sole condition was obedience.

..t Likewise, the new covenant had the same conditions. “Its basis or condition is the law

of God.”®  So the law was the condition to be obeyed, but the covenant itself was the mutual

promises of God and the people. In thisway the law was distinguished from the covenants.
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In Uriah Smith’s effort to prove that the ceremonia law was done away with at the cross,
he made reference to the old dispensation in which it was in force, and the new covenant in
which it was abolished. Referring to the ten commandments, Smith said: “. . . If Christ simply
teaches the perpetuity, in this dispensation, of certain laws which existed in the old, it is both
anti-scriptural and absurd to talk of their abolition. . . .”* This infiltration of dispensational
language was a disturbing trend in Adventist thought.

J. M. Aldrich wrote a couple of articles for the Review in 1861. He held the same view
that Smith did. The ten commandments were the conditions of the covenant agreement or
promises that were made between God and the children of Israel at Mount Sinai. He was
responding to Brother Grant of The World's Crisis who used Hebrews 8:7 as proof that the ten
commandments were abolished by the new covenant. Aldrich put it thisway:

The primary meaning of covenant is a mutual contract, or agreement between

two or more persons to do, or not do some act or thing. The ten commandments

are called a covenant - God's covenant - which has not this primary signification;

for it is composed wholly of commandments issued by God alone, and hence

contains no mutual promises.*

Aldrich maintained the continuity of the law of God as the condition of both the old and
the new covenants. “. . . The ten commandments were not “that first covenant,” but rather the
conditions thereof, as they are also the conditions of the second or new covenant.”*

Early in 1864, T. M. Preble wrote a series of articles which appeared in The World's
Crisis, an antinomian paper, opposing the ten commandments and the seventh-day Sabbath.

Preble said, “The Lord forgive me for the error of my head which led me to fall ‘from grace,’

and thus go back and try for three years to be ‘justified by the deeds of the law’ by keeping the
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seventh-day Sabbath!”* Preble, a Free-will Baptist minister of New Hampshire, had been a
sabbatarian from 1844 to 1847. His distinction as a sabbath-keeper was to be the first Adventist
to go into print advocating the seventh-day with his “Tract, Showing That the Seventh Day
Should Be Observed Asthe Sabbath” (March 1845).*

He became a vigorous opponent of the sabbath. He characterized his former brethren as

“. .. those who choose to follow the teachings of the OLD DEAD ‘SCHOOLMASTER,’ instead

of following Christ and the apostles” and said that they “will probably teach the seventh-day
Sabbath.”*® Evidently, at least one reason Preble |eft the Advent Movement was because of his
dispensational model of the covenants. He interpreted the “schoolmaster” as the ten
commandments.

Uriah Smith felt so strongly about refuting Preble’s three articles that he wrote a whole
book-length review. He took the position, that was firmly established among Seventh-day
Adventists by the mid-1860’s, that the “schoolmaster” in Galatians 3 was the ceremonial law and
not the moral law.

But to speak definitely on Gal. 3:24, Paul does not mean by the word school-
master, the ten commandments. What is there in the ten commandments to lead

us to Christ? True, they reveal sin, and show us that we are transgressors; but

they point out no way of escape, and lead us to no Saviour. What law then did

lead to Christ? Answer, That law system by which the sacrifice and priestly work

of the Saviour was so clearly shadowed forth. By this it was continually

foreshown that a sacrifice was to be made which could take away sin, and a
genuine Saviour provided for the world.*”
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He understood the law’ s capacity to convict the sinner, but he could not see how the law led
to Christ.

Later on when discussing the old and new covenants in Galatians 4:22-31, Uriah Smith
said that the old covenant was “the agreement which the people made with the Lord as recorded
in Ex. 19.” Furthermore, he stated, “It was a covenant of bondage, corresponding to Hagar,
because its sacrifices could not take away sin.”® The problem was that he missed the whole point
that the old covenant was their agreement to keep the ten commandments which made it a
covenant of bondage. The sacrifices indeed “could not take away sin.” However, faith in Christ,
to whom the sacrifices pointed, could take away sins. But many Israglites refused to have faith.

By 1881, Elder Smith continued to teach dispensationalism. In his view there were two
phases in the work of salvation.

These two covenants are singled out from the many covenants mentioned in

the Scriptures, as first and second, old and new, because they relate particularly to

the great work of the redemption of a lost race, and embody the two grand

divisions of that work.**

In another place Smith said the same thing: “The conclusion is therefore clear, that these two
covenants, embody two grand divisions of the work which Heaven has undertaken for human
redemption, and cover two especial dispensations devoted to the development of this work.”
This clearly revealed Smith’s sequential understanding of the two covenants divided into two
chronological dispensations.

With his focus on the typical Mosaic law as the old covenant rather than the faulty

promises of the people to keep the law of God, he only saw the whole system coming to an end
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with Christ. “The time allotted to the old covenant at length expired. Over six hundred years
before this, the Lord had announced by the prophet Jeremiah that a new covenant should in due
time be made.”® Thiswas a sequential view of the new covenant following the old covenant.

Uriah Smith’s understanding of typology was used in the service of his
dispensationalism. He said:

The sanctuary of the old covenant must bear the same relationship to the
sanctuary of the new covenant, which the old covenant itself bearsto the new. . ..
All agree that they stand as type and antitype. The first was the type and shadow;
this is the antitype and substance. The sanctuary of that dispensation was the
type; the sanctuary of thisis the antitype.*

The old covenant was atype of the new covenant antitype. The tabernacle in the wilderness
was atype of the heavenly sanctuary antitype. The old covenant and its tabernacle were the type
for that “dispensation.” The new covenant and its heavenly sanctuary were the antitype for this
dispensation.

Smith believed God'’ s covenant emphasized faith and works:

It is important now to consider the place works have in this covenant of
Grace. Arethese to be left entirely out of the account, as some seem to suppose?
Inasmuch as the same result is to be reached that was, under the first arrangement
[with Adam] to be secured by works alone, it would seem natural to suppose that
the new arrangement would have some important relation to them. And, further,
as the only failure under the first arrangement was a failure on Adam’s part to
maintain good works, it would seem reasonable to conclude that the new
arrangement, being designed to remedy the failure of the first, should make
provision for such a contingency in the future.

While. . . scriptures. . . show the essential importance of Abraham’s obedience
in God' s dealings with him, we must not overlook another element which shows
the relation of faith to the great transaction: and that is Abraham’s faith, which
was counted to him for righteousness and without which he never would have
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received the promise, anymore than he would have received it if he had not
obeyed God.*

For Smith the Abrahamic covenant was faith and works. Adam was under a similar
arrangement of works. The “new arrangement” of the “covenant of grace” was secured by
works and faith.

Smith said of the Sinaitic covenant: “. .. God entered into another and special covenant
with that people. . . . This was subordinate to the covenant made with Abraham, to serve a
particular purpose, for a particular time.”® These two covenants were really one. The Sinai
covenant functioned in a subordinate role to the Abrahamic.

Smith felt that there was an inherent flaw in God' s covenant at Sinai.

This covenant was not declared to be faulty because there was anything wrong

about it, in itself considered, but it was imperfect, ssimply because its provisions

were not ample enough. . . to meet a pressing emergency which arose under it. . . .

The fault, then, of that which threw everything out of joint in the arrangment,

existed not in the covenant, but on the part of the people.®’

Evidently God did not make ample provision for the needs of the people. “The new covenant
undertakes to do the very thing which the old prefigured, and meet the emergency that it was
unable to do, in providing a sacrifice which can in reality take away sin. . . .”® Somehow this
picture of the covenants made God look like He was fumbling around trying to find the right
answer to the people’ s sin problem.

Moses Hull was an eloquent Seventh-day Adventist preacher following his conversion in

1857. He weighed in with his apologetics against the “one-law theory.” The antinomians said

the ceremonial laws and the moral law were al one law. Hull argued that the “ministration,” in
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2 Corinthians 3, was the ceremonia law as represented by Moses, whose face was velled.
The law engraved on tables of stone was distinct from the “ministration” of Moses which was
fading away.”

The “added law” of Galatians 3:19 was not the ten commandments. “The ten
commandments were not added because of the transgression of some other law; but the
ceremonial law was added because of the transgression of the ten commandments.”” He
understood “till the seed should come” to refer to when Christ proved He was the Messiah by
His death on the cross. That was when the sacrifices of the Mosaic law ceased.

Hull said the “schoolmaster” of Galatians 3:24 was the ceremonial law which “pointed to
Christ” who was the remedy for sin. The moral law could not function in this capacity. “Theten
commandments did not point to Christ. It is true they would teach a man that he was a sinner,
but they pointed to no remedy. .. .”"

He could not see that there was any curse in the moral law. Galatians 3:10 must be
referring to the ceremonial law because it was called “the book of the law.” Moses Hull said:
“There are no ‘curses’ written in the ten commandments. . . .

Galatians 4:21, 24 spoke of alaw which was a covenant “which gendereth to bondage.”
Hull would not allow that this was the ten commandments. He said, “But | do not believe that
there was one of the ten commandments in the old or new covenants. The ten commandments

are ‘God's covenant,” not made with any people, but obedience to which, was enjoined upon

a”.u73
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So if the old and new covenants did not contain the ten commandments, what were their
functions? Both covenants were the remedy for the violators of God’'s law. “As none of the ten
commandments are in the old covenant, so none of them are in the new. But the old and new are
both plans through which the violators of the ten commandments can obtain mercy.” ™

Consequently, the new covenant followed in time after the old covenant as a remedy for
sin. Speaking of the dispensation of the old covenant Hull remarked: “This also clearly refutes
the position that the new covenant is not made in this dispensation; for if Christ is the testator,
the covenant comes in force immediately after his death.”” In other words, the new covenant
did not exist during the time of the old covenant. The only way sinners could obtain mercy in
Old Testament times was through the provisions of the old covenant.

Moses Hull had a dispensational view of the covenants as had Thomas Preble. His
defense of the ten commandments led him to this position. Other factors such as spiritualism led
to his defection from the Advent Movement, but no doubt his dispensationalism contributed to it.
Hejoined agrowing list of defectors from the Advent Movement.

Dudley M. Canright (1840-1919) became an ordained Seventh-day Adventist minister in
1865. He was a powerful preacher and theological debater in defense of the commandments of
God and the faith of Jesus. In his debates in Kansas he reported that he used with great force the
argument of the two laws in scripture. “This point, well sustained, takes the heart right out of the
no-law position.”

Canright felt the keen force with which his opponents used Galatians 3.

Those who claim that the law of God has been abolished always go directly to
the book of Galatians for their proof. There they get such expressions as this:

“ | bid.
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“The law was our schoolmaster to bring us unto Christ, that we might be justified

by faith; but after that faith is come, we are no longer under a school-master,” and

others of asimilar nature. They claim that this means the ten commandments.”

He agreed with his contemporary Adventist preachers that the “schoolmaster” (Galatians
3:24) and “added” law (Galatians 3:19) was the ceremonial law. In his own words Canright
explained.

But verse 19 isdecisive: ... To the question, What is the object of this law?
Paul answers that it was added because of transgression. Transgression is the
violation of thelaw. . . .

Then it follows that same law existed and was transgressed before this law

was given. Now would it have been given if the other law had not previously

been transgressed. . . . To point to this coming Saviour it became necessary to

offer sacrifices.”

So this “typical law” was “added” “till the seed should come.” Of course, in his view the
seed came at the first advent of Christ. Thisidentified which law was the “schoolmaster to bring
us unto Christ.” The “schoolmaster” was the ceremonial law.

Canright did recognize the existence of animal sacrificesfor sin before Mount Sinai. “By
offering an innocent lamb, Abel confessed his guilt and worthiness to die, and at the same time
showed his faith in the true Sacrifice, the Lamb of God, who was to come and bear the sin of the
world.”” Evidently, Elder Canright did not see any inconsistency in saying that the typical
sacrifices were “added” at Sinai, but yet existed long before at the time of Abel.

After a time of inner turmoil over his Adventist ministry, Elder Canright finally

apostatized from the Seventh-day Adventist Church in 1887 and became a Baptist preacher. The

full force of his opposition to Adventists, the ten commandments, and the Sabbath, was
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expressed in his Seventh-day Adventism Renounced published in 1889. This book was considered
such a threat that Adventist leaders were responding to it decades later. It had gone through
many reprints.
In this book he put hisfinger on a crux issue.
No other subject perplexes Adventists so much as the covenants. They dread
to meet it. They have tried various ways to explain it away, but they are not
satisfactory even to themselves. | have been there and know.
The abolition of the Sinatic covenant carries with it the abolition of the Jewish
Sabbath so completely that no authoritative trace of it can be found this side of the

grave of our risen Lord.

Elder Smith says: "If the ten commandments constituted the old covenant,
then they are forever gone."

"This, therefore, becomes a test question."®

Canright used Webster’s definition of a covenant as a mutual agreement based on the
consent of parties. Thus, a covenant was a contract. Then he set about to demonstrate from the
Exodus 19:4-8 narrative how the ten commandments were brought in to the covenant which God
made with Israel at Sinai. Then by going to 2 Corinthians 3:7, he demonstrated the decalogue to
be a“ministration” of death that was removed.

Canright certainly put his finger on a problem area of Adventist theology. “No other

"8 How this issue was resolved

subject perplexes Adventists so much as the covenants.
determined one’'s destiny. Canright joined the list of defectors in part over his dispensational

view of the law and the covenants.®
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L. D. Santee (1845-1919) was ordained in 1876 by James White. He found himself
having to answer the antinomians near Gridley, Illinois. He employed the standard Adventist
argument that the ten commandments were the conditions of both the old and the new covenant.
Whereas God made an agreement with the children of Israel which they broke by disobedience
to His law, the new covenant had better promises whereby God put His law into their minds and
hearts. “In the old covenant Israel were required to keep God's covenant or law. Ex. 19:6.”%
The law which God “added” (Galatians 3:19) because of transgression was “the typical system”
which pointed to Christ.

R. M. Kilgore (1839-1912), an evangelist and administrator, took a very bold stance vis a
vis his antinomian “one law theory” opponents.

To take the ground that there is but one law spoken of in the Bible is to
furnish the skeptic with a mighty weapon to wield in his warfare against the

divine authority of that sacred volume. If but one system of law has existed, and

is referred to where the phrase, “the law,” occurs, then, certainly, the cavils of the

objector cannot be disproved, and in the contest he comes off victorious. But to

maintain that there are two laws, one, the transgression of which, brought death

into the world, Rom. 5:12, the other, which owesits origin to sin, and which could

have had no existence if man had not become a transgressor, is to wrest from the

hands of the caviler his objection, and to make a beautiful harmony in the word of

God respecting this question, over which so many stumble.®

Kilgore then produced a list of twenty points contrasting the moral and ceremonial laws.
Under the ceremonial law he listed the “added” law of Galatians 3:19. He said it was a “yoke of
bondage” (Galatians 5:1). It “was our schoolmaster to bring us unto Christ” (Galatians 3:24).

John Nevins Andrews, the theologian of the early Adventist Church who had produced

the History of the Sabbath, took up his pen and wrote on the two covenantsin 1875. In an effort

to defend the law of God from the antinomians who identified it with the old covenant, Andrews

8. D. Santee, “A Few Thoughts on the Covenants,” RH 28, 15, September 11, 1866, pp.
113, 114.
¥ R. M. Kilgore, “The Two Laws,” RH 43, 15 (March 24, 1874), p. 115.



thesis was that the old covenant constituted a contract, by Webster’ s definition, between God and
the people. They would obey the stipulations or conditions of the covenant. Andrews' definition
of a covenant was “an agreement or covenant between two or more persons, in which each party
binds himself to do or forbear some act, and each acquires a right to what the other promises; a
mutual promise, upon lawful consideration or cause, which binds the parties to a performance; a
bargain; a compact.”® The conditions of the covenant were the ten commandments which
Andrews wanted to distinguish from the contract made between God and the people.

J. N. Andrews clarified his position:

1. The covenant made with Israel “concerning all these words,” was the

agreement which the people entered into with the Almighty, as recorded in Ex. 19

and 24, that they would keep the words spoken by him. 2. The ten

commandments were the words concerning which this covenant or agreement was

made. . .. The covenant which was ratified or dedicated with blood by Moses

was not the ten commandments.®

Therefore, when the people broke their contract, they were not disannulling the law of
God, but their agreement with God. Thus, Andrews was able to uphold the ten commandments
as till binding. He said:

Our opponents claim that the giving of the law was the making of the first

covenant. We say, Not so; for that covenant was the solemn contract between

God and Israel which preceded and followed the "giving of the law;" and that the

law of God was that which the people covenanted to obey, when it should be

spoken by the voice of God.”

There was nothing in this covenant about forgiveness of sins.

God was responsible for giving them afaulty covenant:

% J. N. Andrews, Sermon on the Two Covenants (Steam Press, Battle Creek, Michigan:
1875), p. 15. Thiswas later run asaseriesin ST 5 (Jan. 30-Mar. 6, 1979) when James White, J.
N. Andrews and Uriah Smith were co-editors.
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But Paul plainly intimates wherein the new covenant is better than the old

one. It is"established upon better promises.” Heb.8:6. Then it follows that the

first covenant was established upon promises not so well adapted to man's case;

and this very fact is, of itself, a decisive proof that the first covenant was not

simply the law of God, but a contract between God and his people.®

God told them to obey his law and they would receive the promises. It was “inevitable that
man would forfeit his title to the promises of God.”* God did not look so good because He
failed to adapt His promises to the needs of sinners.

Andrews viewed the two covenants as sequential. When the old covenant failed, then
God brought in the new covenant.  “There can be, therefore, no dispute that the first covenant,
and the new covenant, were each made with the Hebrew people; the first, at the departure out of
Egypt; the second, at the time of our Lord's ministry and death.”® This left the door open for
two plans of salvation and dispensationalism.

In the editorial columns of The Sgns of the Times, editors James White, J. N. Andrews
and Uriah Smith approved the publication of an article entitled “What the Gospel Abrogated.”**
The law in Galatians was viewed as the ceremonia law. It was the “yoke of bondage’ in
Galatians 5:1. It “passed away when the seed came. Gal. 3:19.” It “is superseded by the faith of
Jesus. Gal. 3:19-25." Insum, “the book of Galatians. . . teaches the abrogation of thelaw. . . . It
isthe typical law. . . that was abolished.”® By 1879 J. N. Andrews had changed his view of the
“schoolmaster” law in Galatians. He now subscribed to the view of the ceremonial law.

A. C. Spicer’s writings on the Abrahamic covenant were much the same as his

contemporaries. The trend among Adventist writers was to see the Abrahamic covenant as a

® |bid., p. 34.
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legal arrangement between God and Abraham. The conditions of the covenant were the ten
commandments. There was little or no attention given to the faith of Jesus or justification, much
less of God's love. The presentation of the covenant question was becoming as dry as the hills

of Gilboawith its emphasis on obedience to the law.

Spicer’ swhole series could be summarized by his statement:

So God and man may enter into a solemn covenant, the object of which may

be to secure obedience to God's law, which object will appear in the mutual

agreement. But then the law would not be the covenant, but the covenant would

be the mutual contract or agreement of the partiesin respect to the law.*

Spicer even went so far as to say that the ceremonial law was excluded from the old
covenant. “Thusit is apparent from every point of view that neither did the moral law form any
part of the Abrahamic covenant of grace, nor did ‘the book of the law’ constitute any part of the
temporary covenant of Horeb, . . . .”* This was definitely out-of-step with other Adventist
writers who said that the typical law was the old covenant done away with by Christ. At least
Spicer was consistent in excluding al law from the contractual agreement between God and the
people.

Spicer said nothing about the inability of sinners to keep their promises. There was no
promise given of God'’s forgiveness and divine aid. The best that Spicer could offer was God's
appeal.

God, then, asked of Abraham and of his people that they should yield willing,
cheerful, and implicit obedience to all his commandments and laws, and to
maintain a godly walk and a holy life. It was not outward compliance aone, nor
yet simply legal conformity, that God required, but heart sanctification. With

% A. C. Spicer, “The Commandments.--Part 1. The Two Covenants,” RH 49, 1 (Jan. 4,
1877), pp. 2, 3.
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great anxiety, much painstaking, and frequent repetitions, God appealed to the
hearts of his people to love and be obedient to him for their own good.*

Thiswaslegalism inits purest form.

C. A. Russell (1870-1954) was an educator and administrator in Michigan. He was in

agreement with his contemporary Adventist colleagues when he said
. .. that the old covenant was not the ten commandments, but an agreement

between the Lord and the people respecting them. . .. ... It is certain that the ten

commandments are one thing, and that the covenant, which was made concerning

them, is a separate and distinct instrument.®

During this early period of covenant theology in Adventism, Ellen White made a few
comments bearing on the topic of the covenants. Here was one of the her early statements. “As
they had broken their covenant with God, Moses, in breaking the tables, signified to them, so,
also, God had broken his covenant with them. The tables, whereupon was written the law of
God, were broken.”¥ God's covenant was identified as “the law of God.” If it had been obeyed
as the people had promised in “their covenant with God,” it would have brought life to them. As
a conseguence of their breaking His law, they would suffer the penalty.

Ellen White was in harmony with her contemporaries about the nature of a covenant.

A covenant is an agreement between parties, based upon conditions. If Israel

would obey the divine law and thus fulfill the conditions of their covenant with

God, he would verify his promises to them. But what presumption for them to

expect a blessing while they were violating the conditions upon which alone it

could be bestowed!*®

Ellen White clearly saw that the old covenant was “their covenant with God.” She even

made the distinction between the law of God as His covenant and the agreement of the people

| bid.
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with God as their covenant. “. . . The ten commandments were God's covenant, and the basis of
the covenant made between God and Isragl.”*

It seemed clear from the following statement that Ellen White clearly identified “their
solemn pledge” with the words “All that the Lord hath spoken will we do.” Exodus 19:8.

After Moses had received the judgments and also the promises from the Lord,

and had written them for the people, he “came and told the people all the words of

the Lord, and all the judgments; and all the people answered with one voice, and

said, All the words which the Lord hath said will we do.” Moses then wrote their

solemn pledge in a book, and offered sacrifices unto God for the people.

“And he took the book of the covenant, and read in the audience of the people;

and they said, All that the Lord hath said will we do, and be obedient. And Moses

took the blood, and sprinkled it on the people, and said, Behold the blood of the

covenant, which the Lord hath made with you concerning all these words.” Thus

the people ratified their solemn pledge to the Lord to do al that he had said, and

to be obedient.'®

Their pledge to be obedient was the old covenant. Twice she emphasized “their solemn
pledge” and quoted from Exodus 19:8 and Exodus 24:7, 8. So even at this early date (1880),
Ellen White saw the old covenant as the promise of the people made to God.

She had this recognition of “their covenant” associated with the promise of the peoplein
an earlier statement going back to 1864. “The people renewed their covenant with Joshua. They
said unto him, ‘The Lord our God will we serve, and his voice will we obey.” Joshua wrote the
words of their covenant in the book containing the laws and statutes given to Moses.”* “The
laws and statutes given to Moses’ no doubt included the moral and typical law. The people
promised to obey them. Thiswas arenewal of the old covenant which they had made with God

under the leadership of Moses.

% E. G. White, “The Sanctuary,” ST (June 24, 1880).
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Addressing the sojourn of Israel in Egypt, Ellen White commented: “God did not forsake
them while they were in Egypt, because of his covenant with Abraham. He suffered them to be
oppressed by the Egyptians, that they might turn to him in their distress, and choose his righteous
and merciful government, and obey his requirements.”*® Here it was God's covenant with
Abraham which assured them of His gracious presence. In this case their oppression in Egypt
was used by the providence of God to cause them to turn in repentance toward Him. She spoke
of choosing “his righteous and merciful government.” Thiswas what Abraham did. He believed
God and it was counted to him for righteousness. The righteousness of God would issue forth in
obedience to his law. Her understanding of the Abrahamic covenant, in 1864, was one of
righteousness by faith. “Their covenant” was worthless.

In 1875, Ellen White commented on the two laws in such a way that it reflected on
Galatians 3:19. The text said: “Wherefore then serveth the law? It was added because of

transgressions, till the seed should come to whom the promise was made. . . .”

Her statement read:

God's people, whom he calls his peculiar treasure, were privileged with atwo-
fold system of law; the moral and the ceremonial. The one, pointing back to
creation to keep in remembrance the living God who made the world, whose
claims are binding upon all men in every dispensation, and which will exist
through all time and eternity. The other, given because of man's transgression of
the moral law, the obedience to which consisted in sacrifices and offerings
pointing to the future redemption.'®

%2 E. G. White, Spiritual Gifts, Volume 3 (Steam Press of the Seventh-day Adventist
Publishing Association, Battle Creek, Michigan: 1864), pp. 297, 298.
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Thisindicated that her understanding of the law in Galatians 3:19 in 1875 was the ceremonial
law. Inthisregard she was in step with other Adventist writers regarding their understanding of
the ceremonial law in Galatians.

D. T. Bourdeau made a refreshing gospel presentation of the new covenant.

The death of Christ for our sinsis the great fact that the Spirit of God uses to

lead us to repent, and to write the law of God in our hearts. How deeply affecting

it is to see Christ, touched by pity and amazing love, suffering, bleeding,

groaning, dying, and to know that it is our violations of God’'s holy law that have

brought all this upon the meek and holy Lamb of God! This sight should break

the hardest hearts; and it does powerfully affect those who will yield to the

lessons it teaches. It leads them to embrace the dear Saviour, accept pardon, love

God's holy law, and seek to avoid those sins that have made Christ’s death

necessary.'”

In addition, Bourdeau asserted a point about the Sabbath. The new covenant was sealed
up by Christ’s death. The Sabbath was included. Nothing can be added or subtracted from the
covenant once the death of the testator has taken place. Thus the Sabbath was part of the new
covenant.'®

In his next article, Bourdeau slipped into the dispensationalist trap by asserting time
parameters for the old covenant. “The old Covenant was made with Israel at Sinai. . . . It then
came into existence.”'®

The problem was that Scripture did not support the view that the old covenant began at
Sinai. Galatians 4:22-24 indicated it went back at |least to the time of Agar and Ishmael. “. ..

Abraham had two sons, the one by a bondmaid. . . he who was of the bondwoman was born

after

%D, T. Bourdeau, “The New Covenant and the Law,” RH 56, 17 (Oct. 2, 1880), p. 260.
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the flesh. . . which things are an allegory: for these are the two covenants; the one from the
mount Sinai, which gendereth to bondage, which is Agar.” Hagar was atype or allegory of the
old covenant made at Sinai. A type must have some historical basis and correspondence with the
antitype.

Abraham and Sarah doubted the promise of God to give them a son. Their unbelief
manifested itself in Abraham taking Hagar and producing Ishmael. Abraham'’s son wasborn asa
result of unbelief in what God had promised to him in the covenant. Abraham’s heart of
unbelief placed him under the old covenant at this time. The same unbelief existed at Mount

Sinal when Israel made their pledge that they would keep all of God' s laws.

» 107

Further on Bourdeau said: “. . .The old covenant is no more. . . He no doubt was
thinking of the ceremonial law abolished at the death of Christ. But the apostle Paul said: “. ..
This Agar ismount Sinai in Arabia, and answereth to Jerusalem which now is, and is in bondage
with her children.” Galatians 4:25. Paul considered that his contemporary Jews were under the
old covenant long after the cross. The same state of unbelief in Christ which existed with
Abraham and the wilderness generation, continued to manifest itself in the Jerusalem of Paul’s
day.

It should be noted that the old covenant was not bound by time. It was rather a condition
of the heart with respect to having faith in Christ. Uriah Smith had this same time-conditioned
paradigm of the old covenant. Thiswould bear itsfruit in Adventist history for yearsto come.

W. H. Littlgjohn contributed a series of five articles on “The Two Covenants,” in The

Review and Herald from January 3 to 31, 1882. In his opening statement he said:

In the discussion of this question, it would be superfluous to prove the
correctness of propositions generally admitted to be true. We submit, therefore,
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that orthodox scholars, amost universally agree that the old and new covenants,
so styled, were in force respectively in the Jewish and Christian dispensations.'®

Whoever these orthodox scholars were, Adventist or non-Adventist, he was making a
guestionable assumption that influenced his interpretation of the covenants. As such he fell in
line with a growing list of Adventist writers. This indicated that the early Adventist writers on
the covenants were influenced by the dispensational theology of their time. Adventist
theologians fully integrated it into their covenant theology.

The trgjectory of Littlejohn’s covenant theology was along the lines of legalism. In
addressing himself to the covenant passage of Exodus 19:3-6 he stated:
Hereit will be observed that God proposed to confer upon the people of Israel
certain distinguishing honors. On certain conditions they were to become to him
a kingdom of priests, and a holy nation. Those conditions were that they would
obey his voice and keep his covenant. The whole matter, therefore, lay in their
own power.'®
The primary direction of Littlejohn’s series was to counteract the following syllogism:
1. the ten commandments were the first covenant. 2. the first covenant was
abolished; 3. therefore we are under no obligation to keep the ten commandments

as a code.

The real object, of course, is to release observers of the first day of the week
from the necessity of keeping the seventh-day Sabbath.*

Elder Littlejohn made his argument in typical fashion by separating the ten
commandments as conditions to be obeyed from the covenant agreement between God and the
people. They would obey the commandments. The law was the basis of both old and the new
covenants. The commandments stood apart from the covenant agreements or contracts.

Therefore, the law was untouchable and could not be abolished.

%W, H. Littlgjohn, “The Two Covenants,” RH 59, 1 (Jan. 3, 1882), p. 4.
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On July 25, 1882, Uriah Smith responded to a question put to him by “J. D. L.” through the
columns of the Review. Again, this brought into focus the dispensationalism of Elder Smith. A
tract had been circulated by Seventh-day Adventists entitled “Two Covenants.” The tract stated:
“The old covenant is abolished by being superseded by the new, . . . and we affirm further that
nothing has been abolished but the old covenant.”*** The questioner was puzzled by the old
covenant being the agreement between God and the people. If that was the case, then how could
the typical system be abolished since its ordinances were commanded by God as were the ten
commandments? Smith answered the question with the use of Hebrews 9:1, “Then verily the
first covenant had also ordinances of divine service, and a worldly sanctuary.” Furthermore,
Smith argued, it was a“middle wall of partition” between Jew and Gentile.

The unnoticed point in all of this, however, was that the tract asserted the old covenant
was abolished. In Smith’s own words he explained, “when the time came for a new covenant to
be made, God brought the relationship existing between himself and that peopleto anend. . . .”**?
Elder Smith had a built-in time element with his concept of the old and the new covenants. The
covenants were sequential in time rather than matters of the heart.

In 1883, J. O. Corliss wrote a series of six articles entitled “ The Two Covenants” for The
Review and Herald. He sought to defend the ten commandments and ultimately the sabbath
from the antinomians by saying “the ten commandments are not the old covenant.”*® The
people broke the covenant God made with them when they violated the conditions of the ten

commandments which they had agreed to keep. This was all standard argument in Adventist

covenant theology by thistime.
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Elder Corliss continued his article: “The first we learn of the new covenant is its
announcement by the prophet Jeremiah six hundred years before Christ. . . .”** He did not take
into account that the new covenant pre-dated Abraham to whom it was renewed. The everlasting
covenant went all the way back to the inception of sin with announcement of the “seed” to Adam
and Eve. Genesis 3:15.

In Elder Corliss' third article on the subject, this statement clarified his position:

... The death of Christ on the cross marked the close of the old covenant and
the establishment of the new. So let the cross in the diagram represent the
division between the two covenants, the space on the left side of the cross
representing the old covenant, and that upon the right representing the new
covenant.'™®
He provided a helpful visual aid to make his thought clear. The cross was the great divide
between the old and the new covenants. Elder Corliss was reflecting the prevailing
dispensationalism that had taken over Adventist covenant theology.

Elder Corliss's dispensationalism was all the more confusing because he acknowledged
“that Moses had a personal knowledge of Christ. .. ."*"® The following week he said: “Abraham
had the gospel as well as we.”*" Corliss misunderstood the distinction between the old and the
new covenants. He said that the patriarchs, such as Abraham and Moses under the old covenant,

understood the gospel. And yet, the scripture said that the old covenant “gendereth to bondage.”

Galatians 4:24.
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In Corliss's opening statement of his third article he said: “. . . All must certainly agree
that the two covenants are essentially alike.”*® He had no clear distinction between the two
covenants.

Corliss made a good point by saying God never made a covenant with the Gentiles. His
covenant was with the Jew. Therefore:

The gospel was not theirs [the Gentiles], but was preached to Abraham, to

Moses, and the Hebrews, all through their history; and all its blessings were

included in the new covenant, which, like the old, was made with that people [the

Hebrews]. Gal. 3:8; Heb. 4:2.

If the new covenant, like the old, was made with the Israelites, and this
contains the promises. . . then it follows that Israglites only are saved. . . .**°

Elder Corliss had already informed his readers that the new covenant was “ established”
with the Jews when Jesus died on the cross. In the following paragraph he stated his thesis:
Thus we have traced the plan of salvation through both covenants, and find
that God has never changed his plan of saving men. The same plan has ever been
employed; but as faith in Christ changed from the prospective to the retrospective,
the symbols by which man was to show his faith in the Saviour changed, so as to
appropriately mark first the shadow, afterward the reality, or substance.®
He was correct in saying God' s plan of salvation did not change for either the Old Testament
or the New Testament. However, the problem with Elder Corliss' s statement was that the plan of
salvation was to be found only in the new covenant. There was no salvation in the old covenant.
Elder Corliss's dispensational model of the covenants was preventing him from seeing the plan
of salvation correctly.

In summary, for early Adventist covenant theology, a few writers viewed the law in

Galatians 3 as the moral law during the 1850's. James White, J. N. Andrews, J. H. Waggoner,
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and some others held this position. That soon changed after 1854 and most held that the
“schoolmaster” was the ceremonial law except for J. H. Waggoner who never relinquished the
moral law view of Galatians 3.

There were three main reasons for the shift. First, Stephen Pierce convinced church
leaders of the ceremonial law position in Galatians. Second, it was believed that Ellen G. White
had a vision confirming the ceremonial law position in Galatians 3 and condemning J. H.
Waggoner’s moral law view. And third, Galatians 3:24 was used by the antinomians to refute
the Adventist position on the perpetuity of the moral law and sabbath. For Adventists to agree
with the antinomians that the law was the ten commandments would be to concede their
strongest argument.

There was unanimous agreement among Adventist writers that the moral law was the
basis of both the old and the new covenants. The ten commandments were God's covenant.
They were as eternal as God Himself. Therefore, they could never be abolished. They stood
over and above any covenant that involved the people. Ellen White agreed with this point.

The old and the new covenants were the contracts or agreements between the two parties,
God and His people, about how the ten commandments were supposed to be obeyed. The
ceremonia laws were ordinances in connection with the old covenant which were to point to the
coming Messiah who was the true sacrifice.

The relationship between the cross and the old and the new covenants was an interesting
one in early Adventist theology. It was best represented by the illustration of the cross as the
great divide between the old dispensation and the new dispensation, between the old covenant

and the new covenant. So there was an Adventist dispensationalism that viewed the covenants as



conditioned by time boundaries. Alberto Timm recognized this feature of early Adventist

covenant theology. He said:
The Bible covenants were regarded as the basis of God’ s salvific relationship

with His people. The transition from the old to the new covenant was viewed as

marked by the death of the Son of God as “the testator” (Heb 9:15-17), which

installed Him as “the messenger” (Mal 3:1) and “the mediator” (Heb 8:6) of the

new covenant.'**

Although Timm did not understand the early Adventists to be dispensationalists, his
observation was certainly correct.

This was the one point at which Adventist covenant theology converged with their
dispensationalist opponents. The two covenants were sequential and bound by time. For
example, a contemporary Protestant Andrew Murray (1828-1917) wrote:

The first covenant had its sanction in God'’ s appointment; the new covenant

could not take its place until the first had met with full satisfaction for itsclaims. .

All the transgressions of the old covenant had been treasured up; the death of
Christ gave satisfaction to all that that covenant could claim, and brought release.
So the Mediator of the new covenant begins an entirely new economy, with sin
put away by the sacrifice of Himself, and an open path to the beginning of a new
lifein the. . . power of God.*
Murray’s presentation of the two covenants indicated he did not see them as co-existensive,
but sequential.
This Adventist model created a problem for interpreting the book of Galatians. If the

“schoolmaster” was the moral law, then they would have to agree with their antinomian

opponents that the moral law was done away with at the cross. However, if the “ schoolmaster”
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or “added law” was the ceremonial law instituted with the old covenant, then it was done away
with at the cross.

The antinomians opposed Seventh-day Adventists by creating a*“one-law theory.” There
was only one law under the old covenant which included both the moral and the ceremonial
laws. Antinomians argued that the old covenant was the moral and the ceremonial laws which
were done away with at the cross.

Seventh-day Adventist writers repeatedly argued the two-law theory. There were two
separate laws. One was written by God on tables of stone which was the ten commandments.
This moral law was unchangeable. The ceremonial law was written by Moses in a book and
placed in the side of the ark of the covenant. It was the “added law” of Galatians 3:19. It was
“added” because of transgressions that took place against God’s eternal, pre-existing ten
commandments. The ceremonial law was the “schoolmaster” which brought Israel to the faith of
Christ at the first advent. Galatians 3:24, 25. This was the state of Seventh-day Adventist law

and covenant theology by the time of the 1880’s.



Chapter 3

E.J. WAGGONER: THE EARLY YEARS

Joseph Harvey Waggoner became an Adventist in 1852. His wife was Maryetta Hall.
Ellet Joseph was born, January 12, 1855, in Burlington, Michigan. He was the third son in a
family of five children.”® His mother was not involved in nurturing him. This void was

manifested in words he expressed to Ellen White later in life.

All my life | have suffered from the lack, and worse than lack, in my early
childhood. My heart has yearned as | have seen children happy with their mother,
and much more as | have seen mature men prize a mother’s instruction and love.
Even those who have lost their mother in infancy have been more fortunate than I,
because they have had a real mother, and could build up the memory of one; but
my experience has only made me more keenly conscious of what | have missed. .

. God has let me see how | can, as | certainly must, honour my mother, even
though | always feel that | in a peculiar sense never had one.”

There was an incompatibility in the marriage of Joseph Harvey and Maryetta Waggoner.
Later in life she lived in Burlington, Michigan. E. J. Waggoner visited her frequently and
supported her financially after the death of hisfather in 1889.

E. J. Waggoner received a classical education at Battle Creek College and then trained to
be a physician at Long Island College Hospital of Brooklyn, New York. He received a doctor’s
degreein 1878. He was listed in the Medical and Surgical Register of the United Sates. . . Index

to the Physicians of the United States.'®

123 G. C. Tenney, “Funeral Services,” The Gathering Call 4, 5 (November, 1916), p. 5.

124 etter E. J. Waggoner to E. G. White, November 3, 1903, Berrien Springs, Michigan.

2 Medical and Surgical Register of the United States. . . Index to the Physicians of the
United Sates (R. L. Polk and Company, 1893), p. 211.



He married Jessie Fremont Moser in 1880. She was a classmate at Battle Creek
College.® Their daughter Bessie Isadore was born on November 26, 1882, in Oakland,
Cdlifornia. Winnie Pearl was born on February 27, 1885, in Oakland, California. Their only son,
Ernest Eugene, died in 1889 at age nine.”” E. J. Waggoner served as a staff physician at the
Battle Creek Sanitarium for afew years.®

Waggoner’s real love was evangelistic work. George |. Butler brought him to lowa in
1879. Ellet planted churches and preached. In 1881, his father had become editor of The Sgns
of the Times published at Pacific Press in Oakland, California. James White had founded the
paper. Upon White's death, J. H. Waggoner became the editor.

J. H. Waggoner brought his son to California to work in the office and teach at
Healdsburg College.”® Ellet was aregular contributor to the Signs beginning in 1881. By May
10, 1883, hefirst appeared as assistant editor of the Sgns. The corresponding editors were J. N.
Andrews and Uriah Smith.*® Ellet wrote on various Adventist doctrinal topics such as the
Sabbath, the second coming of Christ, and the state of the dead.

He told of an epiphany he had at a camp meeting held in Healdsburg, California, October,

1882. Ellen White was preaching that day.*** Waggoner recalled:

126 James R. Nix, “Photos from the Waggoner Family Album,” Adventist Hereitage 13, 1
(Winter, 1988), p. 41.

2" 1bid., pp. 41, 46, 47.

% David P. McMahon, Ellet Joseph Waggoner: The Myth and the Man (Verdict
Publications, Fallbrook, California: 1979), p. 19.

2 Emmett K. Vande Vere, Rugged Heart: The Sory of George |. Butler (Southern
Publishing Association: Nashville, Tennessee, 1979), p. 82.

1%'3ST 9 (May 10, 1883), p. 210.

31| etter E. J. Waggoner to E. G. White, November 3, 1903, Berrien Springs, Michigan.
Waggoner recalled that campmeeting experience in writing to Ellen White: “. .. it wasduring a
talk given by you twenty-one years ago that | received the light which has been the great blessing
of my life, and which so far as | have kept it in view, has guided me in the study of the Bible.”
Cp. Letter E. J. Waggoner to E. G. White, October 22, 1900, London, England.



Many years ago, the writer sat in atent one dismal rainy afternoon, where a
servant of the Lord was presenting the Gospel of His grace; not aword of the text

or texts used, nor of what was said by the speaker, has remained with me, and |

have never been conscious of having heard a word; but, in the midst of the

discourse an experience came to me that was the turning point in my life.

Suddenly a light shone about me, and the tent seemed illumined, as though the

sun were shining; | saw Christ crucified for me, and to me was revealed for the

first time in my life the fact that God loved me and that Christ gave Himself for

me personally. It was all for me. If | could describe my feelings, they would not

be understood by those who have not had a similar experience, and to such no

explanation is necessary.**

In a manuscript which E. J. Waggoner wrote the day he died on May 28, 1916, he said: “I
am sure that Paul’ s experience on the way to Damascus was no more real than mine.”**

Healdsburg College was founded April 11, 1882."* The college president, Sydney
Brownsberger, had E. J. Waggoner teaching Bible by October 1, 1883.** Ellet also pastored the
Oakland Seventh-day Adventist Church.

At the college his primary teaching objective was to train young professionals how to
give Bible studies. Histeaching had avery practical orientation. Waggoner’s published lectures
were structured on a question and answer format. The Bible texts were the answer. There were
five readings on the law of God.”*® In addition, he had separate readings on texts dealing
specifically with the law: Romans 6:14; 10:4; Galatians 3:13; Romans 3:20.*" He had a

predominant interest in the area of the law of God. Waggoner reported:

12 E. J. Waggoner, The Everlasting Covenant (London: International Tract Society, 1900),
p. V.
13 E. J. Waggoner, “Confession of Faith,” p. 4.
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The specia Bible class numbers thirty-eight. The law of God has been the
subject of study thus far during the present term. Quite a number in this class are
expecting to engage in active labor next summer. . .. We have never seen amore
harmonious and happy family than the one at Healdsburg College."®

J. H. Waggoner aso had an interest in issues of the law and righteousness by faith. At his
encouragement, E. J. Waggoner began publishing a ten-part series on this subject beginning June
19, 1884."*° By September 11, he would enter the minefield of the law in Galatians for the first
time in hiswriting career.

Waggoner said Galatians 3 addressed the issue of the law and the covenants. The
covenant was--

God' s promise to Abraham, and, through him, to all the faithful. He says that
the inheritance was simply by promise, through faith in Christ, yet the law was
also given and designed to be kept. Then he asks, “Is the law then against the
promises of God?’ That is avery pertinent question. It opens the whole subject.
Is the law against the promises of God? If we keep the law do we thereby
manifest our disbelief of or contempt for the promises of God? Do we deny
Christ by keeping the law? Paul answers in the same verse: “God forbid; for if
there had been a law given which could have given life, verily righteousness
should have been by the law.” Gal. 3:21. Theideais, The law is not against (in
conflict with) the promises of God, because we do not expect to gain the
inheritance through the keeping of the law. That thisis true is proved by the
simple fact that if the law could have given life, righteousness should have come
by means of it, and there would have been no need of Christ’s sacrifice and of the

13 E. J. Waggoner, “Healdsburg College Items,” RH 61, 7 (Feb. 12, 1884), p. 102. See also
E. J. Waggoner, “Bible Study at Healdsburg College,” ST 9, 46 (Dec. 6, 1883), p. 548. Cp.
Clinton Wahlen, “What Did E. J. Waggoner Say at Minneapolis?’ Adventist Heritage 13, 1
(Winter, 1988), p. 24.

1394 An Important Question,” ST 10, 24 (June 19, 1884), pp. 377, 378; “Nature of the Law,”
ST 10, 25 (June 26, 1884), p. 392; “Condemned and Justified,” ST 10, 26 (July 3, 1884), p. 408,
409; “A New Creature in Christ,” ST 10, 27 (July 17, 1884), pp. 424, 425; “Christ the End of the
Law,” ST 10, 28 (July 24, 1884), p. 442; “Christ the End of the Law. (Continued),” ST 10, 30
(Aug. 7, 1884), pp. 473, 474; “Under the Law,” ST 10, 33 (Aug. 28, 1884), p. 520; “Under the
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promises. So the simple fact that promises were given, proves that the law is
powerlessto give life.**

First, the inheritance was by promise to Abraham through faith in Christ. From this point
forward Waggoner was ever to associate the covenant God made with Abraham as a promise.
Abraham claimed the promise by faith. Second, the inheritance did not come by keeping the
law. In giving the law, God never designed that it should give life. That was the purpose of the
promisein Christ. The law was contained in God’ s promise through Christ.

Waggoner understood the law in Galatians 3 to be the moral law. Aside from his father,
he was a lone voice in the midst of Adventism holding that position. All others explained the
law asthe typical ceremonial law.

Waggoner explained the function of the law: “The existence of the law, instead of being
against the promises of God, is so much in harmony with them that they would amount to
nothing

without it.”*** The law convicted the sinner. It convinced him of his need of righteousness.
It is absolutely necessary that the law be in the world, in order to lead men to

lay hold on the promises. The law of itself could save no one; the promises would

be of no benefit to men without the law to show them their need of those

promises. The law, by showing all men to be sinners, makes it possible for the

promises to be extended to al the world. Whoever, therefore, claims that he is no

sinner, puts himself outside the promises of God. And now, as we guote the text

again, we shall have a better understanding of it: “But the Scripture hath

concluded all under sin, that the promise of faith of Jesus Christ might be given to

them that believe.” Gal. 3:22.'%

Then Waggoner quoted Galatians 3:24: “Wherefore the law was our schoolmaster to

bring us unto Christ, that we might be justified by faith.” He explained: “Notice that the law

Y0 E. J. Waggoner, “Under the Law.” (Continued.),” ST 10, 35 (September 11, 1884), pp.
553, 5%4.
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does not point to Christ--that office is intrusted (sic.) to something else--but it brings us, yea,

drives and forces us to him as our only hope.”**

He commented further:
... The law does not bring those who do not wish relief; but when sinners
want liberty, and begin to struggle for it, the law allows them no avenue of escape

except Christ, who isthe “end of the law.”

... The moment that we implicitly believe that Christ loves us individually,
with alovethat is able to save us, we are free. The chains that bind us to the body

of death are severed. . . . We are now new creatures in Christ, and must
henceforth walk in newness of life, no longer “under the law,” but “under
grme.”lM

Waggoner conceded the point to the antinomians. The moral law “was our schoolmaster.”
But the law did not drop out of history once Christ had come. It played an ongoing role of
driving the needy sinner to Christ. Thiswas Luther’s second use of the law.

Furthermore, Waggoner alluded to chains, bondage, “under the law,” condemnation; and
liberty, forgiveness, “under grace.” This motif would remain constant in the yearsto come. The
old covenant was associated with bondage. The new covenant was associated with liberty.

This was the seminal article on the law in Galatians for E. J. Waggoner. Its themes
would be more fully explored with respect to the two covenantsin the future. For the time being,
it provoked no controversy.

But E. J. Waggoner was certainly aware that his position on the law in Galatians had the
potential for controversy. Elder W. C. White reported a private conversation which he and
Waggoner had about the matter. W. C. White wrote to Dan T. Jones, the secretary of the

General Conference:

| bid.
“ Ibid.



.. . As regards the controversy over the law in Gal. | have never taken the
part, or occupied the position in this matter which Eld. Butler supposed, or which
it appears you have thought | did from the statements in your letter. In the spring
of 1885, while walking in the woods with Eld. Waggoner, he introduced two
points over which he was perplexed. First was the apparent necessity of taking
positions while pursuing his editorial work that would be in conflict with Eld.
Canright’s writings; the second was with reference to the point in controversy
between Elds. Smith, Canright, and my father [James White] on the one side, and
Elds. [J. H.] Waggoner and [J. N.] Andrews on the other: | expressed my opinion
freely that he and the editors of the Sgns should teach what they believed to be
truth, if it did conflict with some things written by Eld. Canright and others, . . .
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E. J. Waggoner was making a conscious decision about the theological direction in which the
Sgnswould go. He knew it had the potential for controversy with Elders Smith, D. M. Canright,
and James White, now deceased, the former editor and founder of the Sgns.

J. H. Waggoner, the sitting editor of the Sgns, alowed an article in the paper by “C. C.
L.” entitled, “ The Old and New Covenants.” It said:
The Bible plainly brings to view two covenants and two dispensations. The
Old Testament pertains chiefly to the old covenant and dispensation; the New
Testament, to the new covenant and dispensation. The old covenant and
dispensation passed away with Christ, and we are living under the new. So far al
areagreed. . . .

If there was any doubt as to how Adventists viewed the two covenants “C. C. L.” spelled it
out clearly. His little piece was published in both leading Adventist journals--The Review and
Herald and The Sgns. “C. C. L.” claimed there were two time-bound dispensations. The old

covenant associated with the typical law was done away with at Christ’s first advent. The new

covenant began with Christ.

5 |etter W. C. Whiteto Dan T. Jones, April 8, 1890.
Y C.C.L.,“The Old and New Covenants,” ST 10, 36 (September 18, 1884), p. 150.
Reprinted in RH 62, 10 (March 10, 1885), p. 150. Emphasis supplied.



Meanwhile, E. J. Waggoner reported that the winter term at the college opened on
Monday, January 5, 1885, with one hundred and twenty students. Fifty-six were enrolled in the
special Bible course.*”

The Sabbath School was dear to the heart of E. J. Waggoner. He wrote notes on the
Sabbath School lessons throughout 1884-85. The Pacific Coast lesson was on “The Inheritance
of the Saints.” Thiswas a popular theme among Adventist writersincluding J. N. Loughborough
who ran a similar series in The Gospel Sckle.*® They covered the same ground and were in
agreement with what Waggoner published one year earlier.

E. J. Waggoner identified the promised inheritance of the covenant.

At that time Micah 4:8 will be fulfilled, when the “first dominion” is restored.

As this dominion embraced the whole world, so the Lord, who, in spite of Satan’s

usurpation, has ever remained the real owner of the universe, has promised that he

will giveto Christ “the uttermost parts of the earth” for a possession.**

Addressing himself to the promise God made to Abraham, Waggoner stated:

... The promise contained in Gen. 12:2, 3, .. . was not alocal affair.... “In
thee shall all the families of the earth be blessed.” It embraces all the inhabitants
of theearth. ... Now welearnin Ps. 1:1, 2 who are blessed,--those who love and

obey the law of God. Of course; if the curse came because of sin, the blessing

will come only when there is obedience. Therefore, when this promise is

fulfilled, every inhabitant of the earth will be delighting in the law of the Lord. ..

. Such a state exists only when the kingdom of God exists on earth.™

Waggoner connected God'’ s promise to Abraham in Genesis 13:14-17 with Romans 4:13:
“For the promise, that he should be the heir of the world, was not to Abraham, or to his seed,

through the law, but through the righteousness of faith.”

¥E. J. Waggoner, “The Work in Healdsburg,” ST 11, 3 (Jan. 15, 1885), p. 48.

8 See J. N. Loughborough, “The Saints' Inheritance,” GS1, (June 15-Sept. 1, 1886).
Hereafter GS.
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He concluded by saying:
... He[i.e, God] would give the land (the earth) to Abraham and his seed for

an “everlasting possession.” . .. This promise was on condition that Abraham

should walk perfectly beforethe Lord. ... A meek person isafollower of Christ,

and therefore perfect. . . .

Waggoner then tied the fulfillment of the promise of the land in Genesis 13:15 with Acts
7:5 where Stephen said: “And he gave him none inheritance in it, no, not so much as to set his
foot on; yet he promised that he would give it to him for a possession, and to his seed after him,
when as yet he had no child.”

Waggoner commented: “Abraham died without seeing their fulfillment. . .. The Lord
did not intend that Abraham should receive the inheritance immediately, but that the promise
should be fulfilled to him at some future time.” ™

Abraham did not die discouraged. Rather he “died in faith, not having received the
promises, but having seen them afar off, and were persuaded of them, and embraced them, and
confessed that they were strangers and pilgrims on the earth” (Hebrews 11:13).

Then Waggoner asked an intriguing question. “Since the promise was made to Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob in person, could the possession of the land by their descendants be a fulfilment
of that promise? It evidently could not.”*® After all, Hebrews 4:8 says, “For if Jesus [margin,
that is, Joshua] had given them rest, then would he not afterward have spoken of another day.”

After Joshua, the Lord made a promise to Israel at the time of King David in 2 Samuel

7:10: “Moreover, | will appoint a place for my people Israel, and will plant them, that they may

BLE, J. Waggoner, “ The Sabbath-School. Lesson for the Pacific Coast--May 9. The
Inheritance of the Saints. Promises to Abraham.--Continued,” ST 11, 15 (April 9, 1885), p. 230.
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dwell in aplace of their own, and move no more; neither shall the children of wickedness afflict
them any more, as beforetime.”

How did this impact the understanding of the promise to Abraham and his descendants at
Horeb? “We must conclude that those promises were not fulfilled in the possession of the land
of Canaan by the Israglites. If they had been, we would not at this time find the Lord renewing
the same promise, when they were already in the land that the Lord had given to them.”*™

The Apostle Peter testified on the day of Pentecost as to the understanding of David
concerning the promise made to him.

Men and brethren, let me freely speak unto you of the patriarch David, that he

is both dead and buried, and his sepulcher is with us unto this day. Therefore

being a prophet, and knowing that God had sworn with an oath to him, that of the

fruit of his loins, according to the flesh, he would raise up Christ to sit on his

throne; he, seeing this before, spake of the resurrection of Christ, that his soul was

not left in hell, neither his flesh did see corruption.™

Thus the promises to the patriarchs would be fulfilled by the resurrection of the dead.
The patriarchs believed in arisen Christ. They knew the promise would not be fulfilled within
their lifetime. By faith they believed the earth and the dominion of Christ would be theirs after
they were resurrected from the dead. These Sabbath School lesson notes provided insight into
Waggoner’s views of the covenant promise and its fulfillment.

At this early stage in E. J. Waggoner’s writing and teaching career, he had developed a
law and covenant theology which was on a different track than his brethren. He came to his

understanding of the covenants in the Old Testament by his study of the apostle Paul.

E. J. Waggoner developed a Pauline model of the covenants, the moral law, and the ceremonial

™ E. J. Waggoner, “ The Sabbath-School. Lesson for the Pacific Coast--Aug. 8. The
Inheritance of the Saints.--Continued. Promise Concerning the Kingdom of Israel,” ST 11, 27
(July 9, 1885), p. 422.
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laws. He had an inductive approach to Bible study with regard to the laws and the covenants. In
this he differed from his contemporary Adventist theologians.

It may be thought that E. J. Waggoner picked up his views of the law in Galatians from
his father, J. H. Waggoner. However, his view of the relationship of the moral law to the
covenants was much different from his father’s view.

E. J. Waggoner agreed with his father that the “schoolmaster” in Galatians 3 was the
moral law. But that was as far as the similarities went. Joseph Waggoner taught that the old
covenant terminated with Christ and the new covenant was instituted by Christ. Joseph
Waggoner said: “We know that the New Testament, or covenant, dates from the death of the
Testator, the very point where the first covenant ceased.”™ This was dispensationalism.

E. J. Waggoner taught that the covenants were not matters of time, but conditions of the
individual heart. Even more fundamental for Waggoner in distinguishing the covenants was the
answer to this question: Who made the promises? Under the old covenant the people made the
promise to obey the law. Under the new covenant God made the promise and the people had
faith in God's Word.

E. J. Waggoner was fully aware of the potential for controversy that his position on the
law and the covenants might have within the denomination. W. C. White's letter was evidence

of this. Where would the flow of Adventist covenant theology move next?

1% 3. H. Waggoner, “The New Covenant,” RH (May 26, 1853).



Chapter 4

E.J. WAGGONER AND CHURCH LEADERSHIP

The new year, 1886, found E. J. Waggoner’s health in collapse. He wrote to W. C.
White: “I was reduced very low for atime, but am now on the high road to health and strength,
but not yet capable of prolonged mental or physical exertion. | had a complete and sudden
collapse without any warning.”*" He had to spend some time at the St. Helena Sanitarium.

He reported that he had begun to write more articles on the law. He sent these along to
W. C. White for his criticism. He aso told Elder White that he was writing the Sabbath School
lessons on the law.™® These would appear later in the year in The Youth’'s Instructor and create a
furor.

J. H. Waggoner had brought in hisson and A. T. Jones as assistant editors of the  Sgns.
There was a veritable barrage of articles on the law and the gospel written by E. J. Waggoner in
the
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editorial columns.™ This continued after J. H. Waggoner was sent to Europe. E. J.

Waggoner and A. T. Jones became co-editors of the Sgns around May 13, 1886."%

57 _etter E. J. Waggoner to W. C. White, January 15, 1886, St. Helena, California.
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94 Judged by the Law,” ST 11, 45 (November 26, 1885), pp. 712, 713; “Principles and
Precepts,” ST 11, 48 (December 17, 1885), pp. 760, 761; “What the Gospel Teaches,” ST 12, 1
(January 7, 1886), p. 6; “The Law and the Gospel Co-Extensive,” ST 12, 2 (January 14, 1886),
pp. 23, 24; “The Ministration of Death. 2 Cor. 3:7,” ST 12, 3 (January 21, 1886), p. 39; “Nature
of the Law,” ST 12, 3 (January 21, 1886), pp. 39, 40; “Nature of the Law. (Concluded.),” ST 12,
4 (January 28, 1886), p. 55; “Jurisdiction of the Law,” ST 12, 5 (February 4, 1886), pp. 71, 72,
“Jurisdiction of the Law. (Continued.)” ST 12, 6 (February 11, 1886), p. 87; “Jurisdiction of the
Law. (Continued.)” ST 12, 7 (February 18, 1886), pp. 103, 104; “Jurisdiction of the Law. Why
the Law was Spoken only to the Jews (Concluded.)” ST 12, 8 (February 25, 1886), p. 119;
“Perpetuity of the Law,” ST 12, 9 (March 4, 1886), p. 134, 135; “Doers of the Law,” ST 12, 11
(March 18, 1886), p. 167; “Justified by Faith,” ST 12, 12 (March 25, 1886), p. 183; “Justification



In an article “The Ministration of Death. 2 Cor. 3:7,” E. J. Waggoner asked the question:
In what way is the old covenant a ministration of death? He pointed out that there was death in
both covenants and especially so in the new covenant. In the new covenant the gospel preacher
uplifted the crossand gloried in it.

The priests of the first covenant were ever presenting before the people
reminders of their guilt, and of its desert, death, as illustrated in the death of the
victims. And they had nothing beyond this to present or to promise. The blood
which they shed and which they offered, took away no sin, and made no one
perfect. Their covenant was based upon, “If ye will obey.” Ex. 19:5-8.*

Why was the ministry of the Spirit called glorious?

The blood of the new covenant, the blood of Christ, cleanses from all
unrighteousness. 1 John 1:7, 9. It purges the conscience. Heb. 9:14. In this
covenant, the Spirit of God writes the law upon the heart; and, therefore, the
promises of this covenant are better--better suited to the sinner’s wants--than
those of the old: it promises forgiveness of sin, and everlasting life. 2 Cor. 3:3;
Heb. 8:6-12. This is “the ministration of the Spirit,” “the ministration of
righteousness.” It leads usto holiness, to life, to glory.'®
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This seminal article on the moral law in Galatians 3 demonstrated, beyond a shadow of a
doubt, where Waggoner stood.’® His conversation with W. C. White in 1885 was evidence that
he was aware that he was taking a controversial position on the law question.’®

All of this did not go unnoticed by the ecclesiastical establishment in Battle Creek,
Michigan. The first salvo, in what was to become an all-out-war over the law in Galatians and
the covenants, was the emergence of a new journal from Battle Creek. The next move would be
avisit from the General Conference President himself, Elder George |. Butler. He would journey
to Healdsburg College, California, and find out what was happening for himself.

An editorial committee consisting of Uriah Smith, George |. Butler, W. H. Littlgjohn, D.
M. Canright and R. F. Cottrell was set up by the International Missionary Society. The official
journal the society published was called The Gospel Sckle published by the Review and Herald
Publishing Association.

Its first issue appeared February 1, 1886. The editors addressed the issue of why do we
need another paper. They recognized the time-honored role of The Review and Herald. Also,
The Sgns of the Times was called “our special pioneer paper.”*® But this new journal was being
issued in response to the call of conference presidents, at the last General Conference, for a small
paper to distribute. 1t was touted as “anew pioneer paper” speaking “in no uncertain terms.”

The Signs was particularly singled out. Ostensibly the Sckle did not seek to compete
with the Sgns.

It is not designed to take the place of our old pioneer paper, the Sgns of the

Times, but will occupy a somewhat different field. . . . It is hoped that it will not
decrease the large circulation aready attained by that journal. The two papers

18 E. J. Waggoner, “Under the Law. (Continued.),” ST 10, 35 (September 11, 1884), pp.
553, 5%4.

154 |_etter W. C. Whiteto Dan T. Jones, April 8, 1890.

32 The Gospel Sckie 1, 1 (February 1, 1886), p. 4. Hereafter GS.



will occupy essentially different fields, though advocating the same truths. . . . As
its name indicates, the Gospel Sckleisdesigned for sharp work. . .. We want this
journal to be blazing hot with truth.'®

The Gospel Sckle was arival missionary journal.
Later in the year U. Smith wrote:

Upon the subjects of faith, repentance, conversion, free salvation, and other
cardinal doctrines of Christianity, this journal is in harmony with the Protestant
world generally, and believes them of great importance. But the battle upon these
guestions has been fought, and these doctrines are not now disputed. They have
only to be stated, to be assented to. Hence there is not that necessity for time and
labor to be spent upon these subjects that there is upon others equally important,
that Protestants generally ignore.’®’

Ellen White detected the competitive nature of the two journals. She wrote to Uriah Smith
about it.
The “Sickle” was started in Battle Creek, but it is not designed to take the
place of the “Signs’, and | cannot see that it is really needed. The “Signs of the
Times’ is needed and will do that which the “Sickle” cannot. | know if the
“Signs’ is kept full of precious articles, food for the people, that every family
should have it. But a pain comes to my heart every time | seethe “Sickle’. | say it
is not as God would have it. If Satan can get in dissension among us as a people,
he will only be too glad.*®
Her statement reflected the competition that existed between the two journals. She saw it as
Satan getting in “dissension among us.” The Sckle lasted less than three years from February 1,
1886 to December, 1888.
D. M. Canright had written a book on The Two Laws published in 1876.° The

denomination’s leaders brought out a new edition of his book in 1882 and again in 1886."° The

% 1hid.

197U, Smith, “ Subjects Generally Ignored by Protestants,” GS1, 12 (July 15, 1886), p. 96.

1% | etter from E. G. White to E. J. Waggoner and A. T. Jones, February 18, 1887, Basdl,
Switzerland. EGW 1888, p. 21.

%D, M. Canright, The Two Laws as Set Forth in the Scriptures of the Old and New
Testaments (Battle Creek, Michigan: Steam Press of the Seventh-day Adventist Publishing
Association, 1876).



material on Galatians had been expanded from 6 to 24 pages. Canright was qualified to write on
the Epistle to the Galatians. He featured an eight-part series on “The Law to the Gentiles,” in

The Gospel Sckie.'™ He said:

Now what is a covenant? Webster thus defines it: “A mutual consent or
agreement of two or more persons to do or forbear some act or thing, a contract; a
writing containing the terms of an agreement or contract between parties.” It will
be readily seen that this agreement made between God and Israel in Ex. 19, isa
covenant in the fullest sense of the term. . . . Certainly, then, the law concerning
which they had made the covenant, could not be the covenant itself. It was that
about which they had made the covenant; hence the ten commandments were a
covenant only in a secondary sense. They were, indeed, the principal thing about
which the covenant was made; hence in that sense they could be called a
covenant. . . .Jer. 11:1-4. This, then, settles it as to what was the old covenant; it
was an agreement between God and Israel, the conditions being that Israel should
keep God' s law, and that God should make them his people if they would.*"

Later Canright used terminology which revealed his underlying assumptions.

Some persons maintain that all God required under the old dispensation was
simply outward obedience to hislaw. . . . They had the Spirit of God in the Old
Dispensation. . .. Thefact isthat God designed his people to be just as spiritual
during the old covenant age as he does now.'”

Uriah Smith was in harmony with this dispensational thinking when he said, “The new
covenant superseded the old when Christ ratified it with his own blood upon the cross.” "
The dispensationalism of D. M. Canright, Uriah Smith, and many Adventists writers was

not the variety of their antinomian Protestant opponents who contended that God’ s covenant with

the Jews required obedience to the moral law for salvation. When Christ came, He did away

p M, Canright, The Two Laws as Set Forth in the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, 2d ed. (Battle
Creek, Michigan: Seventh-day Adventist Publishing Association, 1882).

D. M. Canright, The Two Laws as Set Forth in the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments.
2d ed. (Battle Creek, Michigan: Seventh-day Adventist Publishing Association, 1886).

1D, M. Canright, “The Law to the Gentiles,” GS 1 (February 15-June 1, 1886).

2D, M. Canright, “The Law to the Gentiles. 4.--Why God Made a Covenant with Isragl,
and How the Gentiles Were to Comeinto It,” GS1, 5 (April 1, 1886), pp. 37, 38.

13D, M. Canright, “The Law to the Gentiles. 6.--God Required Spiritual Service of His
People During the Jewish Age,” GS 1, 7 (May 1, 1886), pp. 52, 53. Emphasis his.

1 U. Smith, “The Sanctuary,” GS 1, 8 (May 15, 1886), p. 66.



with the old covenant and the law. Christ made the new covenant with the Gentiles. New
covenant Christians were “not under law” but “under grace.” Here the covenants had boundaries
of time demarcating them. In effect, they had two methods of salvation.
Canright insisted:
The new covenant, or the gospel, then, began to be preached by Jesus Christ. .
. The mediator of the new covenant had now come to supersede the old
covenant; but Jesus was careful to have the new covenant offered only to the
Jews; because the Lord had promised that this new covenant was to be made with
the house of Israel.” ™
The antinomians asserted that the new covenant was made with the Gentiles while the old
was made with the Jews. Canright established that both the old and the new covenants were
made with the Jews. The Gentiles camein by faith in Christ thus becoming spiritual Jews.
Adventist writers agreed with their opponents on one thing. The covenants were
conditioned by time. They were thoroughgoing dispensationalists. The old covenant was
superseded by Christ’ s introduction of the new covenant, but that is where the similarities ended.
In theory, Adventists preserved the unity of the Old and New Testaments by asserting the unity
of the plan of salvation. Indeed, alaw was done away with by Christ, but it certainly was not the
moral law. It was the ceremonial law. In this they were correct. Their defense of the ten
commandments, however, left them open to the charge of legalism and dispensationlism.
With their premise established, Adventist traditionalist writers used a deductive approach

with Scripture in order to support their conclusions. If they had studied Scripture inductively,

perhaps they would have arrived at a more solid platform.

D, M. Canright, “The New Covenant,” GS 1, 10 (June 15, 1886), pp. 76, 77. Cf.
Anonymous, “The New Covenant Made with the Jews,” GS 1, (July 1, 1886), p. 81. Emphasis
supplied.



During this period of time Ellen White used the term “dispensation” numerous times, but
never in the sense of different plans of salvation. She said:

There is no such contrast as is often claimed to exist between the Old and the
New Testament, the law of God and the gospel of Christ, the requirements of the
Jewish and those of the Christian dispensation. Every soul saved in the former
dispensation was saved by Christ as verily as we are saved by him to-day.
Patriarchs and prophets were Christians. The gospel promise was given to the first
pair in Eden, when they had by transgression separated themselves from God. The
gospel was preached to Abraham. The Hebrews all drank of that spiritual Rock,
which was Christ.'"

She preserved the unity of the testamentsin relationship to salvation. Again shesaid: “In the
life and death of Christ, a light flashes back upon the past, giving significance to the whole
Jewish economy, and making of the old and the new dispensations a complete whole.”*”” Ellen
White never associated the old and the new covenants as progressing sequentially from the other.

George |. Butler, president of the General Conference, was in Healdsburg by mid-April.
He wrote to Ellen White, who was in Europe: “Well, here | am in California, and do you believe
it? Pitt and | arein your nice square room sitting by your fire place, doing our writing, enjoying
your hospitable home while you are far away.” '

Butler wasn't above revealing his innermost thoughts about fellow workers. In
commenting on J. H. Waggoner’s attitude, Butler noted a hard, legal, critical spirit which has“I
believe its influence on his son and A. T. Jones and others tend to give awrong cast to them and

the work. Pardon me for expressing myself so freely of the Pacific Coast laborers.” '

Six days later he wrote to Ellen White:

® E. G. White, “ Obedience Better Than Sacrifice,” ST (September 14, 1882).

" E. G. White, “The Two Dispensations,” RH (March 2, 1886), p. 129.

8 | etter G. 1. Butler to E. G. White, April 13, 1886, Healdsburg, California. Pitt was Elder
Butler’s son.
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You will pardon me my sister if | say to you in confidence that | think that
most of the laborers on the Pacific Coast at the time were any thing but spiritual.
They are excellent persons and have the love of the cause at heart | think and
would be glad to do all they can to help it forward but there is a spiritual
experience that they must gain. They could not appreciate this work and several
of them tried very hard to stop it. There is a kind of legal, critical, machinery
spirit that seems to characterize some of their labors that does not suit me. |
expect that likely you will think that Eld. Butler needs a real reproof for thus
criticizing your Pacific laborers but | do not ask any thing for this and only give
my frank opinion as things look to me. | love all these brethren and believe that
they begin to see some things a little differently.’®

What he discovered on the west coast was anything but reassuring. Elder Butler gave a
full report of hisvisit to Californiato Ellen White:

One other matter | will speak of, which makes me feel badly. | learned when
upon the Coast by the inquiries of those who had attended the College at
Healdsburg, of me (sic.), that there had been quite strenuous efforts made by E. J.
Waggoner and A. T. Jones to impress upon the minds of the theological students
that the “added law” of Galatians 3 and the law which is “our Schoolmaster” to
bring us to Christ is the moral law of the commandments. The same arguments
are passing more or less occasionally through the Sgns. Some of these students
come to me to enquire(sic.) about this and wanted my opinion. Y ou cannot fail to
remember that this question has been agitated largely in the past.

| am positive that by far the largest number of our people and of our ministers
hold the view that the “added law” added because of the transgression of the
moral law is the typical remedial system pointing to Christ and that law which is
the main subject of discussion by the apostle in Galatians is the ceremonial law.

Elder J. H. Waggoner was always much opposed to this view, and | judge the
young brethren in the office share his sentiments. Your husband, Elder Smith,
Canright, myself and many others have held this view. But some of us have felt
we ought to keep rather quiet on this subject, seeing there was not unanimity of
opinion on it by all our leading brethren. But when we learn that the opposite
view held by the minority is being vigorously pushed in one of our colleges
among our Bible students and published to the world in the Signs, | confess it
does not please me very well. | have written Brother Jones about it and talked
with Brother Brownsberger and E. J. Jones about it. They know this to be true
and Professor

Brownsberger regretted it much. | heard it intimated years ago that you had
light concerning the added law, to the effect that it related to the remedial system
rather than the moral law. | think this question ought in some way to be set at

180 | etter G. |. Butler to E. G. White, April 19, 1886, Healdsburg, California.



rest. It would be a most bitter pill to many of our leading brethren to be
compelled to see the idea taught generally, that the law which was added because
of transgression was the moral law itself.

We believe that law to have always existed but that its transgression required

another law to be added because of sin, viz., aremedy for sin. This bringsin the

law of types and shadows, leading to Christ."™

Reflecting back on his visit to California and the time he spent getting acquainted with
Waggoner and Jones, Butler expressed his opinion of their personal traitsto Ellen White.

| love Dr. Waggoner and Brother A. T. Jones. | formed a very pleasant

acquaintance with them last year. . . . The Doctor inherits some of his father’'s

qgualities which he will need to guard greatly, or they will hurt him. Elder

Waggoner’ s methods and ways have been taught them too much | think, to their

mutual injury. The Waggoner stamp appears in all their editorials, and hurts them

a good deal for me. That mixture of egotism, criticism and sharpness is not so

sweet to me as to some | suppose, even when mingled with much ability. | do not

see much of Christinit. If Christ was the embodiment of the real sentiment of the

law of God as we all believe, | must think Elder Waggoner’s views of the law

somewhat warped, or | fail to see the Christ Spirit in them.™®

The stage was set for an ominous clash in the near future. Church headquarters had
issued a new missionary journal sponsoring covenant theology more suited to their tastes. It was
arival paper in competition with the Sgns which sponsored the new theology of the law and the
covenants. Elder George Butler made a visit to California to determine first-hand what was
going on at Healdsburg College and Pacific Press. What he found was not to his liking. He
wrote to Ellen White, who was in Europe, about the problems he was having over the law

guestion. In so doing, he had appealed to Ellen White to do something. What would her

response be in view of an impending crisisin the church?

181 ) etter G. . Butler to Ellen G. White, June 20, 1886, M adison, Wisconsin.
182 | etter G. |. Butler to E. G. White, March 31, 1887, Battle Creek, Michigan.



Chapter 5

E.J. WAGGONER: EDITOR OF THE SIGNS

On May 13, 1886, E. J. Waggoner and A. T. Jones became co-editors of the Sgns. Now
editorial policy would be fully under their control. The journal became the primary vehicle for
Waggoner’s views of the law and the covenants in Galatians.

The paper war was heating up between the Review and the Sgns. In mid-April about the
time Butler was in California, the Review published an article by O. A. Johnson which took the
position that the law in Galatians was the ceremonial law.

Now while the decalogue is called the law of God, it is never called the law of

Moses. Neither is there anything in this law relating to ordinances or sacrifice.

See Jer. 7:22, 23. Besides this law another law was added “because of

transgression” and it was given through the mediator Moses. Gal. 3:19. Thislaw

was written in abook and kept by the side of the ark. Deut. 31:24, 25.'%

Johnson and the Review certainly were not the only ones taking that position. The Gospel
Sckle promoted it too.

With “Cer.” short for “ceremonia law,” the Sckle provided aBible study for its readers.
It stated, “Cer.--Passed away when the seed came. Gal. 3:19. ... Cer.--Isa*“yoke of bondage.”
Gal. 5:1. . . .Cer.--Is superseded by the faith of Jesus. Gal. 3:29-35. . .”*®

Elder Butler made the same point, too, about thistimein aletter he wrote to Ellen White.

... The largest number of our people and of our ministers hold the view that
the “added law” added because of the transgression of the moral law is the typical

remedial system pointing to Christ and that law which is the main subject of
discussion by the apostle in Galatians is the ceremonial law.’®

8.0. A. Johnson, “The Two Laws.” RH 63, 15, (April 13, 1886).
8 GS1, 20 (November 15, 1886), Anonymous, “ The Two Laws Compared,” p. 158.
1% Letter G. |. Butler to Ellen G. White, June 20, 1886, Madison, Wisconsin.



So even before E. J. Waggoner published his primary nine-part series on Galatians in the
Sgns beginning July 8, 1886, he was being opposed both publicly in the church’s official paper
and in private correspondence by the General Conference President.

It has already been documented that he had gone into print about his views on the law in
Galatians. In addition, he had been teaching the subject at Healdsburg College.

In those days the Sabbath School |essons were published in The Youth’s Instructor. From
April-July, 1886, the topic was on the law. These lessons were authored by E. J. Waggoner.
Elder Butler wrote to E. G. White about them:

... . Elder Underwood and others have told me about the effect of the articles

in the SIGNS and Sabbath School lessons, in various localities, and the Law in

Galatians. The positions taken are causing great debate, and stirring up a spirit of

discussion and controversy and making trouble.’®

The Sabbath School lessons were set up on a question and Bible text answer format.
Waggoner asked:

1. From what has Christ redeemed us? Gal. 3:13, first part.

2. What is the keeping of the commandments? 1 John 5:3.

3. If keeping the commandmentsis love, can it be also the curse of which Paul speaks?

4. Upon whom does the curse of the law fall? Gal. 3:10. . .."’

Through this line of questioning, Waggoner identified the law in Galatians 3 as the ten
commandments. Because these lessons were studied by the whole church it received a wider

audience beyond the readership of the Sgns. Thus, it provoked alot of discussion. It put Elder

Butler in a position where he had to do something.

1% | etter G. |. Butler to Ellen G. White, August 23, 1886, Mount VVernon, Ohio. Emphasis
his.

87 E. J. Waggoner, “ The Sabbath-School. Third Sabbath in July. Lesson 13.--Redeemed
from the Curse of the Law,” The Youth's Instructor 34, 26 (June 30, 1886), p. 103. Hereafter YI.



But if anything cemented Waggoner’s fate, it was the nine-part series he wrote for the
Sgnsonthe law in Galatians 3."® This was the first comprehensive exposition he had published
on Galatians 3. He conceded the dispensationalist’ s argument that the law in Galatians 3 was the
moral law. “There is probably no portion of Scripture which is more commonly supposed to
give "aid and comfort” to the enemies of the law of God, than the third chapter of
Galatians.”*® But he reassured his readers if they would hear him out, they would discover it to
be a strong bulwark in defense of God’s law.

Abraham was the father of all faithful believersin Christ. The apostle Paul wrote:

Know ye therefore that they which are of faith, the same are the children of

Abraham. And the Scripture, foreseeing that God would justify the heathen

through faith, preached before the gospel unto Abraham, saying, In thee shall all

nations be blessed. So then they which be of faith are blessed with faithful

Abraham.'®

In his own words Waggoner explained:
Having shown that even Abraham was not justified before God by his own
works, Paul shows that the promise is to none but the children of Abraham; and

since the children of Abraham are those only who have the same faith that he had,

only those that are of faith can receive the promise.**

Then taking a text which all others applied to the ceremonial law he quoted verse 10:
"For as many as are of the works of the law are under the curse; for it iswritten, Cursed is every

one that continueth not in all things which are written in the book of the law to do them"

(Galatians 3:10). He put his finger on biblical support for identifying the law herein this verse.

18 This series ran from July 8-September 2, 1886.

1 E. J. Waggoner, "Comments on Galatians 3. No. 1." ST (July 8, 1886), p. 406.
0 Galatians 3:7-9.

BLE. J. Waggoner, "Comments on Galatians 3. No. 1." ST (July 8, 1886), p. 406.



Waggoner explained: “These words are quoted from Deut. 27:26, and Jer. 11:2-4, in both of
which places they have unmistakable reference to the ten commandments.” **?

The apostle Paul introduced the curse of the law: *For Christ hath redeemed us from the
curse of the law, being made a curse for us; for it iswritten, ‘ Cursed is every one that hangeth on
atree; that the blessing of Abraham might come on the Gentiles through Jesus Christ; that we
might receive the promise of the Spirit through faith” (Galatians 3:13, 14). The curse of the law
was disobedience and death. Christ was made a curse for us so that through faith we might
receive the blessing of Abraham.

Waggoner was fully conscious of the controversial position he was taking on the law in
Galatians 3. He observed: “Since some. . . have supposed that the third of Galatians refers
principally to the ceremonial law, it may not be amiss to show briefly why it is impossible that
the ceremonial law should be the subject of discourse in that chapter.”**®

First, the ordinances never condemned anyone. They taught the gospel in the “Jewish

age.” Second, neither we today nor the Gentile Galatians could be said to have been redeemed
from the ceremonial law. But we Gentiles are under the condemnation of the moral law and
locked up by it. It revealed all mankind to be sinners.™

The apostle Paul explained the relationship between the law and the promise: “And this|
say, that the covenant, that was confirmed before of God in Christ, the law, which was four

hundred and thirty years after, cannot disannul, that it should make the promise of none effect”

(Gaatians 3:17).

92 | bid.
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Waggoner pointed out that the law “was the basis’ or “foundation of the promise”’ or
“one of the terms of the covenant.” On this point he was in agreement with other Adventist
writers. A little further on he said: “As the commandments were the condition of the Abrahamic
covenant, so they are of what is known as ‘the second covenant,” which is in every respect the
same as that made with Abraham. See Jer. 31:33; Heb. 8:10.”™*

From these comments we can see that Waggoner did not understand the new covenant as
beginning with the first advent of Christ. The new covenant was ratified by the blood of Christ.
But “the covenant was confirmed in Christ to Abraham. . . in anticipation.”'*

The commandments were the condition of the Abrahamic covenant. Christ taught
obedience to the law. Matthew 5:17-19; 19:17; Luke 16:17. Waggoner emphasized: “. .. after
the death of Christ, no change in the covenant was possible.”**” On this point Waggoner was in
agreement with other Adventist writers on the new covenant.

His further exposition dealt with verse 15: “. .. Though it be but aman’s covenant, yet if
it be confirmed, no man disannulleth, or addeth thereto” (Galatians 3:15). He said: “lItis
admitted, even by antinomians, that the law of God was in full force until the death of Christ, and
therefore Gal. 3:15 should convince them that it is in full force now.”*® So on both counts
Waggoner was no dispensationalist and no antinomian, though he believed along with the
antinomians that the law in Galatians 3 was the ten commandments. The antinomians did away

with the law and they were dispensationalists .

% E. J. Waggoner, “Comments on Galatians 3. No. 2.,” ST 12, 27 (July 15, 1886), pp. 422,
423.
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Where Waggoner really distinguished himself from his contemporary Adventist
theol ogians was seeing the covenant with Abraham as the new covenant. The old covenant was
made by Israel with God at Sinai.

Picking up the phraseology of Galatians 3:17 Waggoner asked:

What covenant was it that “was confirmed before of God in Christ”?

The promise was that Abraham should be “heir of the world” (Rom. 4:11),
and that in his seed all nations should be blessed. The condition was that he
should walk before God and be perfect. Gen. 17:1-8. But this was not such a
covenant as was made with the Israelites at Horeb. That one contained no
reference to Christ, and no provision for the forgiveness of sins; the one with
Abraham was confirmed “in Christ” (Gal. 3:17) and was made not on condition
that he should be righteous by his own unaided efforts, but was made on condition
of his having the righteousness of faith. Compare Rom. 4:11 with 3:22-25. This
of course involved the forgiveness of his sins; and so we see that the covenant
with Abraham (which is the one referred to in this chapter) was exactly the same
as “the second covenant,” which is made with us. The covenant made at Horeb,
and called “the first covenant,” although it was after that made with Abraham,
was, as we have before learned, only for the purpose of showing the people the
need of the help promised in the Abrahamic or second covenant.'*

Waggoner continued with the exposition of verse 18. “For if the inheritance be of the
law, it is no more of promise; but God gave it to Abraham by promise” (Galatians 3:18).
Waggoner commented:
.. .if the inheritance be given to those who depend upon their own deeds for
justification, then it is not by promise. If it be bestowed because of works, then
faith in Christ is ruled out. But this, he says, cannot be; for God gave the
inheritance in Abraham by promise, contingent on his faith.*®

For Waggoner the condition of the new covenant given to Abraham was the law of God.

The condition was fulfilled by Christ who gave “the promise of the Spirit through faith”

9 | bid.
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(Gaatians 3:14). There was only one condition for salvation. Waggoner said: “Faith in Christ
is the only condition of salvation.”**

Why then the law? Waggoner contemporized the question. “If we are saved by grace,
what need have we of the law?’** The apostle Paul answered: “It was added because of
transgression, till the seed should come to whom the promise was made; and it was ordained by
angelsin the hand of amediator” (Galatians 3:19).

George Butler had already gone on record with Ellen White about the “added” law. He
said: “It would be a most bitter pill to many of our leading brethren to be compelled to see the
idea taught generaly, that the law which was added because of transgression was the moral law
itself.”® He believed the whole church would be sold over to antinomianism if the ceremonial
law interpretation of Galatians 3 was surrendered.

The idea of the law being added sounded like it just came into existence at Mount Sinai.
No law-abiding Seventh-day Adventist would hear of such athing. They believed the law was
co-extensive with God. It was no wonder then, that Butler and others viewed the “added” law as
the typical remedial system given to Moses. But the words “spoken” or “emphasized” were
more precise than the King James Version translation “added” (Galatians 3:19). “It was spoken
because of transgression.” Waggoner affirmed: “. .. the law was already in existence, and
known to man, although only by tradition; but now the Lord added it in written form.”**

A parallel passage which Waggoner referred to was Romans 5:20: “Moreover the law

entered that the offense might abound.” Explained Waggoner: “The ‘entering’ of the law was at

2L EJ, Waggoner, “Comments on Galatians 3. No. 3,” ST 12, 18 (July 22, 1886), p. 438.
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Sinai. Why did it enter?--That the offense (sin) which previously existed might abound.”*® This
was Luther’ sfirst use of the law. The law was emblazoned at Sinal so that they would recognize
their utter sinfulness. “. . . It was necessary for men to see the real nature of sin, in order that
they might seek the grace that isin Christ, which alone can take away sin.” *®

Dudley Canright represented the brethren in the east when he wrote about “the added
law.”

... The second law was added to point to the promised seed till he should
come. . . . Why was this law given? . . . . “It was added because of
transgressions, till the seed should come.” Then it was not the moral law; for that
does not point to Christ, nor say anything about the coming of the seed, while the
law of sacrifices, types, and shadows, related wholly to that promised seed.?”
So Canright viewed the law in Galatians 3 as the ceremonial law. In addition, he interpreted
the coming of the Seed to be Christ’sfirst advent anticipated by the sacrifices and types.
Waggoner kept in view the full scope of God's promise to Abraham. The cross was of
strategic importance in ratifying the covenant, but its ultimate fulfillment would not be complete
“. .. till the seed should come to whom the promise was made. . . .” (Galatians 3:19b). What is
the coming of the Seed? Certainly not the first advent of Christ, Waggoner replied. God
promised Abraham, “And thy seed shall possess the gate of his enemies’ (Genesis 22:17).
Christ’s enemies as well as Satan would not be removed until the second coming (Revelation
19:11-21).
In summary, Waggoner said:
It was willful forgetfulness of this fact that caused the Jews to reject Christ.
They read the promises to the seed,--promises of glorious triumph,--and applied

them to the coming of the Messiah; and when they saw none of those promises
fulfilled in him, they rejected him. Let us not, like them, fall into grievous error
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by referring to his first advent those promises to be fulfilled only at his second
glorious coming.”®

The natural conclusion would be the elimination of sin and bringing to perfection al those
who participated in the fulfillment new covenant.

The writing of the law in the heart meant “that righteousness can be obtained only
through Christ, but sins must be confessed before they can be pardoned, and that cannot be done
till sinis known.”?® The law brought the knowledge of sin in order that it may bring the sinner
to Christ. “The law will have done its work in bringing men to Christ, and thus to perfect
obedience to it, and then ‘They shall al know the Lord,” for hislaw shall be in their hearts, and
his name shall be in their foreheads.”**

The “perfect obedience” comprehended by the new covenant was perfection of character
or mind. “They will then be as pure as was Adam when he was first created, with this advantage,
that their characters will have been fully tested.”** They will not choose to sin because they will
be possessed by the righteousness of Christ. That righteousness is God's law in the believer’s
life.

The apostle Paul asked: “Isthe law then against the promises of God? God forbid; for if
there had been a law given which could have given life, verily righteousness should have been
by the law.” (Galatians 3:21). Waggoner explained: “It [i.e., the law] is directly in harmony with
the promise, because by it men are enabled to see and forsake their sins, so that they may receive

the promise.”**

28 E. J. Waggoner, “Comments on Galatians 3. No. 4,” ST 12, 29 (July 29, 1886), p. 454.

¥ E, J. Waggoner, “Comments on Galatians 3. No. 6,” ST 12, 31 (August 12, 1886), p.
486.
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The inspired apostle Paul continued: “But before faith came, we were kept under the
law, shut up unto the faith which should afterwards be revealed” (Galatians 3:23). Waggoner
observed: “The idea of bondage is everywhere connected with sin. It is a cruel master.”** The
law “shuts up” its violator. He was kept “in ward.” The only way of escape was “the faith” of
Jesus which brought sweet release from certain death.

Waggoner asserted that the law here did not refer to the ceremonies because they never
preceded faith in Christ. The sinner believed in Christ first, and then availed himself of the
sacrifices. But it was possible to be locked up by the moral law before it drove one to the faith of
Christ.”

Next, Waggoner gave attention to verse 24. “Wherefore the law was our schoolmaster to
bring us unto Christ, that we might be justified by faith” (Galatians 3:24). David McMahon said:
“Waggoner did not exclude the ritual law from Galatians 3.”** This would be hard to justify
especialy since Waggoner stated categorically of Galatians 3:24, “By no possibility can this
refer to the ceremonial law.”

However, Waggoner recognized that the law of circumcision played arole in the overal
argument of the Epistle to the Galatians. Circumcision was being used by the Judaizers as a

means of justification rather than believing in Christ alone. In this manner it became a means

of rgjecting Christ and was a human work to achieve salvation.

B E, J. Waggoner, “Comments on Galatians 3. No. 8,” ST 12, 33 (August 26, 1886), p.
518.

24 E, J. Waggoner, “ Comments on Galatians 3. No. 9,” ST 12, 34 (September 2, 1886), p.
534.

> David P. McMahon Ellet Joseph Waggoner, p. 48.

28 E J Waggoner, “Comments on Galatians 3. No.9,” ST 12, 34 (September 2, 1886), p.
534.



Galatians 3:24 was a crucial text for interpretation in the 1880's for Seventh-day
Adventists. G. I. Butler had drawn the battle lines with Ellen White when he said:

... Strenuous efforts [were being] made by E. J. Waggoner and A. T. Jonesto
impress upon the minds of the theological students [at Healdsburg College] that

the “added law” of Galatians 3 and the law which is *our Schoolmaster” to bring

us to Christ isthe moral law of the commandments.®’

Waggoner explained Galatians 3:24. The law served as a correctional officer in prison.
It locked up itsviolator. Plusthe law, under the conviction of the Holy Spirit, literally drove the
sinner to Christ. The law hemmed the sinner in through personal guilt. It provided no recourse
for freedom. The sinner only learned from Christ, who was the perfect embodiment of the law,
how to walk in righteousness and consequent liberty.

The apostle Paul spoke of the coming of “faith.” “But after that faith is come, we are no
longer under a schoolmaster” (Galatians 3:25). Christ was the perfect law of liberty. The
forgiven sinner walked free in Him. Therefore, the believer was no longer under law, but under
grace. He walked in perfect harmony with the law because of Christ.

Referring to the “law was our schoolmaster,” Waggoner commented.

The past tense can be used here only by those who have come to Christ and

have been justified by faith, as Paul shows in the next verse. Since the law was

our schoolmaster to bring us to Christ, it must still be the schoolmaster

(pedagogue) to those who are not in Christ, and must retain that office until every

one who will accept Christ is brought to him. Therefore the law will be a

schoolmaster to bring men to Christ, as long as probation lasts. But the Levitical

law passed away hundreds of years ago; therefore it cannot be the law referred to

here.”®

In Waggoner’s view, Galatians 3:24 was not a dispensational text. It did not say the law was

abolished at the cross.

27 etter G. |. Butler to Ellen G. White, June 20, 1886, Madison, Wisconsin.
28 E J Waggoner, “Comments on Galatians 3. No.9,” ST 12, 34 (September 2, 1886), p.
534.



It did say that for the Christian, the law’ s function as a correctional officer ended when he
was released by Christ the Saviour from sin. So the “schoolmaster” had arole in every sinner’s
life no matter whether they had lived in Old or New Testament times.

In his ninth article on Galatians 3, E. J. Waggoner quoted from John Wesley on the three
uses of the law. This may have been his source for understanding the function of the law in
Romans and Galatians. Waggoner explained:

... dl have not so clear an understanding of the law and the gospel as Wesley
had.

To dlay the sinner isthen the first use of thelaw. . .. The second use of itisto
bring him unto life, unto Christ that he may live. It istrue, in performing both
these offices, it acts the part of a severe schoolmaster. . . . The third use of the
law isto kegp us alive. . . . Indeed, each is continually sending me to the other--
the law to Christ, and Christ to the law.**

Ellen White had a similar concept of the law.

The gospel of Christ is the good news of grace, or favor, by which man may

be released from the condemnation of sin, and enabled to render obedience to the

law of God. The gospel points to the moral code as arule of life. That law, by its

demands for undeviating obedience, is continually pointing the sinner to the

gospel for pardon and peace. . . . The law sends men to Christ, and Christ points

them back to the law.?

Rather than undermining the foundation of the law Waggoner sought to strengthen its
perpetuity by his expositions of Galatians. He said hiswhole aim in this series of nine studies on
Galatians was to “ show that it gives no comfort to the enemies of the law of God.”**

Waggoner reprinted an article by J. N. Andrews several weeks later. When Andrews

wrote these words he understood the “ schoolmaster” to be the moral law.

The idea that the law is our schoolmaster to bring us to Christ, that we may be
justified by faith is often urged as proof that the law is abolished. How isthe law

29 |bid.
0 E, G. White, “The Exalted Position of the Law of God,” RH (September 27, 1881).
2L |hid., p. 535.



our schoolmaster to bring us to Christ? We answer, it shows our guilt and just
condemnation, and that we are lost without a Saviour.”

This supported Waggoner’s view.

Uriah Smith, the editor of the Review, refused to concede the law and covenant question.
He printed an article from the first General Conference president, John Byington--a man of some
stature in the denomination. Elder Byington quoted Galatians 3:23 with an interpolation
betraying his dispensationalism.

“But before faith came [that is, the new covenant, or gospel dispensation], we
were kept under the law, shut up unto the faith which should afterward be

reveaed.”

The change from the old to the new covenant, . . . is a great one. As the
twilight is to the bright morning, so was the light of John between the two
covenants.”

Interestingly enough, Byington picked up on the question of Galatians 3:19, “Wherefore,
then, serveth the law?’ He answered it by saying that the law “was added till the seed, Christ,
should come [i.e., the first advent]; its moral principles were to show what sin is; but its
sacrificial service was to be aremedy for sin, only as it pointed to the sacrifice of Christ.”?** If
by “moral principles’ Byington designated the ten commandments then he would understand the
law in Galatians 3 as both. He called the old covenant “the law system,” which was reminiscent
of Stephen Pierce’s approach. At any rate, whether Uriah Smith picked up on this or not,
Byington buttressed Elder Smith’s Adventist-styled dispensationalism.

In a sense, Waggoner was challenging the church to a deeper study of the word of God.

The church was pursuing an interpretation of the law that was potentially devastating. Its effects

#2 3. N. Andrews, “Christ and the Law,” ST 12, 37 (September 23, 1886), p. 582.

3 John Byington, “The Change from the Old to the New Covenant,” RH 63, 39 (Oct. 5,
1886), p. 611.
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would soon be apparent, but not before much grief would come upon the messenger as well as

the leading brethren.



Chapter 6

“THAT TERRIBLE CONFERENCE”

E. J. Waggoner must have had some inkling of the tempest that was beginning to build as
a result of his maverick positions on Galatians. He had heard from W. C. White in Basel,
Switzerland, who wrote:

.. . | have not been able to read all your law articles. | hope to do so
sometime. | seethat Bro. Butler is considerably surprised that you have taught so
vigorously in the Healdsburg College views about the law which are accepted by
the largest part of our ministers. | wish our brethren might give this matter a
thorough, candid examination, and agree on some common ground.”®

A few dayslater W. C. Whitewroteto A. T. Jones:

| am sorry that we are so unsettled on this law question. It is unfortunate to
have our school teaching opposite views. | hope that a candid comparison of
ideas will materially lessen the points of difference. Some points in Bro.
Canright’s book do not look reasonable to me, and many of Dr. W.'s [E. J.
Waggoner] arguments have seemed to me to be reasonable; but there are many
points on which | am not clear. | have tried to avoid taking any responsibility in
the matter because | realized that | did not understand it. | do not remember of
giving Dr. Waggoner any advice about publishing such a series of articles as are
now going through the Sgns.

There is something about the added law on which mother has received light,
but it has now passed from her mind. There was something in Eld. [J. H.]
Waggoner’s position on this which she saw was incorrect our brethren may have
used this fact to condemn much more than it really referred to. Mother has sent
for her old manuscript in the hope of finding, or recalling what she had seen on
thissubject, . . ..

| am rather sorry for the Dr., for though it seems to me that he is right in the
main, | can seethat heis getting into atight spot. . . . If he goes to the conference
[1886 General Conference] with the right spirit, he will both do good and get
good. . . . If hegoesto fight a battle of his own, no good will follow.*®

> |_etter W. C. Whiteto E. J. Waggoner, August 15, 1886, Basel, Switzerland.

Z8\W. C. Whiteto A. T. Jones, August 24, 1886, Basel, Switzerland. Manuscripts and
Memories of Minneapolis, (Pacific Press Publishing Association, Boise, Idaho: 1988), p. 20.
Hereafter MMM.



W. C. White wrote asimilar letter to C. H. Jones, the manager of the Pacific Press.”’
George Knight was correct in stating that George |. Butler first attempted to deal with E.

J. Waggoner through writing to Ellen White. Why was it that Elder Butler did not follow the
counsel of Matthew 18 and talk to Waggoner one-on-one to try and resolve the difficulties?
Instead, Elder Butler wrote to Ellen White: “The Sgns has brought it out in the most public
manner possible, with aseries of articles. | cannot see but it must be considered. | want to take a
reasonable, judicious course.”

This matter was creating a big problem for the president. He was concerned about “. . .
the effect of the articles in the Sgns and Sabbath School lessons, in various localities, and the
Law in Galatians. The positions taken are causing great debate, and stirring up a spirit of
discussion and controversy and making trouble.”**

He definitely wanted a testimony from her based on avision in order to settle the matter.
As Elder Butler expressed the matter to her, he took into account that she might decide against
him:

Of course it would be quite a shock to me, after studying the question so long

and having it seem so clear to me, if it should be shown to you the position | hold

waswrong. But | feel sure | would accept it and at least keep quiet if | could not

clearly understandit. . . .

May God guide you, my dear Sister, and if you have light to help me to move
carefully, | shall be very glad.”

So this was the state of theological and interpersonal tensions that existed between east and

west just prior to the 1886 General Conference session at Battle Creek.

Z7etter W. C. White to C. H. Jones, August 24, 1886, Basel, Switzerland. 1bid., p. 24.

8 |_etter G. |. Butler to Ellen G. White, August 23, 1886, Mount Vernon, Ohio, Ibid., p. 21-
23.

2 |bid.

20 | bid.



That fall, E. J. Waggoner participated in the California camp meeting held at Woodland,
October 5-18, 1886. He reported one hundred and eighty-five tents pitched. Thirty-four were
baptized.”" Said the editor, “ California has never before had so good a camp-meeting.”#*

Shortly thereafter, E. J. Waggoner and company were traveling eastbound on the train for
Battle Creek and the General Conference session to be held November 16. They had a couple of
days to spend in Salt Lake City, Utah. So they visited the Mormon tabernacle on a Sunday
afternoon for a service.

Just two days before the opening of the session (November 16, 1886), Elder Butler wrote
to Ellen White that Elders S. N. Haskell and E. J. Waggoner had arrived from California. His
tone was definitely ominous.

We expect to call our good Sgns brethren to an account for the way they have

done in reference to some of the disputed points of our faith, the law in Galatians.

They have been publishing a lot of articles in the Signs about their position,

setting that forth in our pioneer paper as the opinion of this denomination.”

He had written to Ellen White on June 20, and August 23, 1886, and nothing had come of
it. Helater complained to Ellen White: “But when Dr. Waggoner came out in our pioneer paper
with nine long articles directly presenting the subject, | felt that this course could not goon. So |
wrote to you several times, but got no reply.”**

So Elder Butler decided to write his own 85-page booklet which was an open letter to E.

J. Waggoner, although his name was never mentioned init. It was aresponse to his recent series

A1 E, J. Waggoner, “California Camp-Mesting,” ST 12, 41 (October 28, 1886), p. 646.

%2 E, J. Waggoner, “From the Woodland Camp-Meeting,” ST 12, 40 (October 21, 1886), p.
640.

B E, J. Waggoner, “At the Seat of Mormondom,” ST 12, 44 (November 18, 1886), p. 694.

21 Letter G. |. Butler to E. G. White, Nov. 16, 1886, Battle Creek, Michigan. MMM, p. 30.

# | etter G. |. Butler to E. G. White, March 31, 1887, Battle Creek, Michigan.



on Galatians 3 in the Signs.®® It was published on the opening day of the General Conference
session, November 18, 1886. He said: “I furnished it to our delegates and leading ministers. |
thought it proper to do this. . . after four long articles on the other side had been published to the

world with the exception of a few copies of the little pamphlet sent to a very few prominent

ministersit has had no further circulation.”*’

George Butler felt that controversial positions had been foisted upon the church and the
general readership of theSgns unfairly. He believed, in light of the fact that Waggoner had
published conflicting doctrines to the world, that his course of circulating a rebuttal to a few
church leaders was reasonable and judicious.

He wrote to Ellen White:

Believing strongly, as we do, that the law principally considered in Galatians
is the typical remedial system, which passed away at the cross, and is not the
moral law, and feeling that an unfair advantage has been taken in urgently
teaching the contrary opinion to our young people preparing to labor in the cause,
and in making our Instructor lessons and pioneer paper mediums for teaching an
opposite view, . . . we have felt it not only proper but a duty to bring the subject
before the General Conference of our people, the only tribunal in our body where
such controverted questions can be properly considered and passed upon.”®

Then Butler expressed about how Waggoner conducted himself at the 1886 conference.

... When Dr. Waggoner came on to the Conference fully armed for the fray,
and was sustained so fully by Brother [S. N.] Haskell, B. L. Whitney, [W. C/]
Wilcox and others so that he and Brother Whitney got little companies of our
brethren together to indoctrinate as much as possible in quiet and so the Dr. went
home feeling that he was sustained and that he had really carried his point. Of
course | felt very badly.®

#% George |. Butler, The Law in the Book of Galatians: Is It the Moral Law, or Does It Refer
to that System of Laws Peculiarly Jewish? (Battle Creek, Michigan: Review & Herald
Publishing House, 1886).

=7 _etter George |. Butler to E. G. White, December 16, 1886, Plainfield, Wisconsin.
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So Elder Butler's next move was to bring the matter before a theological committee
during the General Conference session of 1886. He wanted to bring ecclesiastical pressure on
Waggoner and have a vote taken. The session could settle the issue of the law in Galatians.

The members of this committee were George |. Butler, President, General Conference; S.
N. Haskell, California; D. M. Canright; E. J. Waggoner; J. H. Morrison, lowa Conference; Uriah
Smith, editor of the Review; M. C. Wilcox; B. L. Whitney; and William Covert.

In his own words, Butler explained what happened inside the theological committee:

Brother E. J. Waggoner came on, . . . loaded for the conflict. The Theological

Committee was ordered. | wasto act as chairman but declined as|, being a party

in the matter might be supposed to favor one side. Elder Haskell was chosen as

Chairman and appointed the Committee. It stood four--Haskell, Whitney, Wilcox

and Waggoner in favor of the Sgns position. Five--Smith, Canright, Covert, J. H.

Morrison and self opposed. We had an argument of several hours but neither side

was convinced. The question was whether we should take this into the

Conference and have a big public fight over it or not. | could not advise it and all

thought it would be most unhappy and result only in heat and debate. | did advise

and draw up preambles and resolutions bearing upon our public course in such

matters.”*

Butler felt betrayed by those with whom he had extended hospitality in his own home during
the conference session.

He wrote to Ellen White:

| felt that some of my leading brethren did not walk uprightly in their course
though | was powerless to prevent it. Brethren Haskell and Whitney were my
guests and Dr. Waggoner | invited several times to my house for meals and
treated him kindly. But | kept as cheerful and kind as | could, though my heart

ached with anguish.”"

Elder Butler was really frustrated by the behavior of his colleagues on the theological

committee.

He wrote to Ellen White:

20 |_etter G. |. Butler to E. G. White, December 16, 1886, Plainfield, Wisconsin.
1 etter G. |. Butler to E. G. White, March 31, 1887, Battle Creek, Michigan.



But Brother Haskell comes on and comes into my private family, enjoying my
hospitality throughout the meeting, with Brother B. L. Whitney also both filled
with this spirit of opposition. They knew well my feelings. They knew well what
perplexity and trouble of mind | had over these things and yet their influence
sustained Dr. Waggoner every way they knew how during the whole meeting.
Their great effort was to keep Dr. Waggoner from being censured and help him
al they could.

Eld. Whitney, at least, took occasion to go out and collect little knots of
brethren of those whom they supposed were not so well posted on the subject and
spend hours of time in having Dr. Waggoner endoctrinate (sic.) them in their view
of thissubject. This| knew was going on. Some of my friends happened to catch
them at it several times, How many | have never known. Such a course was taken
that no censure could be placed where it really belonged. Here was a course
pursued though violating one of the plainest principles of our organization,
stirring up strife throughout the whole body in violation to the decisions of the
Testimonies, but anything against it must be kept quiet. Dr. Waggoner must not
have hisfeelings hurt, while Eld. Haskell and Whitney were the men, eating
a my owntable....”

When the General Conference resolution was finally voted, it was much less than Elder
Butler had hoped for when he went into committee. He had wanted the issue of the law in
Galatians settled by the session. He wanted Waggoner censured. He may have even wanted him
unseated from the Sgns editorial chair.

What he got was a compromise. The session passed a resolution which was obviously
aimed at Jones and Waggoner. It was directed to editors and teachers in the Adventist school
system. The resolution was a slap on their hands. It said, that boards, Sabbath School |eaders,
and editors of publications should “not. . . permit doctrinal views not held by a fair mgjority of
our people, to be made part of the public instruction of said schools, or to be published in our
denominational papers. . . before they are examined and approved by the leading brethren of

experience.”*®

*2 etter G. |. Butler to E. G. White, October 1, 1888, Battle Creek, Michigan.
3 RH, (Dec. 14, 1886), p. 779.



E. J. Waggoner, in his open letter to Elder Butler dated February 10, 1887, said of the
closed door discussions on the law in Galatians:

| very much regretted that every moment of time was so occupied that we
could have no conversation upon the subject. It is true the matter was discussed
to avery limited extent in the meetings of the Theological Committee, but of
course the little that could be said under the circumstances was not sufficient to
give any satisfaction to any party concerned.**

S0 neither side was satisfied with the process or the outcome of the theological committee.
Elder Butler looked back upon the 1886 Conference as one of the worst in his life. It
literally made him sick. He wrote to Ellen White:

My mind has been much exercised over these things, and | cannot keep them
from agitating me much, because the whole matter seemed to me so unjust and
inconsistent, but | rallied after two months of sickness, and was finally able to go
through that terrible conference [1886] we had here the last held in Battle
Creek.”®

Ellen White agreed with him on one thing. She replied:

You speak, dear brother, of that terrible conference, the last held in Battle
Creek, while | was in Switzerland. That conference was presented to me in the
night season. My guide said, “Follow me; | have some things to show you.” He
led me where | was a spectator of the scenes that transpired at that meeting. | was
shown the attitude of some of the ministers, yourself in particular, at that meeting,
and | can say with you, my brother, it was aterrible conference.

... A time of trial was before us, and great evils would be the result of the
Phariseeism (sic.) which has in a large degree taken possession of those who
occupy important positions in the work of God.

... The spirit which has prevailed at this meeting is not of Christ. Thereis not
love, there is not sympathy or tender compassion one toward another. Dark
suspicions have been suggested by Satan to cause dissension. Roots of bitterness

2 E. J. Waggoner, The Gospel in the Book of Galatians. A Review (Oakland, California:
Pacific Press, 1888).

#° | etter G. |. Butler to E. G. White, October 1, 1888, Battle Creek, Michigan. Emphasis
supplied.



have sprung up whereby many will be defiled. Christians should harbor no
jealousies or evil surmisings (sic.), for this spirit is of Satan.*

Ellen White expressed God’ s viewpoint of what took place at that meeting:
| wrote in the anguish of my soul in regard to the course you pursued in the

[1886] General Conference [Session] two years since. The Lord was not pleased

with that meeting. Your spirit, my brother, was not right. The manner in which

you treated the case of Dr. Waggoner was perhaps after your own order, but not

after God'sorder. The course you took was not excusable, even if his

views were

guestionable. We must not crowd and push one another because others do not
seejust as we see.®”

Ellen White was shown what took place off the record during the 1886 session. “During
the Conference at Battle Creek, when the question of the law in Galatians was being examined, |
was taken to a number of houses, and heard the unchristian remarks and criticisms made by the
delegates.”*®

The assessment of the conference from W. C. White was. “1 guess the controversy [over
the law in Galatians] did not add much to the union and good feeling of the session that is just
Cl O$d.u 249

At this “terrible conference” a spirit of Pharisaism was manifested. Leadership sought to
control the flow of information. The spirit of Christ’s love was suppressed. The spirit of Satan
was enhanced through jealousy and bitterness. Unfortunately, this would not be the last “terrible

conference.”

% |_etter E. G. White to George |. Butler, October 14, 1888, Minneapolis, Minnesota. EGW
1888, p. 92. Emphasis supplied.
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CHAPTER 7

THE GREAT DEBATE

There were two principle documents in the debate between Elder George |. Butler and E.
J. Waggoner. George Butler prepared an open letter to the delegates of the 1886 General
Conference session entitled The Law in the Book of Galatians. E. J. Waggoner’s response was
entitled, The Gospel in the Book of Galatians® The two titles in themselves revealed much
about what each author considered to be the theme of the Epistle to the Galatians. Butler
emphasized the law in Galatians. Waggoner focused on the gospel in the new covenant.

As Robert van Ornam has pointed out, “The issues involved the proper relationship of
law to the covenants.”*" Tim Crosby framed the issues thisway: “Butler was convinced that the
ceremonial law was connected with the old covenant and the ten commandments were connected
with the new covenant, which was the common Adventist position at the time.” %>
In Galatians 3 Elder Butler said:

The law “added because of transgressions’ unmistakably points to a remedial
system, temporary in duration, “till the seed should come.” The moral law is
referred to as the one transgressed. But the “added” law, of which Paul is
speaking, made provision for the forgiveness of these transgressions in figure, till

the real Sacrifice should be offered.”

Waggoner replied:

0 \Waggoner's letter to G. |. Butler was dated February 10, 1887, but he held off publishing
it until after the 1888 Minneapolis General Conference session. R. Dewitt Hottell was reading
The Gospel in Galatians and The Law in the Book of Galatians after the Minneapolis Conference
on November 10, 1888. Clinton L. Wahlen, “ Selected Aspects of Ellet J. Waggoner’s
Eschatology,” p. 70.

#! Robert van Ornam, “The Doctrine of the Everlasting Covenant in the Writings of Ellet J.
Waggoner,” p. 17.

%2 Tim Crosby, “Ellen G. White and the Law in Galatians: A Study in the Dynamics of
Present Truth” (paper presented for graduate class, Andrews University, 1980), p. 22.

3G, I. Butler, The Law in the Book of Galatians, p. 44. Hereafter The Law in Galatians.



Although the law existed in all its force before the exode (sic.), yet it “came
in,” “entered,” was spoken or given, or “added” at that time. And why? That the
offense might abound, i.e., “that sin by the commandment might become
exceeding sinful;” that what was sin before might the more plainly be seen to be
sin. Thusit entered, or was added, “because of transgressions.” If it had not been
for transgressions there would have been no necessity for the law to enter at Sinai.
Why did it enter because of transgression? “That the offense might abound;” in
order to make sin seem greater than ever before, so that men might be driven to
the super-abounding grace of God as manifested in Christ. And so it became a
school-master, pedagogue, to bring men to Christ, in order that they might be
justified by faith, and be made the righteousness of God in Him. And so it is
stated later that the law is not against the promises of God. It works in harmony
with the promise, for without it the promise would be of no effect. And this most
emphatically attests the perpetuity of the law.”*

Asfor the schoolmaster law, Butler applied --

. . it to that provisional temporary system of law in which the Jew and
proselyte were “shut up,” “in ward,” till the “middle wall of partition” was
“broken down.” It was a “severe” system, “yoke of bondage” which they could
not bear, “against” them, and “contrary to” them.*®

Several statements which Elder Butler made indicated a latent Adventist-styled
dispensationalism.
There was no propriety, therefore, in still keeping up the wall of separation
between them and others. They all stood now upon the same level in the sight of
God. All must approach Him through the Messiah who had come into the world;
through Him alone man could be saved.”®
Waggoner detected two methods of salvation in Elder Butler's scheme; one through
Christ and the other through the remedial system. Waggoner responded directly to Butler:
Y our words seem to imply that before the first advent men approached God
by means of the ceremonial law, and that after that they approached Him through

the Messiah; but we shall have to go outside the Bible to find any support for the
idea that anybody could ever approach God except through Christ. Amos 5:22;

' E, J. Waggoner, The Gospel in Galatians, p. 19.
#>G. |. Butler, The Law in Galatians, p. 53.
26 bid., p. 10.



Micah 6:6-8, and many other texts show conclusively that the ceremonial law
alone could never enable people to come to God.”’

Elder Butler spoke of afigurative forgiveness of sins before the first advent. “The moral
law is referred to as the one transgressed. But the ‘added’ law, of which Paul is speaking, made
provision for the forgiveness of these transgressions in figure, till the real Sacrifice should be
offered.”*®

Waggoner expressed his dismay at this statement of Butler’s:

... thereis an idea expressed in the quotation just made which | am sorry to
see has of |ate been taught to some extent. And that is that in the so-called Jewish
dispensation forgiveness of sinswas only figurative. Y our words plainly indicate
that there was no real forgiveness of sins until Christ, the real Sacrifice, was
offered. .. .

Waggoner stated that Elder Butler’s theology restricted salvation only to the generation
living during the first advent.

But you say that the apostle is reasoning of dispensations, and not of
individual experiences, and that bringing them to Christ means bringing them to
His first advent, and “to the system of faith there inaugurated.” But that is the
weakest position you could take, for if that were the meaning, then it would
follow that the law accomplished its purpose only for the generation that lived at
Christ’s first advent. No other people ever came to Christ, in the sense in which
you use the term. In order for the law to bring men to Christ, in the sense in
which you apply it, that is, to His first advent, it would have had to lengthen their
lives. Adam would have had to live at least 4,000 years. For, let me again repeat:
The text does not say that the law was a school-master to point men to Christ, but
to bring them to Him.*®

Thus, Waggoner saw the work of the law to lock up men in their sin and drive them to Christ
the Saviour. The moral law functioned in this capacity in both Old and New Testament times

until the second advent.

#7E, J. Waggoner, The Gospel in Galatians, p. 8.

»8 G. |. Butler, The Law in Galatians, p. 44. Emphasis supplied.
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Elder Butler acknowledged righteousness by faith, but keeping the law and the Sabbath
were the most important things on his agenda. God gave Israel the ceremonial law under the old
covenant in order to mark them off from the rest of the world as His specially chosen people. If
they obeyed these ordinances they would live.

The two covenants were almost two methods of salvation in Butler’s theory. The old
covenant was for Isragl before Christ and the new covenant was for spiritual Israelites after the
coming of Christ. It was as if salvation by works was only for the Jews under the old
dispensation. They were elected over al others.

E. J. Waggoner saw the moral law as ordained for life. When man sinned, he came under
its condemnation and penalty. The ten commandments were “added” or “spoken” at Sinai
because the children of Israel did not recognize their sinfulness as had their father Abraham.
God emphasized the moral law in order to bring Isragl to Christ their righteousness. The law did
not have a dispensational function. The ten commandments always served the purpose of
driving guilty sinnersto the foot of the cross so that by the faith of Jesus they might be saved.

The ancient remedia system of sacrifices was the means by which faith was expressed in
Christ. It had existed before Sinai for Abel, Noah, and Abraham. All availed themselves of it.
The sacrifices were not the means by which forgiveness of sins was obtained. Only Christ
forgave sins. Those who by faith in Christ participated in the ordinances demonstrated that their
faith was genuine in the anticipated sacrifice of their Saviour. This system retained no more
significance once Christ died on the cross.

Waggoner arrived at his understanding of justification by faith through his understanding
of the covenants. The old covenant was essentially, “Obey and live.” It was the people's

promise, “All that the Lord hath spoken we will do.” Such a boastful claim did not reckon with



the sinfulness of human nature. It placed the promise-keeper under a terrible yoke of bondage
for he could not obey the law. The old covenant mentality was a condition of the heart.
Therefore, the old covenant could not be time-bound. All who had a similar view of themselves
in relationship to God were under the old covenant yoke.

On the other hand, the new covenant was all God's promise. God gave His salvation to
al who believe in Christ. The condition for salvation was perfect obedience to the law of God.
This condition was met by Christ. This was the promise which God gave to Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob. God renewed it to Israel at Sinal, but they, by and large, rejected it through their unbelief.

The new covenant was just as much in existence during Old Testament times as it was
following Christ’s first advent and death on the cross. The ratification of the new covenant by
the blood of Christ wasin anticipation before the cross. However, the effectiveness of salvation
before the cross was not any less real. Following the cross, believers enjoyed the reality of the
new covenant’s confirmation and they could look back to Calvary in faith.

The two open letters on Galatians written by George | Butler and E. J. Waggoner were a
primary source for determining the issues discussed at the 1888 Minneapolis General
Conference. In short, the issue involved righteousness by faith in its proper relationship to the
law of God. Waggoner viewed justification through the motif of the old and the new covenants.
The Epistle to the Galatians was the key document for discussion at the historic Minneapolis
conference.

There was an ominous crisis looming over the Seventh-day Adventist Church. Before the
major confrontation, however, a precursor event took place. It was a warning of what was to

come on an even larger scale.



Chapter 8

THE CASE OF D. M. CANRIGHT

In the days following the 1886 General Conference there was a considerable amount of
correspondence written by Elder Butler to Ellen White, but she did not respond to him. He wrote
impatiently:

We have been waiting for years to hear from you on the subject, knowing that

its agitation would end only in debate. | am perfectly willing our brethren should

change their views on the subject and claim the same privilege myself, till God

shall speak, then | propose to listen and if my views are condemned | can at least

close my mouth.**

Elder Butler bitterly complained about how the law in Galatians had been brought out so
publicly in the Sgns. Details about what happened in the theological committee of 1886 were
divulged to Ellen White. Butler told her that S. N. Haskell played a significant role in preventing
the Signs editors from being publicly censured at the 1886 conference. Butler felt Haskell was
playing politics.

After going on for several pages writing about the situation he said to her: “Do not think
me stirred or excited, dear Sister White. | never was cooler in my life. Sadnessis the only thing
| struggle against. | am utterly sick and tired of authority and responsibility for its own sake.” %
It may well be that just the opposite was the case. Elder Butler had never been more agitated
about anissuein hislife. Hewas making himself sick over it. He wanted control of the situation

and was frustrated that he could not gain the upper hand. He wanted the backing of her

authority.

1) etter G. |. Butler to E. G. White, Dec. 16, 1886, Plainfield, Wisconsin.
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Elder Butler had always tried to stand by an old friend, Dudley Canright. Canright was
one of those who had participated in the discussion of the theologica committee during the 1886
conference. Butler tried to get him on the General Conference committee without success.

Elder Butler wrote to Ellen White about his friend Canright:

Y ou see heisleft out of most everything. | pity him, not that he wants office

for | think he don’t (sic.). But he feelsvery sad. Saysit don’t (sic.) seem to him

that his labors amount to anything, that he accomplishes very little, that it would

be as well to return to his farm. | feared that he would be tried on his old

weakness.”®

But there was aforeboding in Butler’ swords, “| fear for him, that he will be discouraged.”**

Two weeks later Elder Butler wrote her again. This time he expressed his view of the
rivalries existing between Battle Creek and Oakland. “. .. There is twice as much sectional
feeling in regard to their own publications on the Pacific Coast as there is in this part of the
country.”?®

He offered the reason for this sectional feeling. “The course that the SIGNS has taken in
regard to publishing things that were opposed to the principles of our faith, disputed points, etc.
has injured its influence, and it will be very hard to ever get our brethren, many of them to feel
that interest in it that they have in the past.”*® No doubt Elder Butler would find it hard to
support the distribution and enlargement of the Sgns. He had already thrown his support into a
new missionary journal, The Gospel Sckle, whose editorial policy was more to hisliking.

E. J. Waggoner had reported to Elder Butler that Ellen White's son, W. C. White, had

advised him to go into print on these subjects. Now Elder White wanted to set the record straight

about that matter with E. J. Waggoner. Elder White wrote to him--

%3 | bid.
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| am now told by Eld. Butler that | am largely responsible for their
publication. | think there must be a little misunderstanding somewhere. | do not
remember of advising you to publish through the Signs, articles on the subjects
you had presented at the college. But | do not think, and | do not believe that you
contemplated at that time, that these articles were to dwell upon these points
which have been the subject of so much controversy in the past, and of so much
anxiety and perplexity at the present time. | have written Eld. Butler that | had no
doubt that you thought that you had ample ground for the statement that | advised
the publication of these articles, but that | could not remember having done so,
and if | did it was with a misunderstanding as to the ground they were to cover.®’

Waggoner corrected this misunderstanding at the time of the theological committee.
Elder Butler recalled it in these words. “Brother E. J. Waggoner stated publicly before the
Committee that the course taken in publishing as they had was unadvised by Brother W. C.
White.”?®
Then, Elder Butler received a devastating blow on February 17, 1887. It was to be the
first fallout from “that terrible conference.” Butler listened as his old friend and colleague,
Dudley Canright, asked to be disfellowshiped from the Otsego, Michigan, church. Butler
reported the reason for Canright’s decision to Ellen White.
He talked perhaps three-fourths of an hour or more. He said in substance that
he could go no longer with Seventh-day Adventists, he had ceased to believe that
the law was binding, and did not expect to keep another sabbath, he had no faith
in the messages, the sanctuary, the two horned beast, the Testimonies, health
reform, etc. He said that he had been passing through a constant struggle for
twenty years to believe these things but now it was over he could not do it any
longer, . ...
The Otsego church disfellowshiped both Canright and his wife. The effect on Butler was

disheartening. Hewrote: “I have no hope whatever that he will ever return to gowith us. . . . It

has made me about sick.”?”

%7 |_etter W. C. White to E. J. Waggoner, January 9, 1887. MMM, p. 49, 50.
%8 |_etter G. |. Butler to E. G. White, December 16, 1886. MMM, p. 42.
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The last straw for Canright was evidently the 1886 conference and the experience he had
on the theological committee. AsButler reported it--

He was very much disgusted at the turn some things took at the time of our

last General Conference, some of the theological questions that came up and the

way that some of our brethren acted toward them made him feel badly and set him

to thinking so he said he went to studying this law question and came to the

conclusions that he has.*"

Canright had been on the theological committee of nine, at the time of the 1886 conference,
that discussed the law in Galatians. He had written The Two Laws holding the ceremonial law
view of Galatians. It had originally been published in 1876, but was reissued in 1882 and 1886,
with additional material on Galatians. It was used in the offensive against Waggoner.

That discussion with Waggoner on the theological committee caused Canright to think
that his views were incorrect. Galatians was talking about the moral law. Then he reasoned, if it
was the ten commandments that were the “schoolmaster,” they were truly done away with at the
cross and that included the Sabbath.

Before the 1886 conference, Canright had had a debate in Des Moines, lowa, with the
president of Drake University, Professor D. R. Dungan. Canright explained:

That preparation did much to convince me of the unsoundness of some of our

positions on the covenants, the two laws, etc. In our General Conference [1886]

that fall, a sharp division occurred between our leading men over the law in

Galatians. One party held it was the ceremonial law, the other the moral law--a

square contradiction. After along and warm discussion the conference closed,

each party more confident than before. . . . This. . . brought up my old feelings of

doubt, and decided me that it was time for me now to examine and think for

myself, and not be led nor intimidated by men who could not agree among
themselves.””

7 | bid.
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Canright had a dispensational view of the old and new covenants just like Butler and all his
contemporaries. That framework of the covenants caused a misunderstanding in Canright’s
views of the relationship between the law and the covenants. He was compelled to abandon the
law as far as the new dispensation was concerned.

The full force of his opposition to Seventh-day Adventists, the ten commandments, and
the Sabbath, was expressed in his book, Seventh-day Adventism Renounced, which was
published in 1889. That book was considered such athreat that Seventh-day Adventist |eaders
were responding to it decades later. It has gone through many reprints.

In that book Canright put hisfinger on a crux issue.

No other subject perplexes Adventists so much as the covenants. They dread

to meet it. They have tried various ways to explain it away, but they are not

satisfactory even to themselves. | have been there and know. The abolition of the

Sinatic covenant carries with it the abolition of the Jewish Sabbath so completely

that no authoritative trace of it can be found this side of the grave of our risen

Lord.

Elder Smith says: “If the ten commandments constituted the old covenant,
then they are forever gone.” This, therefore, becomes atest question.”

This was not the only issue which caused Canright’s disaffection from the Seventh-day
Adventist Church, but it certainly contributed to it.

Now Elder Butler's argument against Waggoner would take on all the more force. He
could say, Look what happened to Canright when he took the moral law view of Galatians. It led
him right out of the church. Our opponents will use this to their advantage and disaffect
countless others within our ranks.

Indeed, this had been a problem down through the years for Seventh-day Adventists. The

issue of the law and the covenants had never been satisfactorily resolved. T. M. Preble, Moses

273 | hid., p. 350.



Hull, and now Dudley Canright had apostatized from the church. Dispensationalism was a
contributory factor in their disaffection with church doctrine. Would this be a wake-up call for
church leadership to re-examine its teachings on this point? God was certainly offering a viable

biblical alternative at the time of 1886-88.



Chapter 9

ELDER BUTLER’SVINDICATION

Elder Butler had written numerous letters to Ellen White in Europe about the problems
back home regarding the law in Galatians. He had received no response from her throughout the
year 1886. Finally on February 18, 1887, her long awaited letter arrived. It chastened the men
on the West Coast. The letter was entitled, “Cautions about Making Doctrinal Differences
Prominent; Contemplating the Marvels and Mysteries of the Incarnation.” **

Ellen White recounted to Waggoner and Jones, about how in the 1850’ s when there were
discussions about the “added law” with J. H. Waggoner, that she “had been shown [that] his
position in regard to the law was incorrect.”*” She had requested her staff in Healdsburg to send
such a manuscript, but it was not forthcoming. To that day it had never been recovered. She
went on to say, “I have not been in the habit of reading any doctrinal articles in the paper, that
my mind should not have any understanding of anyone's ideas and views. . . .”*® It appeared
that she had not acquainted herself with Waggoner’s views on the law or the covenants in
Galatians.

At any rate, she had been receiving complaints “from some attending Healdsburg College
in regard to Brother E. J. W.’s [Waggoner’s] teachings in regard to the two laws. | wrote

immediately protesting against their doing contrary to the light which God had given us in

regard to all differences of opinion. . ..”*" The urgency of the moment was for unity to

2 |etter E. G. White to E. J. Waggoner and A. T. Jones, February 18, 1887, Basdl,
Switzerland. EGW 1888, pp. 21-31.
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prevail in the church. The impending Sunday-law crisis made it imperative that the public see a
united doctrinal front from the church. Opponents were looking for any little split in the ranks
upon which they could hang doubt regarding the law, the Sabbath, and the teachings of Seventh-
day Adventists.
Ellen White urged Waggoner and Jones to be careful about--
these known differences being published in articles in our papers, you would
never have pursued the course you have, either in your ideas advanced before our

students at the college, neither would it have appeared in the Sgns. . . .

| have no hesitancy in saying you have made amistake here. ... Thisisnotin
God'’s order.

... God has plainly revealed that such things should not be done. . . .*®
Furthermore, she made it clear that “these questions are not vital points.”*® In short, her
counsel was that differences of opinion on doctrine should not be made known to the public
through the church’ s teaching or in its official papers.

She was not so clear on another point. “. . . | did see years ago that Elder [J. H.]
Waggoner’s views were not correct. . . .” But asto what his views were and what the immediate
issues at hand then were, she frankly confessed “the matter does not lie clear and distinct in my
mind yet. | cannot grasp the matter. . . .”*®

Ellen White remembered that J. H. Waggoner “loved discussions and contention” and

she expressed concern that the younger Waggoner “has cultivated a love for the same.” It

8 |bid., pp. 22, 23.
29 |bid., p. 23.
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brought her great pain “to see our two leading papers in contention.””® And she warned, “if
these things come into our conference, | would refuse to attend one of them. . . .”#*

Copies of her letter were sent to G. |. Butler, E. J. Waggoner, and A. T. Jones. The letter
took some time to arrive al the way from Switzerland to A. T. Jones who was teaching at
Healdsburg, Californiathat winter. He received her letter on March 10, 1887. He responded in
writing to her. He said that he received the testimony “earnestly” seeking to “profit” by it. He
thanked the Lord for pointing out to him “where | have done wrong.” He expressed sincere
ignorance about any communication Ellen White may have had with J. H. Waggoner about
where he was wrong on his positions regarding the law. Hefelt certain “if E. J. W. had known of
it he would not have gone contrary to it.”**

As for his policy in the classroom, Jones pointed out that he was not in the habit of
bringing up the law in Galatians for discussion. He rather pointed people to Jesus and the gospel
in Galatians. But he did admit, “I think however that | have told them that | thought they would
find both laws there, and the gospel --justification by faith--underlying the whole of it.”**

Waggoner’s letter to Ellen White in response to her chastening was even more compliant
than Jones's response to her. He expressed his “gratitude to God that His spirit still strives with
me, pointing out the errors to which | am so subject. . . .”#*

Waggoner practiced what he preached. When the spirit convicted him of unknown sin,

he confessed it. When he received her testimony he responded in writing to her by saying: “I

have been able to see some things in my heart of which | was unconscious. | thought that | was

21 hid., p. 25.
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actuated by nothing but pure motives and love for the truth, in what | have said and written, but |
can see plainly that there has been very much love of self mixed in. .. .”*®® Only the Holy Spirit
could have known Waggoner’s heart and Ellen White's testimony brought, “the strongest proof
to me of their genuineness . . . that they have revealed to me my heart to an extent that it could
not possibly be known by any one beside God.” %

Waggoner did have an underlying motive of reforming the teaching of the Seventh-day
Adventist Church. He desired to bring about doctrinal unity in its ranks.

| do desire most earnestly that the time may soon come when all our people

shall see eye to eye. In my unconscious self-sufficient (sic.), | supposed that |

could do much toward accomplishing this. | have learned that God will

accomplish His work in His own way, and that the strongest efforts in the best

cause are powerless when not prompted solely by loveto God. . . .

There was, indeed, a sectional rivalry going on between the Review and Herald
Publishing House and the Pacific Press. Waggoner could seeit. “I am truly sorry for the feeling
that has existed and does exist between the two offices.” Waggoner believed there was a
“misunderstanding on their part” at the Review office. However, Waggoner accepted the blame
too, for “I know full well that a feeling of criticism has been allowed to creep in here, as | think
in no one more than me.”**

Asfor the lost counsel to his father, J. H. Waggoner, regarding the law in Galatians, if he

had known about it “the case would have been different.” But he insisted that “the view which |

have taught is quite materially different from that which father held.”*®
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When Elder Butler received her letter of February 18, 1887, he considered it a full
vindication from Ellen White regarding his course of action. He gently chided her for not
responding sooner. He was fully aware that Waggoner and Jones were teaching the moral law
view in Galatians at Healdsburg for about “two or three years.” However, to his recollection
things had been going on even “six or eight years’ ago. He decided not to do anything about it
because he did not want to stir things up.”*

Then he brought up matters from the past General Conference. What really aggravated
Elder Butler at the 1886 General Conference was “when Dr. W. came on to the Conference, fully
armed for the fray, and was sustained so fully by Bro. Haskell, B. L. Whitney, Wilcox and others
so that he and Bro. Whitney got little companies of our brethren together to indoctrinate as much
aspossiblein quiet. . . ."**

Elder Butler explained his actions to Ellen White: “I did not pursue this course myself, . .
.and | did not favor the matter being brought into public discussion, fearing we should have a
scene which would be very bad in its effect.”*® But further on he conceded that he published a
pamphlet for the leading brethren which was circulated among the delegates at the conference.

He was not straightforward about an article which he had just published in the Review.”
The title of his article identified the “yoke of bondage” (taken from Galatians 5:1) as the
ceremonial law--laws which are “Contrary to us’.

Elder Butler was jubilant that Ellen White had vindicated his position.

| greatly rgjoice. .. after thislong time, to see that you do not endorse the
course the young men have pursued. . . . They will be surprised at your letter. . . .

#1|etter G. |. Butler to E. G. White, March 31, 1887, Battle Creek, Michigan. MMM, p. 69.
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| am sorry for them, for | always pity those who suffer keen
disappointment.”**

She had come out saying that J. H. Waggoner’s position on the law in Galatians was
incorrect. That was “very satisfactory” to Butler.

However, what he was really waiting for was a statement from her to the effect that--

the added Law is either the moral or the ceremonial Law systems. You say in
substance that Elder Waggoner’s position was not correct, his position was that

the moral Law was the added law, hence it must be the other. If our people knew

that you had light that the Moral Law was not the added Law, the question would

be settled in short order. That is precisely what our people are waiting with much

anxiety to know. | am not urging you to say anything, but | feel certain that after

al the stir over this question it will make constant trouble, till your opinion is

known. You seeif it don't (sic.).”®

Butler felt that he had only received half aloaf from Ellen White. But even half aloaf was
better than no loaf at all.

He made the best use possible of it by forwarding it on to S. N. Haskell at South
Lancaster, Massachusetts. He had been irritated that Haskell sustained E. J. Waggoner by voting
on the theological committee against censuring the Signs editors, especially after he had
extended the hospitality of his own home to him.

For his part, Haskell expressed a neutrality on the whole issue of thelaw. “I do not know
as | agree with either Waggoner or Brother Butler but had rather sided in with Waggoner on
some points but not on others. And it was the same with Brother Butler.”*’

For that matter, Haskell did not even know what Ellen White's position was on the law

from what she had written on February 18, 1887. “The good derived was not so much because it

** |etter G. |. Butler to E. G. White, March 31, 1887, Battle Creek, Michigan. MMM, p. 69.
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agreed with my views on the law question for | do not know whether your light is in harmony
with my views or not.”*®

By the spring of 1887, nothing was settled as far as the question on the law in Galatians
was concerned. Each party got what they wanted out of the Ellen White's communication. That,
however, would be short-lived.

Ellen White sent another letter to Elders Butler and Uriah Smith. She was not pleased
with Butler’s article in the Review of March 1, 1887, on “Elder Canright’s Change of Faith,” and
with his open letter reply to E. J. Waggoner on The Law in Galatians. She took him to task for
violating the very principles he expected others to observe about bringing doctrinal matters of
controversy out into the open for public view.

She counseled him: “Had you avoided the question, which you state has been done, it
would have been more in accordance with the light God has seen fit to give to me.”** She had
received word that Butler had used her letter to Waggoner and Jones [February 18, 1887] against
them. But she said:

| sent this not that you should make them weapons to use against the brethren
mentioned, but that the very same cautions and carefulness be exercised by you to

preserve harmony as you would have these brethren exercise. . . .

... | do not wish the letters that | have sent to you should be used in a way
that you will take it for granted that your ideas are all correct and Dr. Waggoner’s
and Elder Jones's are all wrong.*®

She again expressed dismay at not having access to what she had written to J. H.

Waggoner on the law question. But now that she has had time to reflect on it she thought “it

% |bid.
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may be that it was a caution not to make his ideas prominent at that time, for there was great
danger of disunion.”** This left the door open for understanding that the issue of the law-in-
Galatians issue during the 1850's was not present truth and would have led to disunity at the
time.

Ellen White went on to chastise Butler for his polemics in the open letter, The Law in
Galatians. “The principles that you refer to areright. . . . | think you are too sharp,” when it
came to dealing with Dr. Waggoner.

Then she told him about “some impressive dreams’ she had been receiving about Butler
and the disaffected Canright being in the same boat. “. .. You are not altogether in the light.
Elder [D. M.] Canright was presenting his ideas upon the law, and such a mixed up concern |
never heard. Neither of you seemed to see or understand where his arguments would lead to.”**
Canright was in the dark shadows sitting in a “worm-eaten” boat with “decaying timbers’ and
Butler was right there with him. “. . . It is the work of Satan.”**® She expressed her outright
contempt for “the course of Elder Canright.”

She “advised his books to be suppressed, especialy the one on the law. . . . If that work
iswhat | believe it to be, | would burn every copy in the fire before one should be given out to
our people.”® That book had been republished just before the 1886 General Conference
obviously to be used as support for Butler’s position on the ceremonial law in Galatians. At that

time, Elder Butler had no idea where such views would lead, but he soon found out with the

disfellowshipping of hisfriend and colleague, D. M. Canright.
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Elder Butler did not want to see an open discussion of the law in Galatians. He wanted
control of the flow of information. But Ellen White counseled: “I want to see no Pharisaism
among us. The matter now has been brought so fully before the people by yourself aswell asDr.
Waggoner, that it must be met fairly and squarely in open discussion.”*®

Instead of shutting off all discussion, Ellen White believed that the church must be open
to the Word of God. Christ would lead the Seventh-day Adventist Church through the teaching

of Scripture.
For his part, Elder Butler had a bad reaction to Ellen White's correspondence. He
replied: “I have not, Sister White, been able to see the justice of your letter of April 5, 1887, and

never expect to. . . . | had thought | would never answer that letter, but bear in silence and

patience that which seemed to me to be unjust.” *®

He went on to say:

In your letter of April 5, 1887 you seem to be quite anxious lest | should take
advantage of the letter of reproof you had written to Eld. Waggoner and Jones
concerning their course in pushing their views on Galatians, and lest | should
draw conclusions that perhaps | was right in my views of that subject. Let me say
in regard to this that | had never used your article up to that time you had written,
in any such way as your letter intimates, and had no thought of doing so.*’

He agreed with what she had to say about the moral principles of self dying and
becoming as little children. But he took exception when it came to how he was dealing with

these young men.

... With the attitude in which you place my efforts in this matter | cannot see
the justice. | think that | have not been too sharp with Dr. Waggoner, and that
every word that | have said is true and much of the truth has not been told. | think
that every word that | said was more than backed up by what you said to him and
to A. T. Jones in your letter to them of Feb. 18, [1887]. ... | am willing to

¥ 1bid., p. 35.
%% |_etter G. |. Butler to E. G. White, October 1, 1888, Battle Creek, Michigan. MMM, p. 82.
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compare statement with statement, and if your words are not sharper and more

condemnatory toward their course than what | have said, then | am unable to

understand language.®®

Then Elder Butler gave her a little history lesson in the Seventh-day Adventist
understanding of the law in Galatians. He said, Elders James White, J. N. Andrews, Joseph
Bates and others in “the very early period” held the “added law” to be the ten commandments.
When Father Stephen Pierce came to Battle Creek from Vermont and presented his case why the
“added law” of Galatians 3:19 could not be the moral law, it was accepted by Elders James
White and Uriah Smith. There was some continued controversy. J. N. Andrews was undecided
on the issue. However, J. H. Waggoner never would change his mind. For him the law in
Galatians was the moral law.

Then Elder Butler reminded her--

But the time came when your testimony was brought in, and it weighed
heavily in favor of the view held by us, that the added law was not the ten
commandments, but referred to those laws peculiarly Jewish. . . . The public
attitude of your husband, Brother Smith, the Publishing house, etc. have been
unmistakably since the point where your testimony came in, settled on this
question.*®
Then Elder Butler quoted from Ellen White's letter of February 18, 1887, to E. J.

Waggoner: “. .. inreference to the added law. | read thisto Elder [J. H.] Waggoner. | stated
then to him that | had been shown his position in regard to the law was incorrect, . . .. But | did
see years ago that Eld. Waggoner’s views were not correct. . . .”**
Elder Butler drew his own conclusions from this.

These words | believe to be the exact truth. And if they do not show beyond

al question that Eld. [J. H.] Waggoner’s position on the added law was incorrect
and untrue, | should fail to know how human language could make a point clear. .

%% hid., p. 85.
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.. When you condemned in the testimony, . . . Eld. [J. H.] Waggoner’s position
on the added law, you unmistakably condemned the principle that the 10
commandments are the added law. There can be no escape from this
conclusion.®

So Elder Butler was smarting at Ellen White's rebuke that he had come out so publicly
against E. J. Waggoner’s position on the law in Galatians.
Elder Butler complained--

... inregard to my own attitude. | am blamed in the above extracts. ... One
would hardly suppose. . . that a person holding the position of president of the
Genera Conference was obliged to keep his mouth shut while persistent efforts
were being made to bring up a silent controverted point before the public. . . .

And now you censure me for having written a little pamphlet on the subject of
the law in Galatians. . . . You say | have circulated my pamphlet and it is only
fair that Dr. Waggoner should have just as fair a chance as you have had. My
dear sister, you will pardon me if | say that that language seems to me passing
strange.®

Elder Butler had one regret:

... That when these arguments of Waggoner on the other side of the question
appeared in the Instructor lessons and Signs of the Times, . . . that Eld. Smith and
| did not just wade into them and show them up in the widest channels possible.**

Then he used his ultimate argument with Ellen White:

| fancy afew days of Elder James White's administration when such a move
as this would come up, if those young men would not have heard thunder around
their ears, if he had been on earth, that would have made them tingle, then | have
forgotten the nature of this procedure. | have not forgotten the way he handled
things of this kind if he would not go for them in public and private and make
them regret such boldness then | misjudge.®*

This was making Elder Butler sick. He was having doubts about the testimonies. It was

time to square off with these “young fledglings’ who had just gotten into the “editorial chair”

1 bid., pp. 88, 89.
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and show them up.®® Those were fighting words. Surely more serious times would lie in the

future.
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Chapter 10

THE OAKLAND GENERAL CONFERENCE

For awhile E. J. Waggoner took the advice of Ellen White and published no more articles
on the law question. However questions about 2 Corinthians 3:7-11 came into the editor’s
office. Adventists were facing antinomian opponents who believed the “ministration of death”
written in stone was the ten commandments. The law which was glorious was done away.*'®

E. J. Waggoner provided an exposition of 2 Corinthians 3. The common misconception,
according to Waggoner, was that Paul abolished the ten commandments with the old covenant.
A little thought, however, would show that the law was the basis of both the old and the new
covenants (Hebrews 8:8-12). The law was the condition of both covenants. “. .. The people are
to obey the law of God.”*"

Under the old covenant the people promised to obey (Exodus 19:8; 24:3, 7). The new
covenant was founded on “better promises’ (Hebrews 8:6). The better promises included the
forgiveness of sins and the law written in the heart. Christ accomplished this through his
sacrifice and ministry in the heavenly sanctuary (Hebrews 8:10-12, 1, 2). This was why the
ministry of the second covenant was more glorious than the first.

The old covenant was a “ministration of death.” It was a ministration of human priests

offering animal sacrifices which could never forgive sins and change the heart. There was

% Alvin Marsh, Review Of Gitchell : A Reply To His Reasonings Concerning The Sabbath,
The Covenants, And The Law. (Battle Creek, Michigan: Review and Herald Publishing Co.,
1888), pp. 36, 37.

37 E, J. Waggoner, “Exposition of 2 Cor. 3:7-11,” ST 13, 21 (June 2, 1887), p. 328. Cp. “D.
H. Oberholtzer, “ Second Corinthians 3:6,” RH 64, 23 (June 7, 1887). There was agreement on
the point of the law asthe basisfor both the old and the new covenants.



forgiveness and cleansing but only “by virtue of faith in the promised sacrifice of Christ, and
not

because of anything in the old covenant.”**® The apostle had pointed thisout: ... Heisthe
mediator of the new testament, that by means of death, for the redemption of the transgressions
that were under the first testament, they which are called might receive the promise of eternal
inheritance” (Hebrews 9:15).

Waggoner explained: “. .. When sins committed under the first covenant were forgiven,
they were forgiven by virtue of the second covenant.”**

The apostle Paul said: “But if the ministration of death, written and engraven in stones,
was glorious. . . .” (2 Corinthians 3:7). Are the ten commandments death? For anyone who
promised to keep them they were. A sinner was incapable of doing righteousness. The apostle
Paul said, “And the commandment, which was ordained to life, | found to be unto death”
(Romans 7:10). Under the old covenant, the commandments meant death for the violator.

Likewise, under the new covenant the commandments were death. The apostle said:
“Who also hath made us able ministers of the new testament; not of the letter, but of the spirit:
for the letter, but the spirit giveth life” (2 Corinthians 7:6). Waggoner pointed out that
participation in communion, baptism and other rites of the church, without Christ in the life was
arepudiation of Him. It was serving the letter or outward demonstration. The ministration of
the Spirit was more glorious in that Christ was brought into the heart. By faith in Christ one

participated in the ordinances of the gospel.

B hid., p. 327.
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Waggoner concluded, “. . . the ministration of the old covenant as well as the covenant
itself was done away. . . .”*® “For if that which is done away was glorious, much more that
which remaineth is glorious’ (2 Corinthians 3:11).

What was done away? “For if the ministration of condemnation be glory, much more
doth the ministration of righteousness exceed in glory” (2 Corinthians 3:9). It was the temple
service which was done away. What remained was the more glorious ministry of Christ from the
heavenly sanctuary who sent forth the Holy Spirit fulfilling the new covenant promise to
believers.

In the days to come, Uriah Smith was to press his form of accepted dispensationalism
through the pages of the Review. He explained: “That covenant with Israel was called ‘the first
covenant,” and extended to the first advent of Christ. The time having then come for the greater
blessings to be conferred which were promised through the seed of the woman, a new covenant
was made by God with Israel and Judah.”** This was the same kind of thinking which
contributed toward Thomas Preble, Moses Hull, and Dudley M. Canright scuttling their faith in
the ten commandments and the Sabbath.

Elder Smith was even more explicit: “The conclusion is therefore clear, that these two
covenants embody two grand divisions of the work which Heaven has undertaken for human
redemption, and cover two especial dispensations devoted to the development of the work.”*?

During the fall of 1887, Smith ran an eight-part series in the Review on “God’'s

Covenants with Men.” Substantially the same series was published in the Australian Bible Echo

2 |hid., p. 328.

2L, Smith, “What Does God Write? RH 64, 31 (August 2, 1887), p. 488.

¥2 Uriah Smith, The Two Covenants,” Bible Echo, and Signs of the Times 2, 11 (November,
1887), p. 162. Hereafter BE. Emphasis supplied.



later that year.®*® He spent considerable time establishing that the ten commandments were the
basis of the old covenant. The point was that they were not the old covenant, but the conditions
upon which the old covenant agreement was made between God and the people.

His primary interest, of course, was to uphold the commandments and in particular the
Sabbath in the new dispensation. On this point, there was harmony between Elders Butler and
Waggoner. However, Waggoner disagreed on the concept of the covenant as a contract or
agreement.

Elder Smith, like so many others, took his definition of a biblical covenant from
Webster’s dictionary. There was an agreement of parties to obey certain conditions. Smith
concluded, “. . . every covenant which God enters into with men must be based on the condition
on his part of obedience to his law. The theological definition. .. from Webster istherefore
correct when it placed obedience as the first of the terms upon which the promises are to be
secured.”* God even made a covenant of works with Adam.

E. J. Waggoner agreed that the condition of God’ s covenant was the ten commandments.
However, the sinner was incapable of rendering such obedience. So God promised that Christ
would be the sinner’s actual substitute and surety. God's covenant, then, was His promise in
Christ. Waggoner observed:

The Lord made a promise to him [Abraham], that would have staggered most

men, it was so great, so incomprehensible. ... ... Abraham said, | believe; and
the Lord, in return for that ssmple faith, declared hissinsforgiven. . . .

¥3 Uriah Smith, “God's Covenants with Men” RH (September 13 to November 1, 1887);
“The Two Covenants,” BE (November 1887 to March, 1888); Uriah Smith, The Two Covenants,
(Battle Creek, Michigan: Review and Herald, n.d.).

¥4 U. Smith, “God’'s Covenants with Men,” RH 64, 37 (September 13, 1887), p. 584.



In what did Abraham have faith? . .. In the death and resurrection of
Christ.®®

The sinner believed God's Word. Abraham said, “Amen,” to what God promised Him and
he was accounted righteous.

At Sinai God renewed that same promise to Israel (Exodus 19:2-5). The same
promise had been given to the first sinner. Adam lived by faith in God His Creator, Sustainer,
and Redeemer.

Genuine faith did not manifest itself in loose living or “presumption.” “The possession
of such faith as Abraham had, indicated humility, and submission to the will of God. . . .”*° It
“aways leads to obedience” being demonstrated by its “works.”

Waggoner clarified the relationship of Abraham’s faith and works. First, “he was
justified by simple faith, without any works. Works could not have entered into that
justification.”®’ Afterward, when his faith was tested to offer up Isaac “he was justified by

works.” “. .. Thework or the outcome of hisfaith. . . was the evidence of perfected faith. ... ..

. Faith made use of works, to show that it was not dead, but wasin active existence.”**®
When Elder Smith explained Exodus 19:3-6, he said: “God entered into another and
special covenant with that people. . . This was subordinate to the covenant made with

Abraham to carry on a particular purpose for a particular time.”** This same series ran in The

Gospel Sckle.®®

¥ E, J. Waggoner, “The Commentary. Call of Abraham. Lesson 8.--Sabbath, February 25,”
ST 14, 7 (February 17, 1888), p. 106.
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Elder Smith had reference to the sacrificial system which he characterized as
“complicated.” God's purpose was “to hedge them in from all other nations, and keep them a
separate and distinct people.”** After the first advent of Christ, “the necessity no longer existed
for the work to be confined to a single nation, and that nation kept distinct and separate from all
other people. . . .”>*

Elder Smith did allow that “wicked and unconverted” people could enter the covenants of
God. They had to give up their loyalties to Satan and “declare” their loyalty to God. Then they
could enjoy the “benefits’ of God’'s covenant.

The ten commandments were the “basis’ for both covenants. There was agreement with
Waggoner on this point. However, there was disagreement with this statement: “The two great
covenants that God has made--one for each dispensation. . . . the covenant of the old
dispensation, and another [basis] for the covenant of the new.”** Thistype of dispensationalism
subtly penetrated everything Elder Smith wrote on the covenants.

He asked, “When was the new covenant made?’ He answered, when Christ died on the
cross. “At the cross the Jewish system ended and the Christian dispensation began. There was
the dividing line between them. . .. From that moment the new covenant was in force.”®* The
unspoken idea was that salvation was confined to the Jews until Christ died on the cross.

Along these lines, Elder Smith agreed with Elder Butler’s interpretation of Galatians 3:17
which he quoted with his own interpolations:

.. . the covenant that was confirmed before of God in Christ [the Abrahamic
covenant], the law [the Horeb covenant with Israel], which was four hundred and

¥ U. Smith, “God’'s Covenants with Men,” RH 64, 39 (September 27, 1887), p. 617.
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thirty years after, cannot disannul that it should make the promise of none

effeg;r if the inheritance [the world promised to Abraham, Rom. 4:13] be of the

law [is to be secured by a performance of the ceremonies and services of the

Mosaic system], it is no more of promise [it does not rest simply on the promise

of God], but God gave it to Abraham by promise.**

The ceremonial law was “added” because of transgression of the ten commandments.

In addition to the Abrahamic covenant, God “added; a subordinate arrangement. . . a new
covenant was formed. . . .” with Israel ** “. .. Till Christ, as the promised Seed, should come. . .
" If the Jews “followed the leadings (sic.) of this ‘pedagogue,’ this ‘schoolmaster,” they would
not have have rejected the Messiah. . .”**" Thelaw in Galatians 3 wasthe Mosaic law.

Elder Smith believed that the defense of the Sabbath hinged on the distinction between
the two laws.**® He was not about to concede that the law in Galatians 3 was the moral law. His
point was forcefully made, “. . . our opponents labor to show that in the days of Moses, all the
law. . . “was a burdensome system,” a ‘yoke of bondage,” a ‘schoolmaster designed only to lead
us to Christ;’ . . . and was therefore ‘nailed to the cross.’”**® The schoolmaster was the
ceremonial law.

This, in addition to the two covenants, was shaping up to be the major battle ground.

There was disunity between the Review, The Gospel Sckle, and the Sgns. The conflict had not

been resolved by the 1887 General Conference in Oakland, California.
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When the General Conference session convened in Oakland, on Sunday, November 13,
1887, Elder Butler knew what he was facing. He later wrote to Ellen White:

... | have the best evidence that only at the Oakland Gen. Conf. last year he

[E. J. Waggoner] took some of our ministers in private conference over this

subject and

read them a long review he had prepared of my pamphlet [The Law in

Galatians|, and did every way his ingenuity could invent to impress his view of

this subject. | have this from the mouth of men who knew for themselves what

they weretalking of. . .. So | have no evidence that Eld. E. J. Waggoner or those

backing him ever have any idea of letting up, but think they still propose to fight

this to the bitter end.**

By the spring of 1888, E. J. Waggoner was publishing editorials in the Signs on
Abraham.*" These were similar in nature as his earlier studies on “The Inheritance of the
Saints.” They dealt with the promise given to Abraham and followed its course through his
descendants and the history of ancient Isragl.

Then in June Waggoner wrote notes for the Sabbath School lesson on “God’'s Covenant
with Israel.”** There were points in common with Butler and Smith. The old covenant was “a
mutual agreement between God and the people.” This