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IN THE SHADOW OF THE 'DAILY':
BACKGROUND AND AFTERMATH OF THE 1919 BIBLE AND
HISTORY TEACHERS' CONFERENCE
Bert Haloviak
INTRODUCTION
Arthur G. Daniells, after the initial three-week phase of the 1919 Bible
and History Teachers' Conference wrote W. C. White:
I think I can truly say that at the close of this important meeting,

we stand together more unitedly and firmly for all the fundamentals
than when we began the meeting.

A contrary opinion was expressed three years later by J. S. Washburn, a minister

of thirty-eight years, when he stated:

Under the authority, and sanction or permission at least of this so

called Bible Institute, teachers were undermining the confidence of

our sons and daughters in the very fundamentals of our truth, while

the parents were not allowed to inquire into the sacred secrets of

this private council,,.. One of our most faithful workers said the

holding of this [1919] Bible Institute was the most terrible thing

that had ever happened in the history of this denomination.l

The Washburn statement reflected a viewpoint that had deep roots in the
denominational past, but a viewpoint that was not represented at the 1919 Con-
ference. That viewpoint was not excluded by design, but rather because the
initiative for the Conference came from the education field, and delegates were
selected largely from the Bible and history faculties of the major educational
institutions.

The discord with this unrepresented segment had begun far earlier than 1919
and would continue after the Conference. The nature of the disharmony concerned
conflicting viewpoints regarding the iﬁspiration of the spirit of prophecy and
was fought with the theological question of the '"daily" of Daniel 8 as a backdrop.

This paper will attempt to outline the two major conflicting positions on
the nature of the inspiration of the spirit of prophecy and to illustrate the
consequences of the friction between those positions. It will also examine some

of the crises that militated against a successful dialogue that might have

synthesized the conflicting viewpoints. The writer believes that the tragedy of



the decade that preceded, and the decades that followed the Conference was that
each side had elements of truth that were needed by the other. Distrust, how-
ever, resulted in one position dismissing the other as '"verbal inspirationists,"
while the second camp considered its opponents to be moving, consciously or
unconsciously, toward the destruction of the spirit of prophecy. With that dis-
trust came solidification of positions that rendered more unlikely the needed
dialogue.

After looking at the Conference itself and some of its unresolved questions,
the péper briefly examines certain apostasies that colored the atmosphere as
the debate on the '"daily" was beginning. It then examines the major proponents
of each of the positions that became solidified over the question of the inspira-
tion of the spirit of prophecy.

It should be noted that the nature of the questions involved in this paper
necessitated a broad attempt for documentation., It should be understood that,
while the writer believes that the evidence justifies the general conclusions
reached, the paper in no way purports to be a thorough exposition of the many
involved episodes that it touches.

The sponsors of the 1919 Bible and History Teachers' Conference did not
produce minutes of the meeting nor did they issue a formal report of positions
taken on the various topics presented. The transcript of this conference, there-
fore, does not constitutz any kind of an official statement. The transcript
consists of both study papers and discussions. Some of the discussions covered
topics not on the agenda.

Careful scholarship would place more weight on the thoughts expressed in
the papers than in the ideas presented during the discussions, insofar as

denominational consensus is concerned. While the extemporaneous remarks of a



delegate might reveal his own deepest theological problems, the same topic
handled by the same person but appearing in a denominational journal or book
would more nearly represent the church at large or a major school of denomina-

tional thought,

1919 BIBLE AND HISTORY TEACHERS' CONFERENCE

T. E. Bowen, in a poetic outburst to his friend A. 0. Tait, sought to prepare
him for the seasonable Washington climate he could expect during the férthcoming
Bible and Histéry Teachers' Conference to be held for six weeks beginning
July 1, 1919:

The days are getting slimmer,
The heat begins to simmer

To make his point painfully clear, Bowen noted that by the time July comes on
"it will be delightfully warm, so come on and help us enjoy it." He recalled
that when the location for the Conference was under consideration, A. G. Daniells
noted that Bowen had stayed around Washington for the past 10 to 12 summers and
survived.?

A fair gmount of the initiative for holding such a conference had come
from the Pacific Press, where Tait was serving as an editor. As early as 1913,

M. C. Wilcox, editor of the Signs of the Times, had called for such a meeting

to undertake in-depth Bible studies similar to those he recalled from a bygone
era. Another thing that Wilcox recalled from that earlier period was that there
was not ''that awful fear that somebody was going to teach heresy if they held
a little different view from what somebody else did.'"3

Two years later Wilcox renewed his call. This ﬁime he listed the points of
difference among editors, Bible teachers, and ministers and hoped such questions
as (a) prophetic dates relating to the beginning and ending of the 1260 years,

(b) meaning of the term "Spirit of Prophecy" in Rev. 12:17 and 19:10, (c¢) the



"daily" of Daniel 8, (d) the king of the North of Daniel 11, (e) "This generation"

of Matthew 24, and (f) the plagues of Rev. 16, would be considered. The matter

was discussed during Fall Council and the delegates looked toward such a meeting '"at

the first opportunity."” A year later A. O. Tait made a similar recommendation.4
In 1917 W. C. White became wearied by the over-concentration on war themes
depicted in denominational periodicals: He wondered if the denomination then
had scholarship sufficient to develop prophetic themes broader than the immedi-
ate war situation. As he looked toward the Bible teachers he believed, "with a

few exceptions,"”

that they could be classed within two categories: (a) ortho-
dox, but unprogressive and boring, (b) progressive and interesting, but not
orthodox. He called for a systematic method of improvement and urged that a
summer Bible school be conducted annually. Daniells responded favorably to the
proposal by recalling his own attempts in 1913 to conduct a Bible Teachers' |
Institute. He believed that such meetings with Bible teachers and editors should
result in a '"blending in unity."5

The General Conference Committee on April 5, 1918, adopted a resolution
calling for a Bible and History Teachers' Council of six weeks' duration to
begin July 1, 1918. Bible and history teachers from SDA colleges and junior
colleges, leading editors and '"such other leading men'" as the GCC might desig-
nate, were invited to attend. A committee of seven selected some 40 delegates
and assigned approximately 67 Bible and history topics to be considered. Some
of the suggested topics and proposed speakers were: ''The Use of the Spirit of
Prophecy in ﬁible and History Teaching," A. G, Daniells or W. A. Spicer; "The
'Daily' of the Book of Daniel," F. M. Wilcox; "Inspiration: What Is It in the
Bible and in the Testimonies?', A. G. Danlells; "What Shall Our Attitude Be on
the Flesh Question?™, F; M. Wilcox. When the war situation caused cancellation
of the proposed Conference, the General Conference Committee recommgnded one

similar in scope to be held in 1919, Rather interestingly, however, the
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topics approved by the GCC did not include either the spirit of prophecy or the
”déily." The covering letter sent to the delegates did note, however, that it
was not intended that the 11 listed topics would be the only subjects considered,
but that others could be considered "as may seem best."®

As a member of the General Conference Committee, W. C. Whitelautomatically
qualified as a delegate to the Conference. Daniels extended to him, Eowever, a
special invitation to attend. Although White could think of nothing he would
enjoy as much as attending the Conference, his urgent work in manuscript prepara-
tion prevented his attendance.’

The area of perhaps greatest interest during the discussions at the 1919
Bible and History Teachers' Conference concerned the nature of the inspiration
of the spirit of prophecy. Although the subject was formally discussed on
three separate occasions, other areas of the stenographic report of the meetings
afférd additional insight into the various understandings of the nature of the
inspiration of Ellen G. Whiﬁe.

W. W. Prescott, General Conference field secretary, first broached the

subject by suggesting that statements in the spirit of prophecy needed to be

"interpreted" to bring them into "harmony with history and fact." This, he noted,

might at times conflict with the normal first reading of a specific statement.
Prescott then moved from that point to concluding that the spirit of prophecy
should be "corrected" when errors of fact were uncovered. He listed six such

"corrections' that had been made in the 1911 edition of Great Controversy.8

F. M. Wilcox, editor of the Review, while agreeing that Mrs. White in the
past had recognized fallibility in her recall of certain events about which she
was writing from memory, emphasized a hol istic approach to the writings that
enabled him to avoid the need of deciding whether specific historical statements

were inspired or not. This basic divergence seemed to be present throughout the



discﬁssions on the spirit of prophecy, and seemed to be unresolved when the
Conference ended.?

A. 0. Tait picked up the Prescott theme and stated, "In other words, she
never claimed she had inspired evidence in regard to those dates and historical

facts."

Prescott responded by inaccurately attributing the following position
to W. C. White:

I talked to Eld. W. C. White about this matter, as I had something to

do with this book, and he has told me that there was no claim that

this book was to be an inspired authority on facts of history.lO
As will be examined later, W. C. White never attempted to divide portions of
the spirit of prophecy writings into inspired and uninspired sections. While
he did not consider Mrs. White as final authority on questions of historical
accuracy, and not to be used as authority in settling disputed histérical ques-
tions, he studiously avoided distinguishing between so-called inspired and
uninspired aspects of the spirit of prophecy.

While D. E. Robinson offered an explanation that could account for at least
three of the six "corrections" mentioned by Prescott, W. G. Wirth, Bible teacher
from Pacific Union College, affirmed that he had never believed 'that the

history of the spirit of prophecy was to be taken as inspired." He considered

that the "history was merely thrown in to substantiate the principles."1l

Six days after that genefal discussion on the spirit of prophecy, A. G. Daniells

expressed pleasure for the opportunity of meeting and having a ''plain talk about
this question.'" He also expressed happiness for the chance to place himself 'on
record regarding this gift to the church" because of the criticisms that seemed
to plague him and other members of the General Conference that they were '"shaky

with reference to the spirit of prophecy,"

and that they stood on slippery
ground.12

Daniells concluded his introduction to the subject by expressing his deep
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concern over the possibility of his influencing someone to have less than full
confidence in the prophetic gift in the church. He then related expcriences
both in the United States and Australia that solidified his firm confidence in
the spirit of prophecy. As he was discussing the details of the crisis '"that

would shake this denomination to its foundation,"

the Kellogg crisis, Daniells
informed the stenographers not to transcribe the remainder of that meeting
"which would take over 60 pages of typewriting."l3

At the beginning of his talks on the spirit of prophecy during the second
series of meetings, Daniells again started with the hope that he would not say
"one word that will destroy confidence in this gift. . . . I do not want to
create doubts." On several occasions he called for an affirmation from the
teachers that his position was not one that would cause them to think he was
shaky on the spirit of prophecy. It seemed clear that Daniells considered he
was dealing with sympathetic listeners. One of the teachers sympathetically
pointed to the widespread belief that neither he nor Prescott believed the
Testimonies and this seemed to solidify Daniells' intention of "explaining'" the
position of those who caused him to have that reputation. Daniells, as well as
others, consistently attributed to that segment a belief in the verbal inspira-
tion of the spirit of prophecy.lA

During his July 30 talk, Daniells seemed to reveal rather fully his concept
of the inspiration of the spirit of prophecy. While he clearly considered the
Testimonies to be from the Lord, he likewise stressed that there was a need
for interpretation to occur. He emphasized that the real basis for his confi-
dence in the gift was the fruitage of the gift within the church.

Daniells considered the spirit of prophecy as an inspired commentary upon
the Bible, but he rejected the concept that it was the only safe interpreter of

the Bible or that it was "an infallible interpreter'" of the Bible. On questions
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of interpretation, Daniells stressed his belief in a hol;istic approach on a
teaching in the spirit of prophecy. He emphasized that the "whole trend of
teaching and thought that is put through the Testimonies on that subject"
should determine the conclusions.15

Daniells did not consider that Mrs. White claimed '"to be an authority on
history, and never claimed to be a dogmatic teacher on theology.'" He emphasized
that he believed that "as far as she was concerned, she was ready to correct in
revision such statements as she thought should be corrected." He seemed to be
stressing that, just as Mrs. White should not be considered an "infallible
interpreter" of the Bible, so she should not be considered an "infallible guide
to history." It should be noticed that Daniells seemed to avoid the position
Prescott seemed to take of considering Mrs. White not "inspired" uﬁon certain
points, Daniells distinguished between the question of infallibility and inspira-
tion and stated, "I never understood that she put infallibility into the histor-

ical quotations," while also agreeing that the final proof of the inspiration of

the spirit of prophecy was its spiritual value rather than its historical
veracity.16

Another facet of Daniells' understanding of the proper use of the spirit of
prophecy related to his belief that some claimed too much for the writings. While
he warned that all efforts should be made to avoid casting doubts upon the gift to
students, another way to injure the student would be '"to take an extreme and
unwarranted position."17

Daniells'philosophy toward interpreting the spirit of prophecy in terms of
the context was enunciated in response to a question concerning the use of

butter, He knew, Daniells asserted, that from conversations he had with Mrs.

White that she well understood that common sense dictated that people should be



governed by the locality and circumstances in their relation to the health
question.18

The most prominent feature in the discussions of the spirit of prophecy on
August 1 was the question of verbal inspiration. F. M. Wilcox stated that
because of his knowledge of the methods used in the Ellen White works he ''mever
believed in the verbal inspiration of the Testimonies.'" J. N. Anderson wondered
if the leadership should continue to "let our people in general go on holding
to the verbal inspiration of the Testimonles?" He called for cautious moves in
the direction of educating the membership to avoid the serious crisis that might
someday occur. C. L. Taylor doubted that the membership generally believed in
the verbal inspiration of the Testimonies. He noted that the question was
discussed far more at the Conference 'in ome day' than he ever heard of it in
his entire life. Daniells again seemed t6 be reacting to those who questioned
his standing on the spirit of prophecy when he stated:

I think more mischief can be done with the Testimonies by claiming

their verbal inspiration than can with the Bible. If you ask for the

logic of it, it might take some time to bring it out, and I might not

be able to satisfy every mind; but if you ask for practical experience,

I can give it to you, plenty of it.
Daniells expressed his opinion that holding to a verbal inspiration concept of
the Testimonies was illogical 'because everybody who has ever seen the work done
knows better, and we might as well dismiss ic.m9

G. B. Thompson believed that the church had been incorrectly educated and
thus the denomination faced the possibility of a shock on the question of
verbal inspiration. His confidence in the spirit of prophecy was not in its
verbal inspiration, he stated, but rather "in their influence and power in the
denomination.'" He concluded, "They are not verbally inspired--we know that--

and what is the use of teaching that they are?" M. E. Kern suggested that the

question of verbal inspiration did not settle the problem of defining the
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inspiration of Ellen White and Daniells responded by suggesting that difficul-
ties sprang from the two questions of infallibility and verbal inspiration. He

then referred to James White statements in the Review and Herald that attempted

to correct erroneous ideas about verbal inspiration. Daniells believed that
because that explanation was not accepted "and passed on down," the present

generation faced that perplexity. He continued:

We could mention some old and some young who think they cannot believe

the Testimonies without just putting them up as absolutely infallible

and word-inspired, taking the whole thing as given verbally by the

Lord. They do not see how to believe them and how to get good out of

them except in that way. ... I am sure there has been advocated an

idea of infallibility in Sister White and verbal inspiration in the

Testimonies that has led people to expect too much and to make too

great claims, and so we have gotten into difficulty.... Brethren are

we going to evade difficulties or help out the difficulties by taking

a false position? (VOICES: NO!)
The next three pages of transcript depict Daniells applying the question of
verbal inspiration to such questions as salt, eggs, butter and book revision.
How, he asks, could the writings be revised, if they were verbally inspired.zo

Several attempts were made to arrive at a practical way to deal with the
concept of inspiration. B. L. House considered the problem not to be the ques-
tion of verbal inspiration, but rather the methodology used in preparing the
books. Because he believed the Testimonies were prepared differently than other
works containing historical extracts, he implied that the Testimonies were more
inspired. F. M. Wilcox again stressed his over-all concept of inspiration that
would allow for the possibility of fallibility in a specific detail. "It seems
to me I would have to accept what she says on some of those general policies or
I would have to sweep away the whole thing," he stated.2l

The discussion closed, however, with most questions unresolved. Perhaps the

most basic was that posed by C. L. Benson, dean and history teacher at Pacific

Union College:
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If there are such uncertainties with reference to our historical
position, and if the Testimonies are not to be relied on to throw

a great deal of light upon our historical positions, and if the same
is true with reference to our theological interpretation of texts,
then how can we consistently place implicit confidence in the direc-
tion that is given with reference to our educational problems, and
our medical school, and even our denominational organization? 1If
there is a definite spiritual leadership in these things, then how
can we consistently lay aside the Testimonies or partially lay them
aside when it comes to the prophetic and historic side of the message
and place these things on the basis of research work, 22

C. L. Taylor, Bible instructor at Canadian Junior College, recstated the
Benson question by noting that if Ellen White's statements concerning history
and possibly certain expositions of scripture were considered unreliable:

The only natural conclusion for me, and probably for a great many

others, would be that the same authorship is unreliable regarding

organization, regarding pantheism, and every other subject that she

ever treated on--that she may have told the truth, but we had better

get all the historical data we can to see whether she told the truth

or not. That is something I would like to hear discussed. I do not
believe we shall get to the foundation of the question unless we answer

Professor Benson's question.

M. E. Kern, Secretary of the GC Youth Department, likewise touched on
that question when he wondered how the same individual (probably referring to
Prescott) could consider the historical data in the spirit of prophecy as
unreliable "'and then assert his absolute confidence in the spirit of prophecy."”
He likewise wondered how an individual (obviously meaning Daniells) could
~ignore the definite testimony concerning butter and still claim absolute confi-
dence in the inspiration of the spirit of prophecy. The question is, stated
Kern, "What is the nature of inspiration?" Kern emphasized the twin problems
of explaining such a philosophy of inspiration to young people and also the
problem of avoiding rationalizing away the entire spirit of prophecy. Kern
continued:

Can we, either in the Bible or the Testimonies, play upon a word

instead of the general view of the whole scope of interpretation?

I do not believe a man can believe in the general inspiration of the

spirit of prophecy and still not believe that vegetarianism is the

thing for mankind. I can understand how that testimony was written

for individuals, and there are exceptions to it, and how Sister White

in her human weakness could make a mistake in stating a truth, and
still not destroy the inspiration of the spirit of prophecy; but the
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question is how to present these matters to the people.24

Prescott likewise considered the question of "inaccuracies'" within the
spirit of prophecy as a dilemma regarding the question of inspiration. He

recalled his experience relating to the revision of Great Controversy. His

problem was, he stated,‘to "retain faith' in those areas of the spirit of
prophecy that he had no possibility of verifying as he did the historical revi-
sions that were accepted. He noted that he had not given up the spirit of
prophecy despite this difficulty, but '"had to adjust" his "view of things."
He alluded to his poor reputation concerning his stance upon the spirit of
prophecy and sympathized with the question posed by Benson noting:

I have gone through the personal experience myself over that very

thing that you speak of. If we correct it here and correct it

there, how are we going to stand with it in the other places?
His solution seemed to be to distinguish between the books that he judged were
prepared largely by Mrs. White and those ''prepared by others for sale to the

' while at the same time asserting, inconsistently, that he would not

n25

" public,'
draw a line "between what was authoritative and what was not.
Loewson's]

The Conference concluded without answering this basic question. Perhaps
it was not equipped to do so. Perhaps the range of alternatives was not given
a wide enough hearing. Perhaps a varying view of the nature of the inspiration
of the spirit of prophecy needed to be combined with the views represented at
the Conference.

During his last discussion on the spirit of prophecy at the Conference,
Daniells alluded to his in-depth exposure to the workings of that gift Qithin
the church. Indeed, very few were alive by 1919 who had a more thorough expo-

sure to the spirit of prophecy than A. G. Daniells. Note this statement made

to the Conference delegates:
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All these years since the Battle Creek controversy began I have

been face to face with this question of the testimonies. I have

met all the doubters, the chief ones, and have dealt with it in

ministerial institutes, and have talked it over and over until

I am thoroughly familiar with it, whether I am straight or not.

I do not know that there is a crook or a kink in it that I have not

heard brought up by these men that have fallen away from us.Z26

A glimpse at some of the questions raised during the controversy with
J. H. Kellogg and A. T. Jones in Battle Creek might be helpful in gaining a

perspective of Daniells' and others' attitudes toward the inspiration of

the spirit of prophecy.

KELLOGG-JONES CRISIS

As the Kellogg-Jones crisis was approaching a peak of intensity, George
Butler, former president of the General Conference wrote the current president,

A. G. Daniels, his reaction:

It is a terrible, terrible thing! and are we going into the conflic‘ﬁ
before us . . . the great and closing conflict, with two camps wrang-
ling with each other, Arthur? I do not believe it is possible, unless
we get this thing fixed up in some way, and union restored, to go on
without being terribly crippled for years, and the loss of many souls.
A fundamental element of the wrangling mentioned by Butler concerned conflict-
ing interpretations of the inspiration of the spirit of prOphecy.27
The attitude that both John Harvey Kellogg and Alonzo T. Jones had toward
the spirit of prophecy seemed to preclude or at least to sharply minimize the
possibility of considering the context of the message given or of "interpreting"
it. When urged, in 1905, to explain or have A. T. Jones explain a pre-1900
testimony relating to medical work Kellogg stated, "I don't know that it needs
explanation. There is just the statement there." Jones commented, "I never

explain the Testimonies. I believe them." Kellogg agreed with that position

and affirmed:
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What is the use of trying to explain what the Lord is doing, what
the Lord says. The Lord says it as he wants to say it.

A little later during this same meeting, Kellogg reiterated this attitude:

I am not going to explain what the Lord says. I am not going
to try to. When I read my Bible I believe the Bible--the word
the Lord has sent to me, and I will just get out of it all I
can. I will ask the Lord to interpret that to me so I can
understand it. I read the Testimonies in just the same way.28

Jones affirmed that his understanding of the inspiration of the testimonies
was undercut when he could not explain a seeming inconsistency. Like Kellogg
he refused to explain or consider the changing circumstances when he related

to the spirit of prophecy. Jones told the congregation at the Battle Creek

Tabernacle:

I have not a cent's worth of respect for any such plea as is
made too often and especially of late years on 'Testimonies
up-to~date'; as if a Testimony up-to-date is to take the place
of all that ever went before it. Mahomet taught that doctrine
as to his revelations--that the last revelation took the place
of all that went before it. But God's revelation is not that
way. God's revelation is truth, and is just as good today as
- it was a thousand years ago. It never gets out of date; and
the last one that comes is not going to contradict, or vitiate, or
set aside, or annihilate any that went before it.... No sir,
the Bible is the Word of God. It is the same today as it was
when Isaiah wrote it, when Amos wrote it, when Hosea wrote it,
when Paul wrote it, and will be the same after the world is ended
and gone. It is so with the Testimonies, too, as certainly as
they are the truth of God.29

Jones thus reacted strongly against those who he believed "explained

away,'" or took a "broad view'" of the testimonies, and he considered that they

were violating the inspiration of the spirit of prophecy. He likewise continued
to believe that the testimony applying to the presidency of the General Con-
ference in 1897 continued to have relevance in 1906 and thus Daniells was not
1oya1 to the testimonies since the testimony stated that it was not wise to have
one man as president. He rejected all explanations’of that testimony, noting

that "whenever it has been quoted it has been explained, instead of obeyed,
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and doubtless will be so to the end.” He noted that everyone agreed that the
testimony stated that there should not be one president, but it was always
explained to mean something "different from what it says." He concluded:

Why must we be required to accept all these explanations of what
the Testimonies mean, instead of being left free to believe them
for just what they say? Can not we be allowed to believe what is
said in plain words? Shall we not be allowed to know what we
know? Must we accept the General Conference explanation of every-
thing? If that be so, then what need have we of the Testimonies,
the Bible, our own faculties and senses, or anything else than
just the "General Conference' explanation?30

Jones was so firmly tied to his concept of inspiration that when word
came to him that Mrs. White asked him among others to write to her their
perplexities concerning her writings so that she might explain them, Jones
wrote her that upon that consideration he would not write because:

Such a proposition in itself surrenders at once the whole ground
of the claim in behalf of your writings as the word of God, or

as given by inspiration of God. TFor if the writings were really
the word of God--a. They need no explanation. b, If the writings
to be explained were not the word of God, then I would not want
any explanation of them; for I would not care any more for them
than for any other writings that were not the word of God.3l

Another tendency present in both Jones and Kellogg was their tendency
to state their conclusions in a rather absolute manner. Because Jones believed
that the 1907 Sabbath School lessons on the covenants directly contradicted the
conclusions resulting from the message of justification by faith that he was
so completely involved with during the decade of the 1890s, he asserted:
In these Sabbath School lessons regularly produced by 'the denomina-
tion," and used by the denomination for the religious and doctrinal
instruction of the denomination, it stands undisputable that the
Seventh~day Adventist "denomination" stands so committed to sheer
. legalism that they have involved in it the very universe of God....
So far as in their power lies, [the denomination] have actually

committed the created universe and even the Creator Himself to that
same covenant of bondage of self-righteousness.

Jones' absolutism did not permit him to accept explanation that the judgment

of the Sabbath School Department in publishing the lessons or the author
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in writing them, did not commit the denomination to that position. He asserted

that, if the Kellogg book, Living Temple, had been published by the Sabbath

School Department and studied as quarterly lessons,

then it would be as certain as any thing can be, that the denomina-

tion would have been committed to the "LIVING TEMPLE" as a de-

nominational book, and its teachings as denominational doctrine. 32

The same type of position seemed to be taken by Jones when the ninth
volume of the Testimonies was published in 1909. Because of the intensity of
his belief that the article '"Sunday Labor" in that volume contradicted earlier
Ellen White statements on the Sunday question, Jones issued a pamphlet entitled
"The Ten Commandments for Sunday Observance,' asserting that the "SDA Denomina-
tion and 'organized work' stands publicly committed to Sunday observance."

He wrote Daniells:

I cannot imagine what ''the denomination'" or "organized work'" could

now possibly do that would cause me to write or address anything

more to Seventh-day Adventists or concerning them as distinct from

any other Sunday keepers or worshippers of the beast and his image.

Therefore from now on you can safely count that the Seventh-day Ad-

ventist "denomination'" and "organized work," as distinct from any

other church factions or Sunday keepers will be perfectly free from

any "attacks" or "opposition” from me. '

The Jones and Kellogg position on the inspiration of the spirit of
prophecy that minimized context and interpretation seemed to place them in a
situation where a choice between only two alternatives was possible. They could
totally reject the messages that they had been following for years or they
could find some explanation that could deal with seemingly inconsistent
messages. They followed the latter route and concluded that some of Mrs.
White's testimonies were influenced by others. Thus not all that she wrote
was to be considered inspired. Once they placed themselves into the position

of having to decide which of the writings were inspired and which were not,

it seemed merely a question of time before they no longer would feel comfortable
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in the church. When Daniells reminded Jones of his stance on the testimonies
in the 1890s when Jones "used them with great force to wheel men and policies
into line," Jones agreed that that was the case, but continued:

Every soul knows that I never was partial in them, that I never used
some with pile-driver force, while utterly ignoring or explaining

away others just as plain and definite. The brethren, and the

people, know well that whenever I was advocating a matter and some

one produced a Testimony to the contrary, instead of explaining it
away I stopped instantly and changed my course accordingly. And

that was because of my loyalty to the Testimonies. And that loyalty
to the Testimonies was because I believed--honestly and truly be-
lieved--that everything that was written and sent out as Testimony was
Testimony from the Lord. To that belief and that confidence I was

as true as it is possible for a man to be. But that trust and

that confidence have been betrayed. And by that betrayal I have

been compelled--most reluctantly compelled, I assure you--yet literally
compelled to yield that position.34

Ellen White considered that the Kellogg-Jones crisis was "undermining the
foundation pillars of the faith." She noticed the "misrepresentations and
falsehoods' regarding the testimonies and warned that:

Very adroitly some have been working to make of no effect the Testi-

monies of warning and reproof that have stood the test for half a

century. At the same time, they deny doing any such thing.

In considering the "undermining," Mrs. White frequently alluded to the
question of the alleged human influence on the testimonies. She noted that
many had gone into infidelity through the position '"somebody has told Sister
White." She pointed out:

Unless there is a breaking away from the influence that Satan has

prepared, and a reviving of the testimonies that God has given,

souls will perish in their delusion. They will accept fallacy

after fallacy, and will thus keep up a disunion that will always

exist until those who have been deceived take their stand on the

right platform.35

The Kellogg-Jones crisis was only the beginning of the disunion over the
spirit of prophecy that was to plague the denomination in the early years

of the century. Other apostasies sprang from and operated in conjunction with or

independently of the Battle Creek faction. The element that most had in common
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was their conclusion that portions of the spirit of prophecy writings could

be taken as uninspired.

THE "DAILY"

As the "daily" controversy erupted within the denomination, the intensity
of the Battle Creek crisis and the consequences of the attacks of other
apostagsies, served to solidify the contending views into two camps relative to
the question of the nature of the inspiration of the spirit of prophecy.

Positions solidified according to interpretations of Dan. 8:11-13 and a

statement made in Early Writings:

Yea, he magnified himself even to the prince of the host, and by
him the daily sacrifice was taken away, and the place of his
sanctuary was cast down. And an host was given him against the
daily sacrifice by reason of transgression, and it cast down

the truth to the ground; and it practised, and prospered. Then
I heard one saint speaking, and another saint said unto that
certain saint which spake, How long shall be the vision con-
cerning the daily sacrifice, and the transgression of desolation,

to give both the sanctuary and the host to be trodden under foot?
(Dan. 8:11-13)

Then I saw in relation to the "daily" (Dan. 8:12), that the word
"sacrifice" was supplied by man's wisdom, and does not belong to the
text; and that the Lord gave the correct view of it to those who gave
the judgment hour cry. When union existed, before 1844, nearly all
were united on the correct view of the "daily," but in the con-
fusion since 1844, other views have been embraced, and darkness

and confusion have followed. Time _bhas not been a test since 1844,
and it will never again be a test.

The "old view" or "pioneer position' of the "daily" interpreted it, as
did almost all the Millerites, to refer to ancient Roman paganism, while the
"new view" interpreted the term to refer to the taking away of the knowledge
of Christ's priestly mediation in the heavenly sanctuary by instituing a
false sanctuary system. One view depended primarily upon the literal reading

of the Early Writings statement, while the other emphasized the contextual

background to the statement.
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STEPHEN HASKELL

In May of 1920, Stephen Haskell, at age 87, reflected upon the denominational
events of the previous 15 years. By 1920 he saw within the church "two classes
of critics of the sharpest kind." He observed that one side criticized everything
that did not seem in complete harmony with the spirit of prophecy, while the other
exhibited a disposition "to show in some way [it] cannot be relied upon.'" He
was amazed that certain people within these groups were so familiar with and
had access to the unpublished letters of Ellen White. Haskell saw the camps
preparing "for a battle of the fiercest kind." One group was preparing to
"defend the old position" at all costs and the other seemed to be preparing, at
éll costs, to "improve'" the positions to conform to the ''present status of
society." Haskell concluded:

One might think that the Controversy will in the end, be among Seventh-

day Adventistg whether [the spirit of prophecy] writings as given in

the past will stand the test or not.
He informed W. C. White, "Of course you know where I stand.”37

Fourteen years earlier Haskell noted a crisis within the church and
reacted to it by publishing an article in the Review designed to deal with the
Kellogg-Jones issues. 1In relating himself to the question of human influence
over the testimonies, he used the example of Paul's writings and questions
raised during Bible times that intimated that Paul sometimes was influenced by
others,and thus,whether there should be distinctions drawn within his writings.
Haskell pointed out that it was the letters Paul received from the household
of Chloe that informed him "that the state of things existed which he had
seen in vision would exist." This brought Haskell to his conclusion:

God shows his prophets what will be, and then when circumstances

arise, or the prophet has his attention called to it by private

letters, he writes what he has seen. It is the same among the

people of God today who have drifted away from the old landmarks,
and who follow their own understanding.... It is thus demonstrated by
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the Bible alone that Testimonies, letters, symbolic actions, and verbal
statements of a prophet are all of the same force.

Haskell pointed out that he was not implying that everything a prophet stated
was necessarily inspired of God, but he did fear that ''the severest conflict ...
that the people of God will pass through ... will be over the Testimonies of
the spirit of prophecy."38

Stephen Haskell, as did many who supported the "pioneer position' of the
"daily," claimed a rich heritage and intense feeling because of the guidance of
the spirit of prophecy in his experience. As a young minister in the 1860s,
Stephen Haskell was given instruction by James Whitebthat called for him to
place his faith directly in God for guidance in his ministry and not to depend
upon others to instruct him. James White told Haskell that God could instruct
him by His spirit. From that time onward, Haskell understood and lived believing
that God gave him his ministerial instructions by the spirit of prophecy.

From that time onward, he wrote Mrs. White in 1909, '"your testimonies as far
as I have understood them have been my counsellors."3?

In his discussions of the 1ssues involved in the ''daily" debate, Haskell
frequently relegated the theological questions to an extremely minor position.
Nevertheless, he pursued the subject with all the vigor at his disposal,
believing that it was necessary ''to save the cause of God and those who believe
the old views on the teachings of the spirit of prophecy.' Haskell stated that
the question of the '"daily" itself did not "amount to a hill of beans'" and caused
him shame that it consumed any of his time. He noted that he never had preached
on the subject since embracing the truth in 1852-53, He alleged that if it
was merely the question of the "daily'" he would not have published anything on

the subject. He wrote to C. C. Crisler:

If God will forgive me for having this correspondence over this daily I
think I will never be caught in such a trap again. I will simply give the
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testimonies and let the issue go on that. And, if Sister White says

that she does not mean what she sa12O when she said what she did on

the daily, then I will say no more.

Haskell believed that the vital question was the proper position for the
spirit of prophecy to occupy within the church. He believed the question was not

between him and the "daily," but rather between him "and the Early Writings."

He continued:

It is the Early Writings that I would defend and as long as I believe

they teach the view I take, and there are many others that believe

the same, and if Sister White does not give any explanation in

harmony with Prescott's idea to defend the Testimony for the sake

of others I shall defend them. (sic) Must I be made to believe the testi-
monies teach a certain thing, contrary to my own judgment and the

reading of the Writings, when Sister White herself does not so explain it?al

Haskell believed that the ''mew view” lent support to those who claimed
that the spirit of prophecy was manipulated to mean differently than what it
read and also that it could be changed because of differing circumstances
or varying influences upon Mrs. White. He believed that concept would destroy
the credibility of the spirit of prophecy. "And right here is the worst
affect of these new views on our people," wrote Haskell to Mrs. White., He
believed that once the leadership of the church accepted the position that the
testimonies '""do not mean what they say,'" the church would compromise away the
spirit of prophecy.42

Haskell had the firm conviction that the years of labor he and other
pioneers wrought in the work gave them a special migssion as the "latter days"
approached. He thus placed emphasis upon the position of the living pioneers
on the subject of the '"daily." He seemed to sense a certain estrangement
between himself and the General Conference leadership because he did not
endorse their position on the '"daily," and he believed it relevant, he pointed out
to Mrs. White, that "not a single old Sabbath-keeper that has had experience in

getting out the foundation principles of our faith ... believes in this 'new
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light.' " He again wrote her:

I see quite clearly there are breakers ahead. I also see there

must be some who will give the Testimonies that you have given

no uncertain sound. If not so, then the cause will be under-

mined by errors creeping in. They are coming in from all sides.

Someone must be more familiar with your writings so, from the Bible,

and from your testimonies, be prepared to defend the truth.
The next year he wrote Mrs. White concerning the "daily" debate:

Every person who had an experience in the early days of the

message do (sic) not wish to discuss this question. They feel that

it is an insult to the Spirit of the Lord, to go to the Lord and

pray for light on a matter that He has settled.... There is no

hope of these o0ld people who lived back in the early days of the

Message being converted to this new light; even if [others] bring

volumes of histories to prove it. Because they give more for one

expression in your testimony than for all the histories you could

stack between here and Calcutta.
Haskell saw hope, he wrote Mrs. White, because such younger leaders as G. A.
Irwin, I. H. Evans, Dr. Kress, F. C. Gilbert, O. A. Johnson, and Leon Smith,
did not accept the "new view." He believed that the main thrust of Satan's
attack during the contemporary period was his attack upon the spirit of prophecy.
He wrote W. C. White, "Your mother alone cannot give the straight testimony.
There must be some raised up that will stand by what your mother has written."#3

In addition to his position of refusing to divide the spirit of prophecy
into inspired and uninspired parts, Haskell expressed himself upon other questions
relating to the inspiration of the spirit of prophecy. While he did not believe
Mrs. White was infallible, Haskell considered the writings inspired on the same
basis as the Biblical writings. He considered Mrs. White as much a prophet as
Biblical prophets and that the writings should be interpreted as would Biblical
writings. Indeed, Haskell seemed to consider the spirit of prophecy as an
extension of the Biblical writings. He wrote to Daniells in 1910 that he

considered the "testimonies as the spirit of prophecy, precisely the same as is

the book of Daniel, Revelation, or other books of the Bible." He also considered
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the Bible "as being so plain that, if a person will réad it, and adhere to the
reading, they will find thevtruthﬂ" He believed that, just as the New Testament
magnified the 0ld, so did the spirit of prophecy magnify the Bible.%4

Given this position, Haskell believed that a study of the spirit of prophecy
writings would "settle nearly every point that people question at the present
time concerning the message." While he believed that the foundations were
established by Bible study, he also believed that those pillars were confirmed
by the spirit of prophecy. :He alleged that there was no question of interpreting
the "daily" amongst the early SDAs '"for they took it for graﬁted that the

Early Writings settled it." Since Haskell believed that the ''old view' of the

"daily" had been established by a vision given to Mrs. White, he could not
endorse a position that would, according to him, revise ''a sentence, or para-
graph" from those writings.*d

Just as Haskell believed that only another prophet would be qualified to
distinguish between inspired and uninspired writings, so he emphasized that "none
but inspiration can single out a clause and say it means different (sic) from
the words used.'" He would thus accept no other evidence on the question of the
"daily" than the words of Mrs. White stating that she did not mean to use the

term ""daily" in her statement in Early Writings. Haskell affirmed:

If the whole United States, and Europe, Australia, and Africa should
rise up and proclaim that view correct, it would make no difference
to me, unless the testimony of Sister White should say so. There is
no use in being like a leaf in the wind, swayed to and fro.

Although Haskell opposed revising and even editing of the spirit of
prophecy writings, he did so from the standpoint of the credibility of the writ-
ings, not on the basis of their supposed verbal inspiration. He wrote Mrs. White
in 1909 and expressed his hope that her words might be available "as they were

written," since he believed that much of the "power and vitality,' was removed
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by her assistants in making them "readable and adapted to the present condition
of things and the people." He reacted similarly, he said, to the revised version
of the Bible. Haskell considered that James White, in his editing of the writ-
ings had a special ability in "editing them without taking you out of them."
He reacted very negatively to substantive changes that seemed to be called for
by those who believed the writings needed to be harmonized with history or made
to accommodate new believers or varying conditions. He opposed L. R. Conradi's
"modifications." He wrote W. C. White:

If you have had the experience that I have had in meeting this matter

of dropping out and of changing your mother's writings, you never

would allow one sentence to be dropped out, or changed, in her

writings that have gone before the public. We have enemies of our

faith that are watching just such points, and when they find one

they make big capital of it.
Obviously referring to the Kellogg-Jones situation, Haskell continued:

It is the dropping out of some of these things from what has been pub-

lished in your mother's writings, and the changing of some things, that

has (sic) been taken advantage of by the enemies of truth and today

is the cause of some of our best brethren losing confidence in you;

because theg think you change your mother's writings and call it

"editing."4

Haskell affirmed that he could respond to every criticism he ever heard
raised against the spirit of prophecy except the one woman who publicly asked,
"Can you prove from the Bible that a prophet ever had sons that changed the
prophet's testimony, and called it 'editing?' " His only response, Haskell
stated, was that he could prove from the Bible 'that prophets had sons that did
not always do right, and their not doing right tested the people." He hoped
that White would excuse his bluntness but, he said, it was a point upon which
he was sensitive.48
In 1918 Stephen Haskell recalled a conversation with Mrs. White some 40

years previous. According to Haskell, Mrs. White predicted there would be a

time when the testimonies would be in demand "just as they were originally
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given in order to meet objections before we got through." Two years later Haskell
wrote that such a demand was called for "almost everywhere I go." The demand
was based upon the attacks charging that the writings had been altered to suit
circumstances.49

Haskell seemed to be working toward a methodology that would satisfy
this need and also to deal with the concept of progressive revelation, for he
realized that the health question "like every other point of truth has developed,"
and Mrs. White "wrote more fully as the people were prepared to receive the light."
He recalled that Mrs, White said that there was a time when it was right to
eat flesh, but there would also be a time in the future when it would be
unsafe. Haskell believed that science indicated that that time had "about
come," in 1920. He thus believed that, while the earlier writings should not
be altered, later spirit of prophecy statements that indicated how that truth
had been magnified and developed should be included with the original statements.>?
Some three months before his death, S. N. Haskell sent to F. M. Wilcox his
parting statement "in favor of the fundamental principles of present truth."
The five-page statement reiterated his belief in the nature of the inspiration
of the spirit of prophecy. He believed that "every inspired writer points to
God as its author, but it is written by human hands in the words of men."
He recognized the fallibility of a prophet, but considered his testimony to be
infallible. If God speaks through a prophet, '"then his testimony is on par
with that of every other prophet.” He recognized that change in the individual
or group to whom a testimony was directed could cause a change in the applica-
tion of the testimony. The messages of a prophet might not be explained by
~human reasoning, but still were to be followed. No one was authorized to "sit
in judgmenﬁ" to determine what was inspired and uninspired '"or in any way dissect

any prophet's testimony.'S1


































































































































