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The Scriptures a Safeguard
by Ellen G. White

“The truths most plainly revealed in the Bible have been involved in doubt and darkness by learned
men, who, with a pretense of great wisdom, teach that the Scriptures have a mystical, a secret,
spiritual meaning not apparent in the language employed. These men are false teachers. It was
to such a class that Jesus declared: “Ye know not the Scriptures, neither the power of God.” Mark
12:24. The language of the Bible should be explained according to its obvious meaning, unless a
symbol or figure is employed. Christ has given the promise: “If any man will do His will, he shall
know of the doctrine.” John 7:17. If men would but take the Bible as it reads, if there were no false
teachers to mislead and confuse their minds, a work would be accomplished that would make
angels glad and that would bring into the fold of Christ thousands upon thousands who are now
wandering in error.” (Great Controversy, page 598)
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An introduction to the problem

As can be seen from the above, we have been told through the spirit of prophecy that:

“The language of the Bible should be explained according to its obvious meaning,
unless a symbol or figure is employed.” (Ellen G. White, The Great Controversy, page
598, ‘The Scriptures a Safeguard’)

We are also told

“If men would but take the Bible as it reads, if there were no false teachers to mislead
and confuse their minds, a work would be accomplished that would make angels glad
and that would bring into the fold of Christ thousands upon thousands who are now
wandering in error.” (Ibid)

The problem, at least for the human race, began in the Garden of Eden. The inspired
record tells us

“Now the serpent was more subtil than any beast of the field which the Lord God had
made. And he said unto the woman, Yea, hath God said, Ye shall not eat of every tree
of the garden? And the woman said unto the serpent, We may eat of the fruit of the
trees of the garden: But of the fruit of the tree which is in the midst of the garden, God
hath said, Ye shall not eat of it, neither shall ye touch it, lest ye die. And the serpent
said unto the woman, Ye shall not surely die: For God doth know that in the day ye eat
thereof, then your eyes shall be opened, and ye shall be as gods, knowing good and
evil.” Genesis 3:1-7

Both Adam and Eve knew what God had told them, but they chose not to exercise faith in
His word. This led them to listen to another voice and eventual disobedience to God’s
specific command. This though, instead of lifting them up to a higher plane of experience
that had been promised, it actually led them to death and separation from God.

Adam and Eve’s experience should be a warning to us today. We are to have faith in God’s
revealed word. We are not to seek for wisdom above and beyond what He has told us.
Neither should we take the position that He does not really mean what He says. That
could prove fatal to our salvation. Adam and Eve paid the price of realising there is no
hidden meaning behind God’s plain utterances. God really does mean what He says.

Soregarding the Father and the Son, what is the problem within the SDA Church?

The problem is that the SDA Church today says that the terminologies ‘Father’ and ‘Son’,
as used in the Bible of God and Christ, should not be taken literally (as it reads) butin a
metaphorical sense. This reasoning is in defiance of what we have been told through the
spirit of prophecy. Instead of believing what God says (accepting the Bible as it reads
unless a symbol is used), we have introduced, in its place, human (intellectual)
philosophy. It is claimed there is a ‘hidden meaning’ behind God’s words - that He didn’t
really mean what He said. This is what Satan, through the serpent in the Garden of Eden
(Revelation 12:9), persuaded Eve to believe (1 Timothy 2:14).



The Father-Son problem

In the early 2000’s, the SDA Church, in response to the ever-increasing non trinitarian
movement within its own denomination, published two books. These were
Understanding the Trinity (2001) and The Trinity (2002). In the first book, Understanding
the Trinity, its author, Max Hatton, a retired minister living in Australia, wrote the following

“Jesus was not begotten, neither was he created. Many who say Jesus was a literal
Son of God make claims for one or more of these ways He is said to have come into
being. ...The terms Father and Son, when related to Jesus, can hardly be literal really.”
(Max Hatton, Understanding the Trinity, page 97, 2001)

The first thing to note is that God’s word does say, quite specifically, that Christ was
begotten. It says He was begotten of God (see John 1:14, 1:18, 3:16, 3:18, 1 John 4;9).
Hatton therefore is leading his readers not to believe what God has told us. He continued

“The Father-Son relationships in the Godhead should be understood in a
metaphorical sense, notin a literal sense.” (Ibid)

Where in the Bible does it say such a thing? Where does it even imply it? In over 50 years
of studying God’s word, | have never seen it. Hatton’s reasoning is just intellectual
philosophy. Itis a failure to take God at His word.

The second book | mentioned, namely The Trinity, was co-authored by Woodrow
Whidden PhD, Jerry Moon PhD, and John Reeve PhD. In this book, it was Whidden who
dealt mainly with the theology of the trinity. In harmony with Hatton’s reasoning he asked

“While we often refer to Jesus as the Son and frequently call the first person of the
Godhead the Father, do we really want to take such expressionsin a totally literal way?
Or would it be more appropriate to interpret them in a more metaphorical way that
draws on selective aspects of sonship and fatherhood?” (Woodrow Whidden, The
Trinity, page 94, ‘Biblical Objections to the Trinity’, 2002)

Again, by a SDA theologian, SDAs are advised not to take literally what God says. After
referring to the terminologies of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ as “imagery”, Whidden continued

“Is it not quite apparent that the problem texts become problems only when one
assumes an exclusively literalistic interpretation of such expressions as “Father,”
“Son,” “Firstborn,” “Only Begotten,” “Begotten,” and so forth? Does not such literalism
go against the mainly figurative or metaphorical meaning that the Bible writers use
when referring to the persons of the Godhead? “Furthermore, what proves to be quite
ironic is that some of the most compelling evidence for the equality of the Father and
the Son occurs in contexts that employ the very metaphors of “Father” and “Son”
(especially John 5:16-23).” (Ibid, pages 106 and 107)

Whidden is urging SDAs not to take literally what God says concerning Christ. He says if
we do take God literally, it causes problems. Whidden claims that what God’s word says
about Christ’s Sonship to God is mainly “figurative or metaphorical”, thus he implants, in
the reader’s mind, the idea that there is a hidden meaning behind God’s words.



In 1981, which was the year following the first time a trinity doctrine was voted into the
fundamental beliefs of the SDA Church (1980), Pastor Holbrook, a contributing editor to
the SDA publication These Times, replied to a letter sent in by a reader who said he was
confused over the trinity doctrine. This reader said he didn’t know to whom he should
pray. Holbrook replied

“It may be inferred from the Scriptures that when the Godhead laid out the plan of
salvation at some point in eternity past, They also took certain positions or roles to
carry out the provisions of the plan.” (Frank Holbrook, These Times, June 1st 1981,
‘Frank answers’)

Why Holbrook said it “may be inferred” from the Bible that the Father, Son and the Holy
Spirit are role-playing their various parts | have no idea. As | said, | have been studying the
Bible for over 50 years and have never come across any such inference. | have never found
it either in the writings of Ellen White.

In the Week of Prayer readings for 1996, which was read by millions of SDA’s and non-
SDA’s throughout the world, its readers were encouraged to believe that in eternity

“A plan of salvation was encompassed in the covenant made by the Three Persons of
the Godhead, who possessed the attributes of Deity equally. In order to eradicate sin
and rebellion from the universe and to restore harmony and peace, one of the divine
Beings accepted, and entered into, the role of the Father, another the role of the Son.
The remaining divine Being, the Holy Spirit, was also to participate in effecting the plan
of salvation. All of this took place before sin and rebellion transpired in heaven.”
(Gordon Jenson, Adventist Review, October 31st 1996, ‘Jesus the Heavenly
Intercessor’)

The person who wrote this was Pastor Gordon Jenson (1924-2017). At the time, he was
President of Spicer Memorial College, Pune, India (now Spicer Adventist University). In
various capacities, he had served the church for over 50 years. Here he says thatin order
to put into action the plan of redemption, one divine being accepted the role of the Son,
and another the role of the Father. He also explained

“As sin progressively developed in heaven and later, on earth, so the plan to deal with
it was progressively revealed—the divine Beings entered into the roles they had
agreed upon before the foundations of the world were laid (see 1 Peter 1:20).” (Ibid)

Again we see SDAs world-wide being urged to believe in this role-playing idea. This was
the same as written by Whidden in the book The Trinity

“While the three divine persons are one, They have taken different roles or positions
in the Godhead's work of creation, redemption, and the loving administration of the
universe. The Father has assumed overall leadership, the Son has subordinated
Himself to the leadership of the Father, and the Spiritis voluntarily subordinate to both
the Father and the Son.” (Woodrow Whidden, The Trinity, page 243, ‘Why the Trinity is
important —part 1)



This same type of role-playing reasoning can also be found in Max Hatton’s book
Understanding the Trinity.

“Because the Bible requires us to believe that God is a Trinity we can accept that, for
the purposes of the plan of redemption, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit
decided in the Councils of the Godhead, to accept various positions in conducting
the plan. The Father accepted what we might call the position of ‘Managing-Architect’.
Jesus accepted the position of ‘Mediator-Redeemer’ and the Holy Spirit accepted the
position of ‘Comforter-Sanctifier’.” (Hatton, Understanding the Trinity, pages 76-77)

Nowhere in the Bible does it even imply that God is a trinity of persons as depicted by the
trinity doctrine, let alone, as Hatton says, require it. God is always described as an
individual person. Here again though we see the role-playing idea. This cannot be
supported by scripture. Itis just philosophical reasoning (intellectual philosophy).

In a more recent article called A question of Sonship that was published in the Adventist
World in 2015, and is now displayed on the website of the SDA Biblical Research Institute
which is said to be the think-tank of the SDA Church, its author, Angel Rodriguez, who
was once the Director of the institute (now retired), asks this question

“What does the Bible mean when it refers to Jesus as “the Son of God”? (Angel
Rodriquez, Adventist World, November 2015, ‘A Question of Sonship’)

In answering this question, Rodriquez presented a number of propositions. In the second
and third propositions he wrote

“The metaphor of sonship means that although Christ and the Father have the same
nature, they are different persons, implying a plurality of persons within the
Godhead....The metaphor is therefore a good symbol for the deep unity that exists
within the members of the Godhead (John 17:5).

Once again we return to this idea of a metaphorical Father and Son. At the beginning of
the fifth proposition Rodriguez wrote

“Fifth, the father-son image cannot be literally applied to the divine Father-Son
relationship within the Godhead. The Son is not the natural, literal Son of the Father.”
(Ibid)

Again the literal (natural) Sonship of Christ to God is denied. Again it is said to be only
metaphorical language. Rodriquez concluded

“Ellen White wrote: “The Lord Jesus Christ, the divine Son of God, existed from
eternity, a distinct person, yet one with the Father.” This statement summarizes the
main purpose of the metaphor.” (Ibid)

How Rodriguez came to this conclusion | have no idea. After 50 years of reading Ellen
White’s writings, | am absolutely positive she would not have expected her words to be
taken in any sense of being metaphorical.



In 1994, William Johnsson, as long-time editor of the Adventist Review, wrote the
following

“Adventist beliefs have changed over the years under the impact of “present truth”.
Most startling is the teaching regarding Jesus Christ, our Saviour and Lord.” (William
Johnsson, Adventist Review, January 6th 1994 Article ‘Present Truth - Walking in God’s
Light’)

Then, after referring to the one-time belief of SDAs that Christ was begotten of God (which
made Him truly the Son of God), Johnsson commented

“Only gradually did this false doctrine give way to the Biblical truth, and largely under
the impact of Ellen White’s writings in statements such as “In Christ is life, original,
unborrowed, underived...Likewise, the trinitarian understanding of God, now part of
our fundamental beliefs, was not generally held by the early Adventists. Even today, a
few do not subscribe to it.” (Ibid)

Again this is in keeping with the role-playing idea. It is saying that Christ is not really the
Son of God but is only pretending to be a son.

Soitisthatthe SDA Church officially says today that what early SDAs believed and taught
about Christ, during the time of Ellen White’s ministry, is “false doctrine”. Even from a
common-sense perspective | find this very difficult to believe. After all, Ellen White was
God’s own messenger. Surely if these SDAs had been teaching error (false doctrine),
especially about the most important teaching of the Bible, then God, through her, would
have said so. After all, why would He have allowed hundreds of thousands of people to
go to their graves believing such error, when all the time He could have used Ellen White
to correct them on this matter? If they had been teaching error (false doctrine) concerning
Christ, does it make sense that God would not have corrected them? After all, through
Ellen White, He corrected them on matters far less important than this one.

A matter of weeks previous to Johnsson making these remarks, George Knight, who was
then regarded as the church’s leading historian, had written the following

“Most of the founders of Seventh-day Adventism would not be able to join the church
today if they had to subscribe to the denomination's Fundamental Beliefs. More
specifically, most would not be able to agree to belief Number 2, which deals with the
doctrine of the Trinity.” (George Knight, Ministry magazine, October 1993, page 10,
‘Adventists and Change’)

In 1980, the changeover to trinitarianism had reached its fulfilment. This was when the
trinity doctrine was first voted into our fundamental beliefs at a General Conference
session. This was at Dallas, Texas. Thus the apostasy, from the strictly scriptural position
that was taken by early Seventh-day Adventists, was officially discarded. In brief: Our
church today has replaced the truths spoken by these early SDAs with an intellectual
philosophy that has no basis or supportin scripture.



So as we have clearly seen, the SDA Church, in its present-day official publications,
makes the claim that the terminologies found in the Bible referring to God and Christ as
Father and Son are only metaphors (not reality). In other words: the Father is not really a
father, and the Son of God is not really a son. Thus it is that intellectual philosophy has
taken the place of the unerring word of God that Ellen White says should be taken as it
reads unless a symbolis used.

So the question we are left with is this one. Are the terminologies of Father and Son, as is
said by the SDA Church today, just symbols and metaphors? — and are these two
personalities just role-playing their two parts? - or are they really a Father and a Son? In
other words, are we to take God at His word, or should we believe there is a hidden
meaning behind His words? This is what we, as individuals, need to decide.

To help people decide, | have compiled lists of the texts of Scripture found in the four
gospels where the terminologies of ‘the Father’, also Christ’s use of the phrase ‘my
Father’ are found. | have also included texts where Christ’s Sonship to God is mentioned.
You will find these at the following link. Although not exhaustive, these lists should be
highly beneficial in providing the answer from the evidence of Scripture alone.

https://theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/Articles_pdf/The_Father_and_the_Son.pdf

For those who would care to read them, | have also, in the final section at the above link,
listed various comments from the writings Ellen White. Together with the scriptures, this
will give us a well-rounded overview of at least one of the main issues (the Father-Son
issue) involved in ‘the trinity’ controversy that exists today within our denomination.

Observations

As will be seen from the aforementioned compilation, the words “my Father”, referring to
God, were constantly on the lips of Jesus. In fact it will be seen that the majority of times
that God is referred to as “the Father” is by Jesus Himself. Interesting to note is that in
John’s gospel alone, Jesus is recorded 55 times as saying, “the Father”, also “my Father”
30 times. This should not be surprising seeing that John tells us that everything he had
written was to show that Christ was the Son of God (see John 20:30-31).

As this same compilationis read, it will also be seen that “the Father”, especiallyin John’s
gospel, is always revealed as having the pre-eminence. In fact Jesus said that the only
way back to the Father was through Himself (John 14:6, see also John 5:30, 5:36, 13:1,
14:28, 16:16-17 etc.). If there is no pre-eminence, meaning if there is no difference
between the persons of the Godhead, then why would we need to get back to the Father
—why not just back to Jesus Himself, or back to the Holy Spirit? Surely Jesus saying that
He was the only way back to the Father strongly suggests there is a hierarchy of the
persons of the Godhead.

As you go through the lists, take note of how many times Jesus refers to the Father as
being the first in authority. Note too how many times He said the Father had sent Him,
also how many times He said He was returning to the Father etc. Never did He say He was
sent by the Holy Spirit or that He would be returning to the Holy Spirit. These observations
are well worth considering.


https://theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/Articles_pdf/The_Father_and_the_Son.pdf

Warnings through Ellen G. White

After taking into consideration all that the Bible says about the divine personages of the
Father and the Son, also what God has revealed to us through the writings of Ellen G.
White (for both please see the aforementioned link), | find no justification for believing
they are only role-playing their various parts. | therefore conclude that the SDA Church
has now, in the place of the revealed word of God, substituted intellectual philosophy. It
also appears that the warnings given to us through Ellen White have come to pass. As she
wrote in 1904 (this was amidst what Ellen White described as the alpha of heresies that
she said was contained in John Harvey Kellogg’s book The Living Temple)

“The enemy of souls has sought to bring in the supposition that a great reformation
was to take place among Seventh-day Adventists, and that this reformation would
consistin giving up the doctrines which stand as the pillars of our faith, and engaging
in a process of reorganization. Were this reformation to take place, what would result?
The principles of truth that God in His wisdom has given to the remnant church, would
be discarded. Our religion would be changed. The fundamental principles that have
sustained the work for the last fifty years would be accounted as error.” (Ellen G.
White, Special Testimonies Series B No. 2, page 54, ‘The Foundation of our Faith’)

This is exactly what has happened in this changeover to trinitarianism. It is claimed, by
the present-day leadership and ministry of the SDA Church, that what the early SDAs
believed was error (false doctrine). Continuing explaining what would happen if this
Satanic reformation was to take place she wrote

“A new organization would be established. Books of a new order would be written. A
system of intellectual philosophy would be introduced. The founders of this system
would go into the cities and do a wonderful work. The Sabbath, of course, would be
lightly regarded, as also the God who created it. Nothing would be allowed to stand in
the way of the new movement. The leaders would teach that virtue is better than vice,
but God being removed, they would place their dependence on human power, which,
without God, is worthless. Their foundation would be built on the sand, and storm and
tempest would sweep away the structure.” (Ibid)

Again, this is exactly what has happened. Books, magazines and articles etc., allteaching
far different things than were taught by early SDAs, are today being published by our
denomination. These publications now teach that what was believed and taught about
God and Christ, by SDAs during the time of Ellen White’s ministry, is false doctrine, thus
this “reformation” has been fulfilled to the letter. The beliefs held and taught by us for
around 100 years about God, Christ and the Holy Spirit have now been discarded. Our
religion has been changed. No longer do we believe and teach that Christ really is the Son
of God. We now say, officially as a church, that He is only role-playing the part (pretending
to be a son). Ellen White continued

“Who has authority to begin such a movement? We have our Bibles. We have our
experience, attested to by the miraculous working of the Holy Spirit. We have a truth
that admits of no compromise. Shall we not repudiate everything that is not in
harmony with this truth?” (Ibid)



This is what is happening at present within the SDA Church. In keeping with Ellen White’s
counsel, the non-trinitarians are repudiating what is being taught today by the
trinitarians. This is what | am doing by reason of this and other articles | have written.

As noted above, Ellen White did say that Kellogg’s views of God, as depicted in his book
The Living Temple, was the alpha of heresies, yet that was not the end of the warning. She
had also written in a testimony called “Beware”

“In the book “Living Temple” there is presented the alpha of deadly heresies.
The omega will follow, and will be received by those who are not willing to heed the
warning God has given.” (Ellen White, Special Testimonies, Series B. No. 2, page 50,
‘Beware’)

In the same vein she wrote in the testimony called The Foundation of our Faith (quoted
from previously)

“When | first left the State of Maine, it was to go through Vermont and Massachusetts,
to bear a testimony against these sentiments. “Living Temple” contains the alpha of
these theories. | knew that the omega would follow in a little while; and | trembled for
our people.” (Ibid page 53, ‘The Foundation of our Faith’)

For Ellen White to have “trembled” at what God revealed to her about what would happen
in the “omega”, she must have regarded it as very serious and very frightening. She then
pointed out the problem area by saying

“l knew that | must warn our brethren and sisters not to enter into controversy over
the presence and personality of God. The statements made in “Living Temple” in
regard to this point are incorrect. The scripture used to substantiate the doctrine
there set forth, is scripture misapplied.” (Ibid)

The same problem exists today within the SDA Church. Instead of taking the Bible as it
reads, the church has officially departed from that position and has introduced
speculative theories (intellectual philosophy) concerning God and Christ that cannot, in
any way, be supported by scripture — at least not without misapplying it.

In the “alpha of heresies”, the same happened regarding Ellen White’s writings. She
explained

“l am compelled to speak in denial of the claim that the teachings of “Living Temple”
can be sustained by statements from my writings. There may be in this book
expressions and sentiments that are in harmony with my writings. And there may be
in my writings many statements which, taken from their connection, and interpreted
according to the mind of the writer of “Living Temple,” would seem to be in harmony
with the teachings of this book. This may give apparent support to the assertion that
the sentiments in “Living Temple” are in harmony with my writings. But God forbid
that this sentiment should prevail.” (Ibid, page 53)



In the “alpha”, both scripture and Ellen White’s writings were misapplied. It is not
surprising therefore that this would also happen in the “omega”.

The heart of the gospel, as explained in John’s gospel, is

“For God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever
believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life.” John 3:16

In an article called Christ the center of the message, Ellen White commented

“Satan is determined that men shall not see the love of God, which led him to give his
only begotten Son to save the lost race; for it is the goodness of God that leads men
torepentance.” (Ellen White, Review and Herald, 20th March 1894, ‘Christ the center
of the message’)

One way to obscure in people’s minds the love of God for humanity in giving His Son to
die for us, is to obscure the fact that He had a Son to give, thus the full import of God’s
love for humanity is lost. This is what is happening today in the SDA Church. Christ’s
literal Sonship to God is being denied. It is being called false doctrine.

A closing thought

Before closing this article, there is one observation that | would make that | believe is very
important.

As should be reasonably obvious to anyone, Ellen White, during her ministry, knew
exactly what SDAs were teaching about Christ, yet never once did she say they were
wrong. So, what were they teaching?

Throughout the entire time of her ministry as God’s messenger to the remnant, SDAs were
teaching that prior to anything being created, Christ was begotten of God, therefore, in
keeping with the plain utterances of God’s word, they reasoned that He was truly the
divine Son of God. These early SDAs would have also understood Ellen White as beingin
complete agreement with what they were teaching. We know this because when they
were falsely accused of not believing in the divinity of Christ, she wrote to the brethren in
America relating this experience (she was then in New Zealand). She explained

“This man may not have known what our faith is on this point, but he was not left in
ignorance. He was informed that there is not a people on earth who hold more firmly
to the truth of Christ’s pre-existence than do Seventh-day Adventists.” (Ellen G. White,
Review and Herald, 5th December 1893, ‘An Appeal for the Australasian Field’)

This was almost 50 years after her ministry began. If anyone knew what SDAs were

teaching about Christ and His pre-existence, it was Ellen White. Two years later, in
keeping with what they were teaching, she wrote
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“A complete offering has been made; for "God so loved the world, that he gave his
only-begotten Son,"-- not a son by creation, as were the angels, nor a son by adoption,
as is the forgiven sinner, but a Son begotten in the express image of the Father's
person, and in all the brightness of his majesty and glory, one equal with God in
authority, dignity, and divine perfection. In him dwelt all the fullness of the Godhead
bodily.” (Ellen G. White, Signs of the Times, 30" May 1895, ‘Christ our complete
salvation’)

This is exactly what early SDAs were teaching about Christ (that He was truly the Son of
God) thus they would have regarded Ellen White’s words as divine approval of what they
were teaching about Him. As | said previously, nowhere can it be found where Ellen
White said that what SDAs were teaching about Christ was wrong. Only the opposite can
be found.

Conclusion

In the changeover from what early SDAs believed and taught about God and Christ, to
what our trinitarian ministry and leadership are teaching today, all of the warnings given
through the SOP have come to pass. It is also true to say that what early SDAs believed
and taught about God and Christ was strictly Biblical, while what trinitarian SDAs teach
today, as we have seen for ourselves above, is purely speculative. Shouldn’t we
therefore, as God’s remnant people, seek to do all we can to bring our people back to
what the Bible says, also to which has been confirmed as true through the spirit of
prophecy? | would say so. Here again is the link to the lists of texts | referred to above.

https://theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/Articles_pdf/The_Father_and_the_Son.pdf
May God bless you as you seek for the truth about the Father and the Son.

Terry Hill
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