
 
 

Early Seventh-day Adventists and the risk factor 
 

By Terry Hill 
 

This is an article showing that early Seventh-day Adventists believed and taught that 
in the making of the decision for the divine Son of God to become incarnate, a risk was 
taken concerning His eternal existence. This article also shows that the present 
trinitarian theology, held by the Seventh-day Adventist Church, denies that this risk 
could ever have existed. This reveals the marked difference between early non-
trinitarian SDA theology and the present SDA trinitarian theology. May God bless you 
as you consider these things. 
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The cost and value of our redemption 

 

“In order to realize the value of redemption, it is necessary to understand what it 
cost. We should take broader and deeper views of the life, sufferings, and death of 
God's dear Son. A limited idea of the sacrifice made in our behalf leads many to place 
a low estimate upon the great work of the atonement.” (Ellen G. White, Present Truth 
(British), 19th November 1885, 'The Sufferings of Christ') 

 

“Never can the cost of our redemption be realized until the redeemed shall stand with 
the Redeemer before the throne of God. Then as the glories of the eternal home burst 
upon our enraptured senses we shall remember that Jesus left all this for us, that He 
not only became an exile from the heavenly courts, but for us took the risk of failure 
and eternal loss.” (Ellen G. White, The Desire of Ages. Page 131 ‘The Victory’) 
 

 
 
 
First published 29th January 2025 
 
 
Website: https://www.theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk 
 
Email: terry_sda@blueyonder.co.uk 
 

 

https://www.theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/
mailto:terry_sda@blueyonder.co.uk


2 

 

Early Seventh-day Adventists and the risk factor 
 
Introduction 
 

It is common knowledge today that early Seventh-day Adventists were not trinitarian. We know 
this to be true, not only because they often spoke out against this teaching, but also because 
their beliefs about God the Father, the divine Son of God, and the Holy Spirit, would never fit 
into a trinitarian concept of God. We know too that their understanding of the gospel was 
diametrically opposed to trinitarian theology. 
 
Regarding the gospel, one of the things that was generally believed by early SDAs was that 
in the making of the decision for the divine Son of God to become incarnate, a risk was taken 
concerning His eternal existence. In other words, these early SDAs believed that if Christ had 
sinned, which was possible, not only would this have meant the eternal loss of the human 
race, but also the eternal loss of Christ’s own existence. To these early SDAs, this was 
considered part and parcel of the gospel. 
 
Later in this article we shall see what they wrote concerning this risk. Before doing this though, 
we shall see why the trinity doctrine denies that this risk was possible. We shall also be looking 
at what God has revealed through Ellen White about this risk. This will reveal that she never 
believed or accepted trinitarian theology. 
 
Trinitarian theology 
 

In this section we shall be looking at the statements, written by the ministry and theologians 
of the SDA Church, upholding the trinity doctrine. All these statements are said to further 
explain Fundamental Belief No. 2 of the SDA Church which reads as follows 
 

“2. The Trinity 
 

There is one God: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, a unity of three coeternal Persons. God 
is immortal, all-powerful, all-knowing, above all, and ever present. He is infinite and 
beyond human comprehension, yet known through His self-revelation. God, who is love, 
is forever worthy of worship, adoration, and service by the whole creation. (Gen. 1:26; 
Deut. 6:4; Isa. 6:8; Matt. 28:19; John 3:16; 2 Cor. 1:21, 22; 13:14; Eph. 4:4-6; 1 Peter 
1:2.) (The 2015 SDA Church Manual, page 162) 
 

Note here the threeness and the oneness. The three divine persons are said to comprise the 
“one God”. Notice too that this “one God” is said to be “immortal”. Here now are the statements 
made by the SDA ministry upholding and explaining this teaching. 
 

“There is only one God (Deut. 6:4), however, Father, Son and Holy Spirit are all called 
God (Matthew 27:46, John 20:28: Acts 5:3-4). Consequently, we do not worship three 
Gods, but one God who reveals Himself in and consists of three “persons”. The three 
persons share one indivisible nature. Each person of the Godhead is by nature and 
essence God, and the fullness of the deity dwells in each of them. On the other hand, 
each person of the Godhead is inseparably connected to the other two.” (Ekkehardt 
Mueller, Biblical Research Institute, Reflections newsletter, July 2008, Page 8, ‘Scripture 
Applied, - A Bible Study’) 
 
“Trinitarianism is the orthodox belief that there is but one living and true God. 
Nevertheless this one God is a unity of three persons, who are of one substance, power 
and eternity, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.” (Gerhard Pfandl, Associate 
Director, Seventh-day Adventist Biblical Research Institute, 'The Doctrine of the Trinity 
among Adventists’, 1999) 
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“In Scripture God has revealed His transcendent nature as Trinity, namely three distinct 
divine Persons who act directly and historically in history and constituting the one divine 
Trinitarian being.” (Dr Fernando Canale, Handbook of Seventh-day Adventist Theology, 
SDA Bible Commentary series, Volume 12, page 138) 
 
“The three persons of the Trinity, however, must be inclusive and not independent of 
one another. Because there is but one true God, by nature we have to conclude that He 
is plural as to persons but single as to substance.” (Max Hatton, Understanding the 
Trinity’, page 20, 2001) 
 
“Therefore, we must confess that the Trinity is one indivisible God and that the 
distinctions of the persons do not destroy the divine unity. This unity of God is expressed 
by saying that he is one substance. Nevertheless, in the divine unity there are three co-
eternal and co-equal persons, who, though distinct, are the One undivided and adorable 
God. This is the doctrine of Scripture.” (Raoul Dederen, Reflections on the Doctrine of 
the Trinity, page 16, Andrews University Seminar Studies) 
 
“The core elements of the doctrine of the Trinity are oneness and distinctiveness. The 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are one, yet three. To express this conviction, words 
and expressions came into use that are not explicitly used in the Bible. The oneness of 
God we confess by claiming that God is one in being; the distinctiveness we confess by 
teaching that there are three persons.” (Paul Petersen, Andrews University, May 2015, 
page 3, ‘God in 3 Persons — in the New Testament’) 
 

Notice in each of these statements the threeness and the oneness. Without these two factors 
in place, there is no such teaching as a trinity doctrine. Notice too it says that “each person of 
the Godhead is inseparably connected to the other two” in “one divine Trinitarian being” and 
is “indivisible”. This is crucial (pivotal) to trinitarianism. This is because trinitarians say that all 
three divine persons together constitute the “one God” of the Bible. This is the concept of God 
that denies there was a risk to Christ’s existence (meaning that Christ could not cease to exist).  
 
The risk factor (Ellen G. White) 
 

As we have seen above, trinitarian reasoning denies that in the making of the decision for 
Christ to become incarnate, a risk was taken concerning His eternal existence. This though 
was not the view taken by Ellen White, neither was it the view that was generally presented 
by early SDAs in our various denominational publications. The latter was not only while Ellen 
White was alive, but also after she had died (1915). Before we look though at what these early 
SDAs said about this risk, we shall see what Ellen White had to say about it. Here, without 
comment, are some of her statements. 
 

“Christ has found his pearl of great price in lost, perishing souls. He sold all that he had 
to come into possession, even engaged to do the work, and run the risk of losing his 
own life in the conflict." (Ellen G. White, Letter 119, 1895) 
 
“Remember that Christ risked all; "tempted like as we are," he staked even his own 
eternal existence upon the issue of the conflict.” (Ellen G. White, General Conference 
Bulletin 1st December 1895 ‘Seeking the Lost’) 

 
“Yet into the world where Satan claimed dominion God permitted His Son to come, a 
helpless babe, subject to the weakness of humanity. He permitted Him to meet life's 
peril in common with every human soul, to fight the battle as every child of humanity 
must fight it, at the risk of failure and eternal loss.” (Ellen G. White, The Desire of Ages. 
Page 49 ‘Unto you a Saviour’) 
 



4 

 

“Never can the cost of our redemption be realized until the redeemed shall stand with 
the Redeemer before the throne of God. Then as the glories of the eternal home burst 
upon our enraptured senses we shall remember that Jesus left all this for us, that He 
not only became an exile from the heavenly courts, but for us took the risk of failure and 
eternal loss.” (Ellen G. White, The Desire of Ages page 131, ’The victory’)  

 
“Had there been the least taint of sin in Christ, Satan would have bruised His head. As 
it was, he could only touch His heel. Had the head of Christ been touched, the hope of 
the human race would have perished. Divine wrath would have come upon Christ as it 
came upon Adam. Christ and the church would have been without hope.” (Ellen G. 
White, Signs of the Times, June 9th 1898, see also Selected Messages Book 1 page 
256) 
 
“Though Christ humbled Himself to become man, the Godhead was still His own. His 
Deity could not be lost while He stood faithful and true to His loyalty.” (Ellen G. White, 
The Signs of the Times, 10th May 1899, ‘Christ glorified’)  
 
“He became subject to temptation, endangering as it were, His divine attributes. Satan 
sought, by the constant and curious devices of his cunning, to make Christ yield to 
temptation.” (Ellen G. White, Letter 5, 1900, as quoted in the Seventh-day Adventists 
Bible Commentary Volume 7 page 926) 

 
“To the honor and glory of God, His beloved Son -- the Surety, the Substitute -- was 
delivered up and descended into the prisonhouse of the grave. The new tomb enclosed 
Him in its rocky chambers. If one single sin had tainted His character the stone would 
never have been rolled away from the door of His rocky chamber, and the world with its 
burden of guilt would have perished.” (Ellen G. White, Ms. 81, 1893, p. 11, Diary entry 
for Sunday, July 2nd, 1893, Wellington, New Zealand) 
 

The above statements irrefutably show that (a) Ellen White believed that in consenting to 
become incarnate, the person of the divine Son of God put at risk His eternal existence, and 
(b) Ellen White never accepted trinitarian theology. 
 
Interesting is a remark made by Ella Robinson - the eldest granddaughter of Ellen White. In 
1969, in an interview with James R. Nix (later to become Director of the Ellen G. White Estate), 
she spoke of a sermon she had heard her grandmother (Ellen White) preach. She recalled 
 

“I see grandma standing in the pulpit, dressed in her loose fitting, black sack suit, narrow 
cuffs of white, narrow white collar secure at the throat by a small broach. She’s been 
telling of the matchless love of Christ in suffering ignominy and death and even running 
the risk of eternal separation from His Father in heaven by taking upon Himself the sins 
of the world. She pauses, look up, and with one hand resting on the desk and the other 
lifted heavenward she exclaims in a ringing voice, ‘Oh, Jesus, how I love you, how I love 
you, how I love you.’ There is a deep hush. Heaven is very near.” (Ella Robinson, 
Interview with James R Nix, October 12th 1969) 
 

It is evident that those close to Ellen White, those who had heard her preach and knew of her 
beliefs, knew she believed that in the making of the decision for Christ to become incarnate 
(made flesh), there was a risk taken concerning His eternal existence. As Ella Robinson 
recalled, Ellen White spoke of Jesus “running the risk of eternal separation from His Father in 
heaven”. This is in keeping with the statements of Ellen White that we have read above.  
 
For further reading of Ellen White’s views concerning this risk, go the following link. 
 

https://www.theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/Articles_pdf/MHDOJRF.pdf 

https://www.theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/Articles_pdf/MHDOJRF.pdf
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The risk factor (early SDAs) 
 

We shall now see that in agreement with the views of Ellen White, early SDAs believed that a 
correct understanding of the gospel included the belief that in consenting to become incarnate, 
the divine Son of God put at risk His own personal existence. Please note that the following  
is an extract (slightly edited to suit this article) from a larger article called The Development of 
Trinity Theology within the Seventh-day Adventist Church. It can be found on my website here 
 

https://www.theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/Articles_pdf/Development_of_SDA_Trinity_Th
eology_1.pdf 

 
The latter is the first of a three-part series. Here now is the selection of early SDAs views 
contained in the aforementioned article dealing with the risk taken concerning Christ. 
 
[quote] 
 
At the 1893 General Conference session, R. A. Underwood (1850-1932), delivered a series 
called Christ’s Ownership. In No. 2 of the series he had asked 
 

“We now enquire, What was the price paid for man's redemption? Was it gold or silver, 
or the most costly sparkling diamonds of earth? - Oh no, it was the life of the only 
begotten Son of God. And this not only embraced the death of Christ, but he must live 
for man, and conquer for man with all the disabilities of the fallen race upon him. In doing 
this he runs the risk of losing his own existence as well as the existence of all he had 
created and upheld.” (R. A. Underwood, General Conference Bulletin, February 5th 
1893, ‘Christ’s Ownership – No. 2’) 
 

Underwood clearly believed there was a risk to Christ’s existence. After quoting various 
Scriptures showing that Christ could have sinned, also doing the same from the writings of 
Ellen White, he had this to say 
 

“It is clear from these statements that Christ, in order to purchase man, must take man's 
nature, capable of yielding to temptation, and that he must be "tempted in all points like 
as we are." In this he takes upon himself the risk of a possible failure, for man had failed. 
You see at once that this involves the possibility of losing his own existence and all that 
he upheld.” (Ibid) 
 

Underwood was also honest to admit 
 

“I cannot explain how the divine Son of God, who was the Creator and the upholder of 
the universe, could do this. That is the "mystery" that "the angels desire to look into." 1 
Pet. 1:12. But when the Bible declares it to be so, I believe it.” (Ibid) 
 

For 35 years (from 1885 until his retirement in 1920), Underwood was a member of the SDA 
Executive Committee. During his time he held many important posts. This included President 
of conferences such as Ohio (1882-1889), Wisconsin (1893), Pennsylvania (1895-1897 and 
1899-1903), Northern Union (1904-1912), West Pennsylvania (1913-1914) and Central Union 
(1914-1920). Underwood well understood what was believed and taught by SDAs. 
 

In the Australian Union Gleaner of December 1896, A. G. Daniells (1858-1935), then the 
President of the Central Australian Conference, made this observation (paragraphs not 
contiguous) 
 
 
 
 

https://www.theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/Articles_pdf/Development_of_SDA_Trinity_Theology_1.pdf
https://www.theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/Articles_pdf/Development_of_SDA_Trinity_Theology_1.pdf
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“At an infinite cost the Son of God redeemed man and his lost possession, from the 
hand of the enemy. This not only took the life of Christ, but it imperilled His eternal 
interests. Had He failed, as it -was possible for Him to do, He would have perished, At 
this cost He rescued what was lost. It is now all His. Says Paul, -" Ye are not, your own, 
for ye are bought with a price."” 
 

 “When we were held by Satan in a cruel bondage from which we never could have freed 
ourselves; when we were lost, irretrievably lost, the Son of God, at the risk of losing His 
own existence, came to this earth, suffered, and died to set us free and to save us. He 
wrenched all things from the grasp of the prince of darkness, and now claims them as 
His own.” (A. G. Daniells, The Australian Union Gleaner, page 34, December 1896, ‘Our 
Sacred Stewardship’) 
 

Daniells, amongst other positions he held, had been president of both the New Zealand 
Conference (1889-1891) and the Australian Conference (1892-1895). In 1895 he became the 
first president of the Central Australian Conference. In 1901 he assumed the office of General 
Conference President. In 1922, Daniells became the first secretary of the General Conference 
Ministerial Association. This was a post he held until 1931. 
 
During his tenure of General Conference President, Daniells did not change his views about 
the risk taken by Christ. We know this because in 1917, which was 16 years after he became 
the GC president, also 2 years after the death of Ellen White, he wrote in the Church Officer’s 
Gazette (paragraphs not contiguous) 
 

“In undertaking to redeem what was lost at the fall, the Son of God took the fearful risk 
of losing his own existence forever. Inspiration plainly declares that when Christ came 
to this world, he took upon himself man's fallen nature, with all its liabilities. Rom. 8 : 3 ; 
Heb. 2 :16-18 ; 4 :15. In this he accepted the fearful risk of possible failure. Had he failed, 
he, with man, would have been lost forever. This thought is almost overwhelming. It 
seems incredible that Heaven would condescend to purchase sinful, ungrateful man at 
such an infinite price.” 
 

“At an infinite cost the Son of God redeemed man and his lost possession from the hand 
of the enemy. This not only took the life of Christ, but it imperiled his eternal interests. 
Had he failed, as was possible, he would have perished. At this cost he rescued what 
was lost, and it is now all his.” (A. G. Daniells, The Church Officers’ Gazette, October 
1917) 
 

There can be no mistaking what the President is saying. He certainly did not believe the trinity 
doctrine – neither did he reason as do our current theologians. This was now 19 years after 
the publication of the Desire of Ages. This book had not changed his views about the risk that 
had been taken, neither had he come to believe in the trinity doctrine. 
 

In the Australian Bible Echo (now Australian Signs), there was a series of Editorials called 
‘Questioning God’s Ways’. In No. 3 of this series it said 

 

“It is not possible to fully express in words all that the fall of man involved. It may be 
pondered, but it cannot be comprehended. It may be talked of, but it cannot be fully 
stated.” (Australian Bible Echo, November 22nd 1893, Editorial, Questioning God’s ways 
- No. 3) 
 

Then, after saying that sin led to man losing his innocence and all that God had given him, 
also that it involved the life of Christ, the following was made clear 
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“The fall of man led the Son of God to imperil his eternal interests. It led Him to take the 
fearful risk of losing his own existence forever.” (Ibid) 

 

Following on from this, various verses from Scripture were quoted. These showed how, in the 
incarnation, Christ had taken our human nature, also our liabilities etc. After quoting Hebrews 
4:15 which says that Christ was "in all things made like unto his brethren", also that He was 
"in all points tempted like as we are" therefore in doing so had put Himself on our place, this 
conclusion was drawn (paragraphs not contiguous) 
 

“The entrance of sin had jeopardised the well being of every creature. In order to secure 
every one, in order to make it possible that not one need perish, the Son of God 
imperilled his own existence. He could have yielded to temptation; but had He done so, 
all would have been lost. How far-reaching and how terrible are the results of sin!” (Ibid) 
 

"Had He made one mistake, his mission would have been a failure, man would have 
perished for ever, and the Son of God could never have returned to his Father.” (Ibid) 
 

All of this is in keeping with what we have been told through Ellen White (see pages 3 & 4). 
 
In the next edition of the same paper, No. 4 of the series returned to the same thought. After 
explaining that Christ, by His death and resurrection, had purchased back the dominion that 
sin had lost to Satan, it said (paragraphs not contiguous) 
 

“Thus the earth, which God gave to Adam at creation (Ps. 115:16), and which Adam 
bartered away to Satan, was recovered by the Son of God. He purchased it with his own 
blood, and at the risk of losing his existence. It is therefore called the "purchased 
possession." Eph. 1:14.” (Australian Bible Echo, December 1st 1893, Editorial, 
Questioning God’s ways - No. 4) 
 
“When we were held by Satan in a cruel bondage, from which we never could have freed 
ourselves; when we were lost, irretrievably lost, the Son of God, at the risk of losing his 
own existence, came to this earth, and suffered and died to set us free, and to save us.” 
(Ibid) 
 

How much clearer can anything be written? 
 
Lionel H. Turner (1907-1993) was a well-known, also very well respected, long-serving SDA 
educationalist. In his early days, in 1931, he wrote the following about God 
 

“Somehow out of the wreckage He would save man. So He devised a plan for his 
salvation; a plan that involved such a magnificent sacrifice that the whole universe 
wondered when they saw it in operation. It meant that this sin-cursed earth must lie 
accused beneath the spectacle of the universe every night for thousands of years, the 
one blot on the peerless beauty of His dominions; for its destruction must be deferred. 
It meant, too, that the Son of God must divest Himself of His mantle of power, and 
become a man, with a man's power to fight the battle with sin and keep Himself 
uncontaminated, come down to this rebel world where His name was hated, and risk 
His own eternal existence, in order that He might save some ere the hour of destruction 
came.” (Lionel H. Turner, Australian Signs of the Times March 30th 1931, ‘The Most 
Wonderful Story’) 
 

As we have seen above, trinitarianism denies that there could be a risk to Christ’s eternal 
existence. Turner though disagreed with this reasoning. He said that in order to save “some”, 
this risk had to exist. Turner therefore was not speaking as a trinitarian. Later that same year, 
he again spoke of the risk taken in the plan of redemption 
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“Thus our Redeemer, at the risk of His own eternal existence, put a new and wondrous 
meaning into His memorial of the Sabbath. All through the long, long night of sin it was 
to be man's assurance and hope.” (Lionel H. Turner, Australian Signs of the Times, 
November 16th 1931, ‘God’s Code Requires a Rest Day: Has He defined it?’) 
 

As the years progressed, even though trinitarian theology was being introduced amongst 
SDA’s, Turner had not changed his views. We know this because 45 years later, with 
reference to Christ, he made this comment (Dr Turner was now in his 70’s) 
 

“At His baptism, He had challenged the powers of evil and the spectre of death. And 
now, less than four years later, in a gesture whose heroism no earthly courage had 
matched, He wagered His eternal existence against the possibility of restoring to man 
the primeval character of life with day succeeding day for ever.” (Dr L. Turner, Signs of 
the Times. August, 1976, ‘A Time to Remember’) 
 

It is quite apparent that Dr Turner was not a trinitarian such as are the present-day SDA 
ministry and theologians. 
 
In 1949, E. F. Hackman (1898-1951), who from 1947 until the year of his death had been the 
President of the Inter-American Division (he had also been President of the South-East 
Californian Conference 1934-1940, also Northern Californian Conference President 1940-
1943, also Southern Union President 1943-47), wrote the following 
 

“We badly need additional funds with which to make new advances into the kingdom of 
darkness; but our most outstanding need is to have that spirit of sacrifice in our hearts 
which led our blessed Lord to risk His eternal existence and finally yield up His life for 
our salvation. If we were all possessed of this one essential thing, it would answer all 
our problems over night.” (E. F. Hackman, Inter-American Messenger, November 1949, 
‘Love Gives All’) 
 

Hackman is pointing out that to regain the spirit of sacrifice amongst us, as shown in the life 
of Jesus, we need to realise that Christ, in order to provide for our salvation, did “risk His 
eternal existence”. Hackman said that if Christians realised this, “it would answer all our 
problems over night”. In 1949, Hackman was a high-profile minister. He was not though, 
speaking as a trinitarian. 
 
Dr Lionel Turner, E. F. Hackman, A. G. Daniells and R. A. Underwood were all very prominent 
SDA’s. They all spoke of the risk taken by God and Christ in redeeming mankind from sin. 
These leaders therefore were all non-trinitarian. None of them would have believed what the 
present (2025) trinitarian SDA Church is teaching (that there was no risk to Christ’s existence). 
 
In my research I did come across quite a number of other statements that spoke of the risk 
that Christ took in becoming incarnate, but space permits only the following to be quoted. The 
first is from W. H. Branson who was then the GC vice-president who later became President 
(take special note of the dates) 
 

“It is a most wonderful thought to me, that the Creator of this world so loved man that 
He risked all heaven to save him; …” (W. H. Branson, Inter-American Division 
Messenger, June 1943, ‘The New Covenant Part one) 
 
“In order to make this righteousness available to us, Jesus risked His own existence. 
Faced with the possibility of failure and eternal loss to Himself, He undertook to live a 
sinless life in human flesh.” (S. A. Kaplan, The Ministry, September 1955, ‘Christ's 
Righteousness in a Jewish Tradition’) 
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“I was a lost sheep, having strayed far away from the fold of the Good Shepherd. Out 
into the blackness and tempest of the stormy night the Saviour came to seek me. Into 
the abysmal depths of the yawning chasm He descended, not stopping to consider the 
return. He risked His life to save me, and that is how I know He loves me.” (Elva 
Zachrison, Signs of the Times, June 7th 1932, ‘The Incarnate God’)  
 
“No earthly friendship can begin to compare with that which exists between our Elder 
Brother and those for whom He risked heaven and eternal life.” (M. S. King, The Lifeboat 
Magazine, December 1928, I Have Found a Friend’) 
 
“Is there in your heart a taint of selfishness or a desire to sacrifice less for the Master? 
Consider Christ's sacrifice through those hours of suffering. Look upon the cross, and 
hear that cry of anguish, " My God, My God, why hast Thou forsaken Me? " Look upon 
the crown of thorns, the riven side, the marred feet, and remember in this Christ risked 
all for us." (J. L. Shaw, Review and Herald, November 21st 1929, ‘Awake to the needs 
of the hour’) 
 
“It was not crucifixion that took the life of the Son of God. Death from crucifixion was a 
long, slow process, often taking several days. Jesus died from the weight of your sins 
and mine, from the tearing anguish of making the decision He did. Never forget that that 
decision must be measured by the value of the life He risked.” (Our Times, VOP 
Broadcast, April 1965, ‘Why did Jesus die?’) 
 
“See Him, weak and trembling, bearing His cross on Calvary's hill, cruel nails are driven 
through His hands and His feet. He hangs on the cross, the suffering Prince of heaven 
amidst the railing priests and the jeering rabble, alone, forsaken by man and left alone 
by God, to die, to tread the bitter wine-press alone. And in the endeavor He risked all, 
He might have failed and "suffered eternal loss." (P. E. Brodersen, Assistant editor, 
South American Bulletin, November 1925, ‘The value of a soul’) 

 
We can see from the above as Richard Rice pointed out (after showing that certain important 
SDA’s were antagonistic towards the trinity doctrine) 
 

“In fact, C. Mervyn Maxwell concludes that early Adventists were “about as uniform in 
opposing Trinitarianism as they were in advocating belief in the Second Coming.” 
(Richard Rice, Spectrum, Fall 2013, Volume 41, Issue 4, ‘Adventists Finding Identity in 
God’) 
 

This cannot be denied. The question that remains for each of us though is this: Who in this 
debate do we believe to be correct? The trinitarians will deny that by consenting to become 
incarnate, the divine Son of God took the risk of losing his eternal existence. They will also 
deny that He gave His life at Calvary. This surely must be a complete denial of the Gospel. It 
takes away from the divine Son of God all that He risked, also all that He achieved, in 
becoming incarnate. 
 
Early non-trinitarian SDA’s reasoned far differently than today’s trinitarians. There is no 
comparison between their two sets of Godhead beliefs, neither is there any comparison as to 
how the gospel is regarded. 
 
[end of quote] 
 
As can clearly be seen, early SDAs, in opposition to trinitarian theology, believed there had 
been a risk to Christ’s eternal existence. So what can we conclude from all of the above? 
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Conclusions 
 

From the above, the only thing that can be concluded is that over the years within the SDA 
Church, there has been a dramatic change in theology, which in turn has led to a dramatic 
change in the understanding of the gospel. Whereas we once believed in the reality of Christ’s 
temptations, meaning that if He had sinned, He would have forfeited His eternal existence (the 
risk factor), it is now taught, by the SDA Church, that this risk was non-existent. The question 
is though: Who is right and who is wrong? Certainly both cannot be correct. Perhaps this was 
summed up perfectly by Jerry Moon Ph.D. This is when he wrote in the book The Trinity, which 
is an SDA publication that is said to explain and support the trinitarian theology held by the 
SDA Church, also to explain the change over from non-trinitarianism to trinitarianism 
 

“That most of the leading SDA pioneers were non-Trinitarian in their theology has 
become accepted Adventist history, surprising as it sounded to most Adventists 40 years 
ago when Erwin R. Gane wrote an M. A. thesis on the topic.” (Jerry Moon Ph.D., ‘The 
Trinity’, page 190, ‘Trinity and anti-trinitarianism in Seventh-day Adventist history’) 
 

Jerry Moon continued (and this really is the key issue) 
 

“More recently, a further question has arisen with increasing urgency: was the pioneers’ 
belief about the Godhead right or wrong? As one line of reasoning goes, either the 
pioneers were wrong and the present church is right, or the pioneers were right and the 
present Seventh-day Adventist Church has apostatized from biblical truth.” (Ibid) 
 

This really does sum it up, and it really is the bottom line of this trinitarian issue within the SDA 
Church today. Both sets of beliefs, meaning the ‘old beliefs’ (discarded by our denomination), 
and the ‘new beliefs’ (our current published denominational Godhead beliefs), cannot be 
correct. This is because they are diametrically opposed to each other. One set of beliefs is 
non-trinitarian whilst the other is trinitarian. Certainly the ‘new theology’ is not a modification 
of the ‘old’. The differences can never be harmonised. They depict two entirely different 
concepts. 
 
It can only be concluded therefore that if our current denominational Godhead beliefs are 
biblical, then our early non-trinitarian beliefs are not biblical. Alternatively, if our once non-
trinitarian beliefs are biblical, then it can only be concluded, as Jerry Moon freely admits, “the 
present Seventh-day Adventist Church has apostatized from biblical truth”. 
 
In 1994, in an article called Present Truth – Walking in God’s Light, William Johnsson, the 
long-time editor of the Review and Herald (1982-2006), made the following observation 
 

“Some Adventists today think, that our beliefs have remained unchanged over the years, 
or they seek to turn back the clock to some point we had everything just right. But all 
attempts to recover such “historic Adventism” fail in view of the facts of our heritage. 
 
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’) 

 
Take particular note of those final two sentences. They are crucial to understanding the 
present Godhead controversy within the SDA Church. Apart from anything else, the present-
day SDA Church rejects the belief that Christ really is the Son of God.  Instead they say He is 
only role-playing this part. That though would be too much to deal with in this article. 
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So as can be seen from the above, it is a well-known fact that over the years there has been 
a change in the theology of the SDA Church. The present theology forbids the reasoning that 
there was ever a risk to Christ’s eternal existence. This is the end result of trinitarian theology. 
It denies the gospel. 
 
End of article. 
 
 


