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The Alpha and Omega of Deadly Heresies: 
A Treatise on the Cause and Effect Relationship in the 

Teachings of Kellogg and Ballenger
1
 

 

During the earliest years of the twentieth century, the Seventh-day Adventist church 

experienced one of its greatest crises. Leading men within the ministry and medical 

fields began believing and teaching a God that was in all nature. The belief in God as 

a personal Being was replaced with a spiritualised essence which had much in 

common with pantheism.  

 

Riding at the head of this tide of false teachings was John Harvey Kellogg, a leading 

physician. He was a brilliant man, who, full of ambition and unsubmitted to God, 

sought prominence and power within the church. His pantheistic teachings were made 

prominent and popularised in his book titled The Living Temple, which was published 

in the first months of 1903. This period of Adventist history is often spoken of as the 

Kellogg Crisis.  

 

The ministry of Ellen White was integral in meeting the errors of Kellogg and his 

associates as well as the spirit behind them. She spoke of the principles they used in 

coming to their teachings as “the alpha of a train of heresies,”
2
 and “the alpha of 

deadly heresies.”
3
 She spoke of an “omega” that would follow, “in a little while.”

4
 

 

Hot on the heels of this falling away came Albion Fox Ballenger. Ballenger was a 

powerful preacher in the church and a leading figure in the work in Great Britain 

before he departed from the truth. He accepted and taught the Protestant 

understanding that Christ entered the Most Holy Place upon His ascension, denying 

the two-apartment Sanctuary ministry in Heaven as the church taught. His teachings 

will be examined in greater detail in part two of this paper. 

 

Many have written on the comments regarding the alpha and omega of heresies and 

have applied these statements to any one of a number of different deviations from 

original Adventism. Some of these will be examined in the second part of this paper 

as to their strengths and weaknesses. While each position gives evidence in support of 

what it calls the omega, they lack a clear identification of the pantheistic principles 

that constituted Kellogg’s ‘alpha,’ the meaning of the statements of Ellen White at 

this time, and the natural cause and effect flow in the Kellogg and A. F. Ballenger 

apostasies.  

 

The aim of this paper is not to add another theory to the hat, but to hopefully bring 

together a harmony of the historical testimony with regards to this period of 

denominational history and reveal the continuing pervasiveness of the alpha and its 

relationship to the omega. Drawing upon historical quotations, first the alpha of 

                                                 
1
 This author is indebted to, though not encumbered by, the platforms set about Kellogg and Ballenger 

in the following works: Bert Haloviak, Ellen White and the SDA Church: Sligo Series 

(www.sdanet.org/atissue/white/index.htm); Vance Ferrell, The Alpha of Apostasy 

(www.temcat.com/Alpha/Alpha-TOC.htm). 
2
 Lt. 265, to JHK, 1903; in 11MR, p. 247. 

3
 Ms. 46, 1904; in SpTB02, p. 50. 

4
 Ibid, p. 53. 
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Kellogg’s beliefs will be examined, focusing on the exact points upon which he 

differed from the then established beliefs of the church. The different meanings of 

“person/personality” will be examined in the contexts of various statements made at 

the time.  

 

The second part of the paper will examine the cause and effect relationship between 

the Ballenger and Kellogg apostasies and the link between the doctrine of the 

personality of God and the Sanctuary, as held by Adventists from the earliest days. 

Finally, in part 3, attention will be given to statements made since the immediate 

historic setting of these events which eerily echo the errors of the alpha and pave the 

way for the omega.  
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Part 1 – Kellogg and the Historic Alpha 
 

Introducing J. H. Kellogg
5
 

 

John Harvey Kellogg was born February 26, 1852 to John Preston Kellogg and Ann 

Stanley. Before he was born, his family had negative experiences with the medical 

practitioners of the day. John Preston’s first wife died during childbirth, weakened by 

tuberculosis, and one of his children through Ann had died through misdiagnosis.  

 

Kellogg had quite a few siblings, growing up with two sisters, and his family lived in 

a township not far from Battle Creek. One day as the young John Harvey Kellogg was 

walking down the street, Ellen White saw him through her window and told her 

husband that the boy needed her help. She instructed him in healthy habits and he 

became stronger. 

 

At ten years of age John worked at his father’s broom factory. Two years later, he 

learned the printing business. Another two years, and he was engaged in proof reading. 

By 16, he was a teaching at a public school. The next year, he entered Michigan State 

Normal School, graduating in 1870 at age 18. The White’s were a constant support 

throughout.  

 

Kellogg enrolled in the Medical College at Bellevue Hospital, New York in 1873 with 

financial support from James and Ellen White. Two years later, he graduated with a 

medical degree. The White’s met up with John in 1876 in Wilmington, Delaware, 

where he had temporary residence. Ellen White was so impressed with him that she 

impressed upon him that there was a need in Battle Creek for someone to head up the 

Health Reform Institute. Kellogg accepted and was appointed superintendent, the 

leader of the medical work at Battle Creek at only 24 years of age.  

 

Kellogg soon began to set the untiring pace that would govern him for the rest of his 

life. As well as being a skilled surgeon, Kellogg was a prolific writer, sought after 

speaker, an inventor and innovator and an ambitious administrator. He married Ella 

Eaton in 1879. Kellogg rose in prominence in the health field to become an 

internationally acclaimed authority. People would come from all over the place to 

attend the Sanitarium (a term he himself coined).  

 

Kellogg was fascinated by the relationship between science and religion and studied 

very much into both. John showed manipulative tendencies early on in trying to get 

his agenda approved by the church leadership. During the pantheism crisis he was to 

be at the centre of a power struggle and was eventually successful in wrenching 

control of the sanitarium from the church.  

 

Kellogg began speculating on the relationship between the spiritual and the material 

as early as the late 1870’s, and expressed his views to Ellen White in about 1880. He 

did not openly begin teaching them until the late 1890’s, though he may have been 

sharing them privately before then. At least, it is certain that he had obtained a fairly 

                                                 
5
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introduction depends heavily on a number of them and is only to give background to this important 
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large support base by the time the matter came to a head in the early 1900’s, when his 

theories threatened to split the church at the top. The crisis was precipitated by the 

book, The Living Temple, and it is here that our story really begins. 

 

Not your typical pantheism 

 

The first point to identify is what it was about Kellogg’s teachings that were at odds 

with the truth. Ellen White wrote at the time of this crisis that, “[t]he path of error 

often appears to lie close to the path of truth. It is hardly distinguishable from 

the path that leads to holiness and heaven.”
6
 “The track of truth lies close beside 

the track of error, and both tracks may seem to be one to minds which are not 

worked by the Holy Spirit, and which, therefore, are not quick to discern the 

difference between truth and error.”
7
 It is therefore imperative that we dissect the 

principles of both truth and error to clearly distinguish between the two. 

 

Just to show how close the two were, note the similarities between these statements: 

 

“The manifestations of life are as varied as the different individual animals 

and plants, and parts of animated things. Every leaf, every blade of grass, 

every flower, every bird, even every insect, as well as every beast or every 

tree, bears witness to the infinite versatility and inexhaustible resources of 

the one all-pervading, all-creating, all-sustaining Life.” 

 

“Not by its own inherent energy does the earth produce its bounties, and 

year by year continue its motion around the sun. An unseen hand guides 

the planets in their circuit of the heavens. A mysterious life pervades all 

nature--a life that sustains the unnumbered worlds throughout immensity, 

that lives in the insect atom which floats in the summer breeze, that wings 

the flight of the swallow and feeds the young ravens which cry, that brings 

the bud to blossom and the flower to fruit.” 

 

At first glance, apart from differences in style, there appears a deep similarity in 

content. Both statements speak of a divine life which pervades all nature. Incidentally, 

both of these statements were also published in the same year. The first statement 

appears on page 16 of the book The Living Temple by Kellogg, the second on page 99 

of the book Education by Ellen White.  

 

This similarity does not substantiate Kellogg’s claim that he and Ellen White were in 

agreement. Instead, it highlights the need for examining in finer detail which 

principles of pantheism which Kellogg was advocating. This pantheism was not of the 

typical variety. Although it was readily recognised by those such as Spicer, who had 

laboured in India among Hindu peoples,
8
 it was subtle enough to pass under a guise of 

Christianity to many. Kellogg often protested the charge of pantheism. 

 

“I am willing to confess that I am not a pantheist nor a spiritualist, 

and that I believe none of the doctrines taught by these people or by 

pantheistic or spiritualistic writings. I never read a pantheistic book in 

                                                 
6
8T, p. 290.  

7
RH, 22-10-1903. 

8
 W. A. Spicer, How the Spirit of Prophecy Met a Crisis 
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my life. I never read a book on "New Thought," or anything of that kind. 

Anybody who will read carefully the "Living Temple" from the first page 

right straight through to the last, and will give the matter fair and 

consistent consideration, ought to see very clearly that I have no accord 

whatever with these pantheistic and spiritualistic theories… 

“I abhor pantheism as much as you do. I have endeavored in my book 

to simply teach the fact that man is dependent upon God for everything, 

and that without the divine power working in him the Spirit of God 

operating upon the elements which compose his body, he would be dust. 

God, the fountain of all life, is man's life; that is, the Spirit of God is man's 

life. You will find clear statement of this in the preface of the "Living 

Temple" on the third page. I have also stated clearly in the preface of "The 

Living Temple" that my whole discussion relates only to the operation of 

the Spirit of God in the body in a physiological sense.” (Lt. from Kellogg 

to G. I. Butler, 21-2-1904) 

 

Ellen White actually qualified the charge, saying that it was “akin to pantheism,” and 

not full pantheism. 

 

“Before leaving Washington for Berrien Springs, I was instructed upon 

some points regarding the work at Battle Creek. In the night season I was 

shown a meeting. Dr. Kellogg was speaking, and he was filled with 

enthusiasm regarding his subject. His associate physicians and ministers of 

the gospel were present. The subject upon which he was speaking was life, 

and the relation of God to all living things. In his presentation he cloaked 

the matter somewhat, but in reality he was presenting scientific theories 

which are akin to pantheism. He presented them as being of the highest 

value.” (Lt. 259, to Union Conference Presidents, 23-6-1904; in 5MR, p. 

357) 

 

“The heavenly messenger turned to those professing to be medical 

missionaries, and said, "How could you allow yourselves to be led 

blindfold, How could you so misrepresent the name you bear? You have 

your Bibles. Why have you not reasoned from cause to effect? You have 

accepted theories that have led you away from the truths that are to stamp 

their impress upon the characters of all Seventh-day Adventists. Your 

leader has been removing the foundation-timbers one by one, and his 

reasoning would soon leave us with no certain foundation for our faith. He 

has not heeded the testimonies that God through His Spirit has given. The 

books of the Bible containing most important instruction are disregarded 

because they say so much about a personal God. He has not known 

whether his feet were tending. But in his recent writings, his tendencies 

toward Pantheism have been revealed."” (Lt. 242, to Our Physicians and 

Ministers, Oct. 1903; in SpTB07, p. 39) 

 

Pantheism comes from two Greek words, πάν (all) and θεός (God). The belief asserts 

that God is in all time, space and matter. Therefore, God is in everything and 

consequently, everything is God. It is not clear that Kellogg reached this extreme. His 
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teaching might today be more accurately termed panentheism.
9
 While this word 

existed, it was not common in Ellen White’s day. 

 

“Pantheism is the belief that everything is God; panentheism is a belief 

that God is in everything, but that God is also greater than everything. ... 

According to panentheism, God is the epitome of absolute love and 

goodness.” (Jon Robertson, Fire and Light: An Off-road Search for the 

Spirit of God, p. 169) 

 

Kellogg did not necessarily just believe that all matter was God, but that God was in 

all space, hence “in” all things as there is space between the components of atoms.  

 

“Gravitation acts instantaneously throughout all space.  By this mysterious 

force of gravitation the whole universe is held together in a bond of unity.  

The whole universe pulsates at the movement of every shining orb.  The 

Psalmist says: "Their melody extendeth through all the earth."  Ps.19:6, 

Jewish Version.  We have here the evidence of a universal presence, an 

intelligent presence, an all-wise presence, an all-powerful presence, a 

presence by the aid of which every atom of the universe is kept in touch 

with every other atom. This force that holds all things together, that is 

everywhere present, that thrills throughout the whole universe, that 

acts instantaneously through boundless space, can be nothing else 

than God Himself. What a wonderful thought that this same God is in us 

and in everything!” (Kellogg, GCB, p. 83, 12-2-1897) 

 

“Scientists have been very much puzzled to know how light, which is a 

vibratory movement, can pass from one of these widely separated atoms to 

another.  To meet this difficulty the hypothesis of ether has been proposed. 

But here the same difficulty exists; for the ether, being matter, must also 

be composed of atoms; and so with ether we have simply matter composed 

of finer atoms, and other ether composed of still finer atoms, and so on 

down to infinity.  There is as great an infinity below us as above us.  The 

mystery of being, even in its simplest forms, is an eternal mystery.  They 

cannot solve it, for it is the mystery of God himself.  Scientific men have 

almost unanimously arrived at the conclusion that this one great force 

in the universe, this which Mr. Spencer calls the unknowable 

intelligence, is nothing else than God himself; that matter in all its 

forms is simply a manifestation of God. What a wonderful thought, that 

this mighty God that keeps the whole universe in order, is in us!  And 

what an astonishing thing, that any man should dare to rebel against this 

mighty God, to assert his own will in opposition to God's will!  And what 

an amazing thing, that this almighty, all-powerful, and all-wise God 

should make himself a servant of man by giving man a free will - power to 

direct the energy within his body!” (loc. cit) 

 

                                                 
9
 This has been acknowledged by recent Adventist scholars such as John Skrzypaszek (Kellogg’s 

Concept of Trinity, soon to be published paper, presented at 2008 Australian Trinity Congress) and 

Jerry Moon (The Quest for a Biblical Trinity, JATS, Vol. 17, No. 1, p. 151) 
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These statements are taken from sermons preached at the 1897 General Conference 

Session, though Kellogg’s sympathies with this teaching went back at least to the 

early 1880’s.
10

 In The Living Temple, these thoughts can be seen in greater force: 

 

“It is only recently that men of science have come to recognize the fact 

that, in the presence of this great universal force of gravitation, we 

stand before the Infinite.” (Kellogg, Living Temple, p. 25) 

 

“As we go about plucking flowers and leaves, trampling upon the grass, 

perhaps crushing under our feet a score of ants, beetles, worms, or other 

humble creatures, we seldom stop to think of the vast extent of the 

abounding life above and all about us. Think, for a moment, of the grass, 

that commonest of all plants . . . Calculate the number of blades of grass 

in an acre, and in a square mile, and remember that every one is a 

witness to the active presence of the one infinite, abounding Life.” 

(ibid, p. 16) 

 

“There is a clear, complete, satisfactory explanation of the most subtle, the 

most marvelous phenomena of nature, namely, an infinite Intelligence 

working out its purposes. God is the explanation of nature,-not a God 

outside of nature, but in nature, manifesting himself through and in all 

the objects, movements, and varied phenomena of the universe.” (ibid, p. 

28) 

 

“The only explanation of the mysteries of the varied intellectual processes 

is the operation of a divine, ever-present, all-pervading Intelligence. 

The one explanation of nature which makes every mystery clear, is God, 

who both creates and maintains, who made all things and operates all 

things.” (ibid, p. 398) 

 

“Let us not forget that the sunlight is God's smile of benediction; that the 

sunshine is Heaven's light and life and glory, the true Shekinah, the 

real presence with which the temple needs most to be filled; that the 

cooling breeze is the breath of heaven, a veritable messenger of life, 

carrying healing on its wings.” (ibid, p. 412) 

 

God is seen as the force behind all things, manifest in life, gravity, etc. He believed 

that we breathed God in the very air. Now there is a truth to some of this. In the 

statement from Education we saw that there is a life that pervades all nature. The 

Bible itself speaks of this, referring to Christ as “Him that filleth all in all.” (Eph. 1:23) 

and God asks, “Do I not fill heaven and earth?” (Jer. 23:24)   

 

We see then that it is not this teaching alone which constitutes pantheism, for the 

Bible does, in a sense, speak of the omnipresence of God. It is how this is seen to 

occur which makes a difference. The principle of pantheism is not merely that God is 

everywhere, but that He is also nowhere in particular. Pantheism denies that God is 

                                                 
10

 Skrzypaszek’s paper makes a great contribution to the understanding of the evolution of Kellogg’s 

philosophy, showing roots as early as the 1870’s, with the book, The Harmony of Science and the Bible 

on the Soul and the Doctrine of the Resurrection, printed in 1879.   
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personal and personable, reducing Him to a mysterious level beyond our ability to 

relate to. This personal God, Kellogg’s teaching also erroded.  

 

“Discussions respecting the form of God are utterly unprofitable, and 

serve only to belittle our conceptions of him who is above all things, and 

hence not to be compared in form or size or glory or majesty with 

anything which man has ever seen or which it is within his power to 

conceive. In the presence of questions like these, we have only to 

acknowledge our foolishness and incapacity, and bow our heads with awe 

and reverence in the presence of a Personality, an Intelligent Being to 

the existence of which all nature bears definite and positive testimony, 

but which is as far beyond our comprehension as are the bounds of 

space and time.” (Living Temple, p. 33) 

 

Kellogg did not entirely do away with the form of God. Instead, he so blurred the 

picture that such a concept was less definite than predominantly held by Adventists up 

to this point. Though he was attacking the foundation of religion, he believed he had a 

doctrine which brought God nearer.  

 

“Says, one, 'God may be present by his Spirit, or by his power, but 

certainly God himself cannot be present everywhere at once.' We answer: 

How can power be separated from the source of power? Where God's 

Spirit is at work, where God's power is manifested, God himself is 

actually and truly present. Said an objector, 'God made the tree, it is true, 

just as a shoemaker makes a boot; but the shoemaker is not in the boot; so 

God made the tree, but he is not in the tree.' The objector overlooked the 

fact that the process of tree-making in the living tree is never complete so 

long as the tree is alive. The tree does not create itself; a creative power is 

constantly going forward in it. Buds and leaves come forth from within the 

tree; does the tree create them? Acorns are put forth from within the oak 

tree; each acorn is a little tree, which, when planted, may grow into an oak 

as large as the parent tree. Does the tree create the acorn? Can a tree make 

trees? If so, then every plant, every shrub, every insect is a creator,-and 

man is a creator. 'It is he that hath made us, and not we ourselves.' Psalm 

100:3. Suppose now we have a boot before us,-not an ordinary boot, but a 

living boot, and as we look at it, we see little boots crowding out at the 

seams, pushing out at the toes, dropping off at the heels, and leaping out at 

the top, scores, hundreds, thousands of boots, a swarm of boots 

continually issuing from our living boot, would we not be compelled to 

say, 'There is a shoemaker in the boot? So there is present in the tree a 

power which creates and maintains it, a tree-maker in the tree, a flower-

maker in the flower,-a divine architect who understands every law of 

proportion, an infinite artist who possesses a limitless power of expression 

in color and form; there is, in all the world about us, an infinite, divine, 

though invisible Presence, to which the unenlightened may be blind, but 

which is ever declaring itself by its ceaseless, beneficent activity.”  

“'But,' says one, 'this thought destroys the personality of God. Do you not 

believe in a personal God?' Most certainly. An infinite, divine, personal 

being is essential religion. Worship requires someone to love, to obey, to 

trust. Belief in a personal God is the very core of the Christian Religion. 
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The conception of God as the All-Energy, the infinite power, an all-

pervading Presence, is too vast for the human mind to grasp; there 

must be something more tangible, more restricted, upon which to 

center the mind in worship. It is for this reason that Christ came to us in 

the image of God's personality, the second Adam, to show us by his life of 

love and self-sacrifice the character and the personality of God. We can 

approach God only through Christ." (ibid, p. 29, 30) 

 

“Here is a most marvelous description of God. His hand, his arm, his 

bosom are mentioned. He is described as 'sitting on the circle of the earth,' 

he metes out heaven with the span, he holds the waters in the hollow of his 

hand; so there can be no question that God is a definite, real personal 

being. A mere abstract principle, a law, a force could not have a hand, an 

arm. God is a person, though too great for us to comprehend, as Job 

says, 'God is great and we know him not.'” (ibid, p. 32) 

 

It is here that we see the departure from the truth. His doubletalk made it so that while 

God might have a vague, personal form, there was no distinction between the Spirit of 

God and God Himself. The pioneers were quite clear that the two were not the same: 

 

“Some confound God with his Spirit, which makes confusion.” (James 

White, ‘The Sabbath God,’ RH, 7-3-1854) 

 

“Here is a plain distinction made between the Spirit, and God that raises 

the dead by that Spirit. If the living God is a Spirit in the strictest sense 

of the term, and at the same time is in possession of a Spirit, then we 

have at once the novel idea of the Spirit of a Spirit, something it will 

take at least a Spiritualist to explain.” (J. N. Loughborough, Man’s 

Present Condition, p. 26, 1855) 

 

Kellogg’s teaching was setting the stage whereby the Adventist people would 

misunderstand “the personality of God,” a term we shall define later. At this time, 

Ellen White consistently referred back to the early years of the message, as below. 

 

Heresy Met in Early Labours 

 

“Those who present such theories are lost in the woods. They know not 

the nature of the theories that they are handling. I know how dangerous 

these theories are. Before I was seventeen years old, I had to bear my 

testimony against them before large companies, and all through my 

experience for the last fifty years I have had to meet and oppose these 

delusive theories.” (Lt. 214, to P. T. Magan and E. A. Spalding, 9-10-

1903; in SpM, p. 328) 

 

“For sixty years I have been in communication with heavenly 

messengers, and I have been constantly learning in reference to divine 

things, and in reference to the way in which God is constantly working to 

bring souls from the error of their ways to the light in God's light.” (Lt. 86, 

to G. I. Butler, 1906; in 4MR, p. 64) 
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This last quote is interesting, because just over 60 years earlier, in February 1845, 

Ellen was receiving some of her first visions. One of the first things shown her, was 

the personality of God and Christ.  

 

“I saw a throne and on it sat the Father and the Son. I gazed on Jesus' 

countenance and admired his lovely person. The Father's person I could 

not behold, for a cloud of glorious light covered him. I asked Jesus if his 

Father had a form like himself. He said he had, but I could not behold 

it, for said he if you should once behold the glory of his person you 

would cease to exist.” (Broadside1, 6-4-1846) 

 

“I have often seen the lovely Jesus, that he is a person. I asked him if 

his Father was a person, and had a form like himself. Said Jesus. "I 

am in the express image of my Father's Person.”  (ExV, p. 64, 1851)
11

 

 

These revelations, given early in her ministry, were crucial for meeting the views of 

those who would spiritualise away the plain truths of Scripture. Speaking of this at the 

time of the Kellogg crisis, Ellen White wrote: 

 

“The difficulties that have arisen have been very hard to meet, and they 

are far from being settled yet. One, and another, and still another are 

presented to me as having been led to accept the pleasing fables that mean 

the sanctification of sin. Living Temple contains the alpha of a train of 

heresies. These heresies are similar to those that I met in my first 

labors in connection with the cause in Maine, New Hampshire, 

Vermont, then in Boston, Roxbury, New Bedford, and other parts of 

Massachusetts. Through them the evil one worked upon the minds of men 

and women. (Lt. 265, to Dr. Kellogg and his associates, 26-11-1903; in 

11MR, p. 315) 

 

“Finally my son said to me, "Mother, you ought to read at least some parts 

of the book, that you may see whether they are in harmony with the light 

that God has given you." He sat down beside me, and together we read the 

preface, and most of the first chapter, and also paragraphs in other 

chapters. As we read, I recognized the very sentiments against which I 

had been bidden to speak in warning during the early days of my 

public labors. When I 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. I knew 

that the omega would follow in a little while; and I trembled for our 

people. I knew that I 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.” (SpTB02, p. 53, 1904) 

 

                                                 
11

 Sections of these statements were copied out and sent to Kellogg, as in Lt. 253, 1903 (unpublished 

sections).  
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“During the labors of my youth, in Massachusetts, Vermont, New 

Hampshire, and in Canada Maine, I met these same spiritualistic 

sentiments decidedly. The power of God would rest upon me during the 

meeting held; and while I was bearing my testimony, some in the 

congregation would fall helpless to the floor,--unable to rise for a time, --

thus silently testifying to the power of God.” (Ms. 10, 1904; in BCL, p. 

104) 

 

“After the passing of the time, we were opposed and cruelly falsified. 

Erroneous theories were pressed in upon us by men and women who had 

gone into fanaticism. I was directed to go to the places where these people 

were advocating these erroneous theories, and as I went, the power of the 

Spirit was wonderfully displayed in rebuking the errors that were creeping 

in. Satan himself, in the person of a man, was working to make of no 

effect my testimony regarding the position that we now know to be 

substantiated by scripture. 

“Just such theories as you have presented in “Living Temple” were 

presented then. These subtle, deceiving sophistries have again and again 

sought to find place amongst us. But I have ever had the same testimony 

to bear which I now bear regarding the personality of God.  
In “Early Writings,” pp. 60, 66, 67, are the following statements:-- 

[paragraphs quoted]” (Lt. 253, to J. H. Kellogg, 11-20-1903; part found in 

4MR, p. 57) 

 

During this time, Ellen White and James, her husband, had to meet with those who 

spiritualised away truths of the Scriptures. The term used for this was spiritualism. 

The meaning in this context is different from that associated in the communication 

with spirits. Much of these early experiences can be read in Life Sketches, Experience 

and Views, Early Writings, and Volume 1 of the Biography series. 

 

Ellen White spoke about these spiritualistic theories being of the same nature as the 

lie Satan told in the Garden of Eden. “These beautiful representations are similar to 

the temptation that the enemy brought to Adam and Eve in Eden.” (MS. 46, 1904; in 

1SAT, p. 342) In Eden, Satan cast doubt on what God had said, spiritualising away 

God’s word. She re-affirmed this understanding of the Personality of God and Christ 

in some letters to Kellogg at the time of his departure from orthodoxy. 

 

“My brethren and sisters, study the thirteenth, fourteenth, fifteenth, 

sixteenth, and seventeenth chapters of John. The words of these chapters 

explain themselves. “This is life eternal,” Christ declared, “that they might 

know Thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ, Whom Thou hast sent.” In 

these words the personality of God and of His Son is clearly spoken 

of.
12

 The personality of the one does not do away with the necessity for 

the personality of the other.” (Lt. 232, to J. H. Kellogg, 6-10-1903) 

                                                 
12

 John 17 (esp. verse 3) was often quoted and was said to be a safeguard against spiritualism and 

upholding the personality of God and Christ. “Be not deceived; many will depart from the faith, giving 

heed to seducing spirits and doctrines of devils. We have now before us the alpha of this danger. The 

omega will be of a most startling nature. We need to study the words that Christ uttered in the 

prayer that He offered just before His trial and crucifixion. [John 17:1-6 quoted]” (SpTB02, p. 16) 



 12 

 

Personality of God and Christ Pillar 

 

We have seen the statement “Personality of God” a few times. We shall see now that 

this was a confirmed pillar within Adventism, and what that belief entailed.  

 

“I thank the Lord that there are many who can discern now, if not before, 

the spirit that has taken possession of those who resist the warnings of the 

Spirit of God. I am bidden to say to the believers in Battle Creek, Press 

together. Let no words be spoken to irritate or provoke. Stand firmly in 

the faith in which God has led us for the last fifty years.” (Lt. April 17, 

1907) 

 

In a famous quote, Ellen White says, “We have nothing to fear for the future, except 

as we shall forget the way the Lord has led us, and his teaching in our past history.”
13

 

Ellen White was clear at this time that the teaching on the personality of God and 

Christ was a part of the pillars of the message.  

 

“Those who seek to remove the old landmarks are not holding fast; they 

are not remembering how they have received and heard. Those who try to 

bring in theories that would remove the pillars of our faith concerning 

the sanctuary or concerning the personality of God or of Christ, are 

working as blind men. They are seeking to bring in uncertainties and to set 

the people of God adrift without an anchor.” (Ms. 62, 25-5-1905) 

 

Many are hesitant to see this as a pillar,
14

 since it didn’t receive the same level of 

attention as the Sabbath or Second Coming. That it was less written on is perhaps 

because it was so taken for granted by the early Advent believers. So what is meant 

by personality of God in this sense? In short, it means the ability to be personal.  

 

In the 1860’s, James White wrote a small tract, titled “The Personality of God,” in 

which he shows that our ability to relate on a personal level with God comes from the 

fact that we are made in His image (i.e., that God has a form). The denial of this is 

seen to undermine many other scriptures and doctrines and make God a non-entity. 

Ellen White used this same term in relation to Kellogg: 

 

“Ministers and people were deceived by these sophistries. They lead to 

making God a nonentity and Christ a nonentity. We are to rebuke these 

theories in the name of the Lord.” (Ms. 70, 1905; in 5MR, p. 279)  

 

                                                                                                                                            
“Christ's prayer to His Father, contained in the seventeenth chapter of John, is to be our church creed. 

[selected verses quoted]” (ST, 2-5-1900) 
13

 Lt. 32, 1892; in 3SM, p. 162. 
14

 In another place, Ellen White listed some landmarks and said “I can call to mind nothing more that 

can come under the head of the old landmarks.” (MS. 13, 1889; in 1888 Materials, p. 518) The absence 

of the “personality of God or of Christ” from this list is sometimes used to say that it wasn’t among 

these pillars. However, just because it couldn’t be called to mind does not mean it wasn’t one. 

Controversy over the personality of God and Christ was not at stake in 1889 to make it stand out and 

further goes to show that it was largely taken for granted, until the issue was agitated by Kellogg and 

others a decade later. 
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“We are now to be on guard, and not drawn away from the all-important 

message given of God for this time. Satan is not ignorant of the result of 

trying to define God and Jesus Christ in a spiritualistic way that sets 

God and Christ as a nonentity. The moments occupied in this kind of 

science are, in the place of preparing the way of the Lord, making a way 

for Satan to come in and confuse the minds with mysticisms of his own 

devising. Although they are dressed up in angel robes they have made 

our God and our Christ a nonentity.” (Diary, #48, p. 163, 28-8-1904; in 

11MR, p. 211) 

 

“He who denies the personality of God and of his Son Jesus Christ, is 

denying God and Christ. "If that which ye have heard from the 

beginning shall remain in you, ye also shall continue in the Son, and in the 

Father." If you continue to believe and obey the truths you first 

embraced regarding the personality of the Father and the Son, you 

will be joined together with him in love. There will be seen that union 

for which Christ prayed just before his trial and crucifixion.” (RH, 8-3-

1906) 

 

And it was true, for Kellogg and others, from as early as 1897, had been teaching an 

impersonal God who pervaded all nature. But we must remain clear exactly where the 

error lies, that we do not repeat it, or overcompensate to an extreme position. Note the 

following quotes: 

 

“Scientific, spiritualistic sentiments, representing the Creator as an 

essence pervading all nature have been given to our people, and have 

been received even by some who have had a long experience as teachers 

of the Word of God. The results of this insidious devising will break out 

again and again. There are many for whom special efforts will have to be 

put forth to free them from this specious deception.” (Lt. 242, to 

Physicians and Ministers, Oct, 1903; in BCL, p. 79) 

 

“I am warned that we are not to talk of God as He is spoken of in 

Living Temple. The sentiments there expressed are a dishonor to His 

greatness and His majesty. God forbid that our ministers should entertain 

these ideas. For myself, I take my stand firmly against them. And I entreat 

you to accept the message that I bear to you. I ask you to arouse to your 

danger. Who by searching can find out God? 

The theory that He is an essence, pervading everything, is one of 

Satan's most subtle devices. I warn you to beware of being led to accept 

theories leading to any such view. I tell you, my brother, that the most 

spiritual-minded Christians are liable to be deceived by these beautiful, 

seducing, flattering theories. But in the place of honoring God, these 

theories, in the minds of those who receive them, bring Him down to a 

low level, where He is nothingness.” (Lt. 230, to E. J. Waggoner, 2-10-

1903; in 21MR, p. 172) 

 

“The new theories in regard to God and Christ, as brought out in "The 

Living Temple", are not in harmony with the teaching of Christ. The Lord 

Jesus came to this world to represent the Father. He did not represent 
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God as an essence pervading nature, but as a personal being. 
Christians should bear in mind that God has a personality as verily as 

has Christ.” (Lt. 212, to Teachers at EMC, 23-9-1903; in SpM, p. 324) 

 

Now compare these, which speak of God as not pervading everywhere, with those 

below: 

 

“Not by its own inherent energy does the earth produce its bounties, and 

year by year continue its motion around the sun. An unseen hand guides 

the planets in their circuit of the heavens. A mysterious life pervades all 

nature--a life that sustains the unnumbered worlds throughout immensity, 

that lives in the insect atom which floats in the summer breeze, that wings 

the flight of the swallow and feeds the young ravens which cry, that brings 

the bud to blossom and the flower to fruit.” (Ed., p. 99) 

 

 “The believers in all ages are to be one, and the Holy Spirit is the living 

essence that cements, animates, and pervades the whole body of 

Christ's followers. The duties devolving on the members of Christ's church 

are tasks set by the Lord, and although each one of the workers is but an 

atom, a fraction of the stupendous fabric, inhabited by the Holy Spirit, 

how sacred, how holy do these duties appear!” (Ms. 3, 1892; in 2MR, p. 

335) 

 

“Our retired location will offer comparative freedom from any of the 

temptations of city life. Here are no liquor-selling hotels or dram-shops on 

every corner to tempt the unfortunate victim of intemperance. And the 

pure sights and sounds, the clear, invigorating air, and the sense of God's 

presence pervading all nature, tend to uplift the mind, to soften the heart, 

and to strengthen the will to resist temptation.” (Ms. 12, 31-1-1900; in 

11MR, p. 221) 

 

“Fathers and mothers, teach your children of the wonder-working power 

of God. His power is manifest in every plant, in every tree that bears 

fruit. Take the children into the garden and explain to them how He 

causes the seed to grow. The farmer plows his land and sows the seed, but 

he cannot make the seed grow. He must depend upon God to do that 

which no human power can do. The Lord puts His own Spirit into the 

seed, causing it to spring into life. Under His care the germ breaks through 

the case enclosing it and springs up to develop and bear fruit.” (8T, p. 326) 

 

From a casual reading, one might think Ellen White is contradicting herself. However, 

it is clear that from the first three quotes it is the Father and Christ Who are not an all-

pervading essence, and from the last four that it is His Spirit, or presence which 

pervades all things. This is an important distinction, theologically and practically, and 

conforms with what the other early Adventists believed. Here is what she had to say 

of the Father and Son throughout her ministry, showing They were personal Beings. 

Most of these same things are never said of the Holy Spirit. 

 

Two Personages 
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“Before the entrance of evil there was peace and joy throughout the 

universe. All was in perfect harmony with the Creator's will. Love for God 

was supreme, love for one another impartial. Christ the Word, the Only 

Begotten of God, was one with the eternal Father,--one in nature, in 

character, and in purpose,--the only being in all the universe that 

could enter into all the counsels and purposes of God. By Christ the 

Father wrought in the creation of all heavenly beings. "By Him were all 

things created, that are in heaven, . . . whether they be thrones, or 

dominions, or principalities, or powers" (Colossians 1:16); and to Christ, 

equally with the Father, all heaven gave allegiance.” (GC, p. 493) 

 

“The Sovereign of the universe was not alone in His work of beneficence. 

He had an associate--a co-worker who could appreciate His purposes, and 

could share His joy in giving happiness to created beings. "In the 

beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was 

God. The same was in the beginning with God." John 1:1, 2. Christ, the 

Word, the only begotten of God, was one with the eternal Father--one 

in nature, in character, in purpose--the only being that could enter 

into all the counsels and purposes of God. "His name shall be called 

Wonderful, Counselor, The mighty God, The everlasting Father, The 

Prince of Peace." Isaiah 9:6. His "goings forth have been from of old, from 

everlasting." Micah 5:2. And the Son of God declares concerning Himself: 

"The Lord possessed Me in the beginning of His way, before His works of 

old. I was set up from everlasting. . . . When He appointed the foundations 

of the earth: then I was by Him, as one brought up with Him: and I was 

daily His delight, rejoicing always before Him." Proverbs 8:22-30.  

“The Father wrought by His Son in the creation of all heavenly beings. 

"By Him were all things created, . . . whether they be thrones, or 

dominions, or principalities, or powers: all things were created by Him, 

and for Him." Colossians 1:16. Angels are God's ministers, radiant with 

the light ever flowing from His presence and speeding on rapid wing to 

execute His will. But the Son, the anointed of God, the "express image 

of His person," "the brightness of His glory," "upholding all things by the 

word of His power," holds supremacy over them all. Hebrews 1:3. "A 

glorious high throne from the beginning," was the place of His sanctuary 

(Jeremiah 17:12); "a scepter of righteousness," the scepter of His kingdom. 

Hebrews 1:8. "Honor and majesty are before Him: strength and beauty are 

in His sanctuary." Psalm 96:6. Mercy and truth go before His face. Psalm 

89:14.” (Patriarchs and Prophets, p. 34, 1890) 

 

It is a striking fact that the Holy Spirit is distinctly absent from the heavenly scenes 

which precede the creation of the earth. These passages show that the oneness of God 

and Christ is relational, not of substance (though they each of equal nature) and show 

that Christ alone could enter the counsels of God. Christ is seen as equal in honour, 

with this being conferred upon Him by the Father.
15

 Sonship and Inheritance themes 

are dwelt upon heavily. No room is left for the Holy Spirit.
16

 

 

                                                 
15

 See 1SP, p. 19, and 8T, p. 268, 269 (latter quoted below) 
16

 Christ is next to the Father (2SP, p. 9) with Lucifer next to Him (1SP, p. 17). Gabriel now occupies 

Lucifer’s position (DA, p. 234) 
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“Christians should bear in mind that God has a personality as verily 

as has Christ. They should so represent Christ's person and conduct that 

by doing His works they will manifest the character and spirit of the 

Father. Christ is the express image of His Father's person and 

character.” (Ms. 130, 27-10-1902; in 10MR, p. 114) 

 

“The seventeenth chapter of John speaks plainly regarding the 

personality of God and of Christ, and of their relation to each other. 

"Father, the hour is come," Christ said: "glorify thy Son, that thy Son also 

may glorify thee." [John 17:23, 3, 5-11 quoted.] Here is personality, and 

individuality.” (Ms. 124, 1903; in 5BC, p. 1145) 

 

“When in the fullness of time the eternal Son of the infinite God came 

forth from the bosom of His Father to this world, He came in the garb 

of humanity, clothing His divinity with humanity. The Father and the 

Son in consultation decided that Christ must come to the world as a babe, 

and live the life that human beings must live from childhood to manhood, 

bearing the trials that they must bear, and at the same time living a sinless 

life, that men might see in Him an example of what they can become, and 

that He might know by experience how to help them in their struggles 

with sin. He was tried as man is tried, tempted as man is tempted. The life 

that He lived in this world, men can live, through His power and under His 

instruction… 

“[John 12:26; 17:24 quoted] Christ is speaking of the glory of His Father’s 

presence and His Father’s house. The glory that is to be revealed to all 

who are saved is the glory which Christ had with His Father before 

the world was,–the unapproachable splendor of their converse 

together. The angels were not admitted to the interviews between the 

Father and the Son, when the plan of salvation was laid.” (Lt. 232, to J. 

H. Kellogg, 26-10-1903, unpublished section) 

 

“Our ministers must be very careful not to enter into controversy in 

regard to the personality of God. This is a subject that they are not to 

touch. It is a mystery
17

, and the enemy will surely lead astray those who 

enter into it. We know that Christ came in person to reveal God to the 

world. God is a person and Christ is a person. Christ is spoken of in the 

Word as "the brightness of His Father's glory, and the express image of 

His person.” (Ms. 46, 1904; in 1SAT, p. 343) 

 

“The Scriptures clearly indicate the relation between God and Christ, 

and they bring to view as clearly the personality and individuality of 

each. [Hebrews 1:1-5 quoted] 

“God is the Father of Christ; Christ is the Son of God. To Christ has 

been given an exalted position. He has been made equal with the 

Father. All the counsels of God are opened to His Son.”  

“Jesus said to the Jews: [John 5:17-20 quoted] 

                                                 
17

 This must be understood in the light of the position of the Broadside statement. It is a mystery 

because God is “dwelling in the light which no man can approach unto.” (1 Timothy 6:16) To not enter 

into controversy would be to stick by the positions taken at the beginning of the movement. 
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“Wonderful statement! The unity that exists between Christ and His 

disciples does not destroy the personality of either. They are one in 

purpose, in mind, in character, but not in person. It is thus that God and 

Christ are one.  

“The relation between the Father and the Son, and the personality of 

both, are made plain in this scripture also: [Zechariah 6:12, 13, A.R.V. 

quoted]” (8T, pp. 268, 269) 

 

Since the sonship of Christ was not in question by Kellogg, that has not been heavily 

discussed in this paper. Christ’s relationship, as a literal Son, was very much a part of 

the “personality of God and of His Son Jesus Christ,” as seen above. To Ellen White, 

and the pioneers, it was to spiritualise away the clear words of Scripture to deny this. 

Christ’s equality again is seen to be “given” to Him, for He was “made equal.” 

Inheritance and Sonship concepts play a large part in many of the verses quoted or 

alluded to thus far by Ellen White (Proverbs 8:22-31, Micah 5:2, John 3:16, Hebrews 

1:1-5, John 17). The final verse, in the last quote above, as with the quotes in 

Patriarchs and Prophets and Great Controversy, limits the ‘counsel of peace’ to 

“both.”  

 

“Christ is one with the Father, but Christ and God are two distinct 

personages.
18

 Read the prayer of Christ in the seventeenth chapter of John, 

and you will find this point clearly brought out. How earnestly the Saviour 

prayed that His disciples might be one with Him as He is one with the 

Father. But the unity that is to exist between Christ and His followers does 

not destroy the personality of either. They are to be one with Him as He is 

one with the Father.” (RH, 1-6-1905). 

 

“As a personal being, God has revealed Himself in His Son. The 

outshining of the Father's glory, "and the express image of His person," 

Jesus, as a personal Saviour, came to the world. As a personal Saviour He 

ascended on high. As a personal Saviour He intercedes in the heavenly 

courts. Before the throne of God in our behalf ministers "One like unto 

the Son of man." Hebrews 1:3; Revelation 1:13.” (MH, p. 418, 1905) 

 

“The Lord Jesus Christ, the divine Son of God, existed from eternity, 

a distinct person, yet one with the Father. He was the surpassing glory 

of heaven. He was the commander of the heavenly intelligences, and the 

adoring homage of the angels was received by him as his right. This was 

no robbery of God. "The Lord possessed me in the beginning of his way," 

he declares, "before his works of old. I was set up from everlasting, from 

the beginning, or ever the earth was. When there were no depths, I was 

brought forth; when there were no fountains abounding with water. 

Before the mountains were settled, before the hills was I brought forth; 

while as yet he had not made the earth, nor the fields, nor the highest part 

of the dust of the world. When he prepared the heavens, I was there: when 

he set a compass upon the face of the depth."” (RH, 5-4-1906)
19

 

                                                 
18

 ‘Personage’ is a much more definite word  in its meaning than even ‘person’ or ‘personality’ in the 

time of Ellen White. This word is never used for the Holy Spirit. 
19

 This article is titled “The Word Made Flesh.” It contains perhaps the clearest explanation of Ellen 

White’s position on the pre-existence and divinity of Christ. Many take some of the statements of this 
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“The Father and the Son each have a personality. Christ declared: "I 

and My Father are one." Yet it was the Son of God who came to the world 

in human form. Laying aside His royal robe and kingly crown, He clothed 

His divinity with humanity, that humanity through His infinite sacrifice 

might become partakers of the divine nature and escape the corruption that 

is in the world through lust.” (9T, p. 68, 1909) 

 

These are entirely in harmony with the established position of the church up to that 

point. The statement of beliefs that appeared in the first edition of Signs of the Times, 

June 4, 1874, and which was largely written by James White,
20

 stated: 

 

“I.  That there is one God, a personal, spiritual being, the creator of all 

things, omnipotent, omniscient, and eternal; infinite in wisdom, holiness, 

justice, goodness, truth, and mercy; unchangeable, and everywhere 

present by his representative, the Holy Spirit.  Ps. 139:7. 

“II.  That there is one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of the Eternal Father, 

the one by whom he created all things, and by whom they do consist; that 

he took on him the nature of the seed of Abraham for the redemption of 

our fallen race; that he dwelt among men, full of grace and truth, lived our 

example, died our sacrifice, was raised for our justification, ascended on 

high to be our only mediator in the sanctuary in heaven,
21

 where, 

through the merits of his shed blood, he secures the pardon and 

forgiveness of the sins of all those who penitently come to him; and as the 

closing portion of his work as priest, before he takes his throne as king, he 

will make the great atonement for the sins of all such, and their sins will 

then be blotted out (Acts 3:19) and borne away from the sanctuary, as 

shown in the service of the Levitical priesthood, which foreshadowed and 

prefigured the ministry of our Lord in heaven.  See Lev. 16; Heb. 8:4, 5; 

9:6, 7; etc.” 

 

While God and Christ were seen as personal Beings, the Holy Spirit was viewed as a 

personal presence, separate only in its workings or economy, but not in individuality. 

We shall see this view upheld by Ellen White later on. It was Kellogg’s inability to 

discern the workings of these relationships which led to Ellen White declaring to him:  

 

                                                                                                                                            
article to the exclusion of others, and fail to understand them according to the historical context. “From 

eternity” did not exclude Christ from being begotten of the Father, as the term was used by such as 

Waggoner in Christ and His Righteousness as follows: “The Scriptures declare that Christ is "the only 

begotten son of God." He is begotten, not created. As to when He was begotten, it is not for us to 

inquire, nor could our minds grasp it if we were told. The prophet Micah tells us all that we can know 

about it in these words, "But thou, Bethlehem Ephratah, though thou be little among the thousands of 

Judah, yet out of thee shall He come forth unto Me that is to be ruler in Israel; whose goings forth have 

been from of old, from the days of eternity." Micah 5:2, margin. There was a time when Christ 

proceeded forth and came from God, from the bosom of the Father (John 8:42; 1:18), but that 

time was so far back in the days of eternity that to finite comprehension it is practically without 

beginning.” (p. 21) 
20

 Richard Lewis, who reprints this statement of beliefs in his book, ‘The Living Witness’, published 

1959, writes, “Though there is no assurance that James White was the only author, he no doubt had a 

large part in its composition.”  
21

 It is important to note that Christ’s High Priestly ministry is linked in this statement to His nature. 

This will be important in part 2. 
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“You are not definitely clear on the personality of God, which is 

everything to us as a people. You have virtually destroyed the Lord 

God Himself.” (Lt. 300, 1903; in 5BIO, p. 292) 

 

To finish this examination of the term “personality of God,” we shall look at some 

statements from S. N. Haskell in an article by that name in the Review and Herald, 

10-8-1903, in the midst of the controversy. These show that the idea of the personality 

of God and Christ revolved around Their being in a certain place, having a form. 

 

“Of late the question has repeatedly come to me, Does it make any real 

difference whether we believe in the personality of God, as long as we 

believe in God? My answer invariably is, It depends altogether upon the 

standpoint from which we view it. If from the Spiritualist's, the Christian 

Scientist's, the Universalist's, or if from the standpoint of any other " ist " 

or "ism," it makes but little or no difference. But the standpoint of 

Seventh-day Adventists it makes all the difference in the world.  

“No man who is a Seventh-day Adventist can understandingly take that 

position; neither can a Seventh-day Adventist hold that position for a 

moment. In it is involved a denial of the " Father and the Son," the law 

of Moses, the prophets, the psalms, the holy angels, the personality of the 

devil, and all that is according to sound doctrine. 

“First: Seventh-day Adventists believe that "all Scripture is given by 

inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for 

correction, for instruction in righteousness: that the man of God may be 

perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all good works" (2 Tim 3:16, 17); and 

that "man doth not live by bread only, but by every word that proceedeth 

out of the mouth of the Lord." Deut. 8:.3. Every word which is a thought 

expressed, every passage, and every book in the Bible, is the unfolding of 

the wondrous theme of redemption's plan, the restoring of the image of 

God in the soul. It contains all the creative energy that called the worlds 

into existence, and therefore contains victory through our Lord Jesus 

Christ. The view that God has no personality is a denial of many plain 

declarations of the Word of God.  

“While the face of God no man can see and live, because of sin, yet Moses 

positively declares that the nobles "saw God," which could not he true if 

God had no personality. Micaiah, the prophet, said: “I saw the Lord sitting 

on his throne, and all the host of heaven standing by him on his right hand 

and on his left,"1 Kings 22:19. The prophet Isaiah bears the following 

positive testimony: “In the year that King Uzziah died I saw also the Lord 

sitting upon a throne, high and lifted up, and his train filled the temple.” 

Isa. 6:1. He also saw seraphim, which are a high order of angels.  

“David said, "The Lord is in his holy temple." Ps. 11: 4."He sitteth 

between the cherubim." Ps. 99: 1. It is surprising how many such 

testimonies are found in the Old Testament Scriptures, from the law of 

Moses to the prophet Malachi. The same strain is taken up in the New 

Testament. Christ said, "Verily, verily, I say unto you, Hereafter ye shall 

see heaven open, and the angels of God ascending and descending upon 

the Son of man." John 1:51 Stephen, "full of the Holy Ghost, looked up 

steadfastly, unto heaven, and saw the glory of God, and Jesus standing on 

the right hand of God, and said, Behold, I see the heavens opened, and the 
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Son of man standing on the right hand of God." Acts 7: 55, 56. The 

doctrine of the personality of God is the fundamental doctrine of the 

Scriptures.” 

 

Kellogg rethinks and attempts a compromise 

 

Kellogg appeared to repent in 1903, but instead of ultimately accepting in faith what 

the Bible taught, he continued his obsession into the deep things of God. This 

obsession was not new. He had first approached Ellen White regarding similar 

theories before James White died (1881).  

 

“This subject has been kept before me for the past twenty years, yea, for 

more than twenty years. Before my husband's death, Dr. Kellogg came 

to my room to tell me that he had great light. He sat down and told me 

what it was. It was similar to some of the views that he has presented in 

Living Temple. I said, "Those theories are wrong. I have met them 

before. I had to meet them when I first began to travel."”  

“Ministers and people were deceived by these sophistries. They lead to 

making God a nonentity and Christ a nonentity. We are to rebuke these 

theories in the name of the Lord. 

“As I talked about these things, laying the whole matter before Dr. 

Kellogg, and showing him what the outcome of receiving these 

theories would be, he seemed to be dazed. I said, "Never teach such 

theories in our institutions; do not present them to the people."” (Ms. 70, 

1905; in 5MR, p. 278, 279) 

 

Now, after facing so much opposition to his views, instead of giving them up, he 

began to re-examine them. Instead of embracing the truth, he took his error to another 

level in order to justify it. Writing to W. W. Prescott, only days after a council which 

was saved by a testimony from Ellen White, Kellogg said: 

 

“You, Elder Daniells, and others have spoken about a fine line of 

distinction, but I could not quite see what it was, but this statement by 

Sister White makes it clear to me.  

“The difference is this: When we say God is in the tree, the word ‘God’ is 

understood in that the Godhead is in the tree, God the Father, God the Son, 

and God, the Holy Spirit, whereas the proper understanding in order that 

wholesome conceptions should be preserved in our minds, is that God the 

Father sits upon his throne in heaven where God the Son is also; while 

God’s life, or Spirit or presence is the all-pervading power which is 

carrying out the will of God in all the universe. The whole thing is now 

clear to my mind. I confess I was not quite clear before, and I felt a 

distrust and an uneasiness with reference to the matter, though I could not 

for the life of me see where there was an error.” (Letter dated 25-10-1903) 

 

This almost seems to be exactly what we saw Ellen White to be saying earlier. A. G. 

Daniells sheds more light on Kellogg’s beliefs in a revealing letter to W. C. White of 

discussions they had had.  
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“Ever since the council closed I have felt that I should write you 

confidentially regarding Dr Kellogg’s plans for revising and 

republishing ‘The Living Temple’… He said that some days before 

coming to the council, he had been thinking the matter over, and began to 

see that he had made a slight mistake in expressing his views. He said 

that all the way along he had been troubled to know how to state the 

character of God and his relation to his creation works… 

“He then stated that his former views regarding the trinity had stood 

in his way of making a clear and absolutely correct statement; but 

that within a short time he had come to believe in the trinity and could 

now see pretty clearly where all the difficulty was, and believed that he 

could clear the matter up satisfactorily. 

“He told me that he now believed in God the Father, God the Son, and 

God the Holy Ghost; and his view was that it was God the Holy Ghost, 

and not God the Father, that filled all space, and every living thing. 
He said if he had believed this before writing the book, he could have 

expressed his views without giving the wrong impression the book now 

gives. 

“I placed before him the objections I found in the teaching, and tried to 

show him that the teaching was so utterly contrary to the gospel that I did 

not see how it could be revised by changing a few expressions.
22

 

“We argued the matter at some length in a friendly way; but I felt sure that 

when we parted, the doctor did not understand himself, nor the character 

of his teaching. And I could not see how it would be possible for him to 

flop over, and in the course of a few days fix the books up so that it would 

be all right.” (Letter dated 29-10-1903) 

 

Kellogg was compromising. Now, instead of saying that God the Father, or Christ is 

in everything, he now said that the Holy Spirit, a third person in the same sense as 

God and Christ are
23

, was in everything. This change must have occurred in 

September or October of 1903, according to A. G. Daniells’ statement above. His 

“former views regarding the trinity,” were the same as those of the other Pioneers. In 

1880, Kellogg wrote the following, in one of a series of discourses with Rev. N. 

Wardner on the nature of man.  

 

“The only grounds upon which our reviewer could be justified in making 

such a statement would be the supposition on his part that we believe in 

the doctrine of the trinity; but he very well knows, from positions taken 

and arguments used in previous articles, that we do not agree with him on 

this subject any better than on that of the nature of the soul. We believe in 

but one Deity, God, who is a unity, not a compound being. We think the 

Bible as well as common sense sustains this view. Says Eld. W., “‘His 

trinitarianism’ seems to shackle him much.” We repel the charge of 

“trinitarianism” without the slightest hesitation. We do not believe in 

a triune God, as before remarked. And we will not, as did our reviewer 

                                                 
22

 It is not clear whether the view Daniells saw to be “contrary to the gospel” was the Trinity or 

pantheism. It is probable that it was a bit of both, since books such as J. H. Waggoners had expressed 

that the Trinity was contrary to the atonement. We could expect that Daniells might have had more to 

say in contrasting Kellogg’s Trinity with a view of the Trinity he held, had he held one at this point. 
23

 See Kellogg’s discussion with G. I. Butler below on his understanding of the “person” of the Spirit. 
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in a former article, leave the reader in doubt as to our position on this point. 

We are utterly at a loss to comprehend how our reviewer could have 

blundered so strangely as to suppose us to share in so gross an error 

as we believe the orthodox doctrine of the trinity to be. Thus are we 

able by a word to burst the “shackles” with which he seeks to bind us.” 

(RH, 25-11-1880) 

 

Clearly, he was originally non-trinitarian, like his fellow pioneer Seventh-day 

Adventists. The influence towards trinitarianism might have come from the same 

place his pantheism did, his associations, especially with Seventh-day Baptist 

preacher, Dr. A. H. Lewis (Kellogg’s wife was also from a Seventh-day Baptist 

background).
24

 

 

We shall look at the different meanings of person soon, but it should be admitted that 

Kellogg’s new belief now looked closer to the established truth of the time than even 

his original belief of The Living Temple. At this time, God gave Ellen White another 

message: 

 

It will be said that "Living Temple" has been revised. But the Lord has 

shown me that the writer has not changed, and that there can be no 

unity between him and the ministers of the gospel while he continues to 

cherish his present sentiments. I am bidden to lift my voice in warning to 

our people, saying, "Be not deceived; God is not mocked."  (SpTB02, p. 49, 

1904) 

 

It seems then that while Kellogg had altered some of the specifications of his belief, 

the error remained – it was still the alpha. There was still an impersonal God. A few 

different views about God are illustrated in the diagram on the following page. 

 

                                                 
24

 Vance Ferrell, The Alpha of Apostasy, pp. 72, 73. 
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KEY TO THE DIAGRAM 

 

• personal beings (i.e. with a form) are represented by closed circles,  

• beings with no certain form are represented by broken circles,  

• no circle around a name represents no form at all, 

• radiating lines indicate that the being/s in the centre is/are present everywhere, 

• explanations in brackets qualify the understanding of the Holy Spirit.  

• F = Father, S = Son, HS = Holy Spirit. 

 

In the first space (1) is the belief in God and Christ as personal Beings with forms. 

The Holy Spirit is seen as Their representative presence, power and life, which flows 

out from them. It is not another Being, but is personal as it represents them. This is the 

original Adventist understanding. 
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The second section (2) follows Kellogg’s initial belief that God and Christ, although 

represented as possibly having an indefinite form, were really personally in 

everything themselves. His understanding was a merger of the early Adventist 

teaching (1) with pantheism (3). While he retained an idea about God having a form, 

it was very obscure. 

 

In the frame below this, (4) we see Kellogg’s incorporation of the trinity into his 

model. Here he retains the forms of God and Christ from ‘1’ and says that the Holy 

Spirit, now a third being instead of merely the presence and power, is in everything, 

not God the Father Himself. The Holy Spirit in this understanding is a person without 

form that is merely everywhere. 

 

The last windows represent the progression some have made to either tritheistic 

trinitarianism (5) or the orthodox trinity of Catholicism (6). Most Adventists who 

believe the Holy Spirit to be a co-equal, co-eternal God-being do not believe him to 

have a form. These last two beliefs are for comparison at this time and will be 

considered more closely in the second part of this paper.  

 

In short, tritheism is the belief in three god-beings, each having form, co-equal and 

co-eternal, that are “one” in the sense of a family. In some cases, it may be said that 

the Father and Son have their own spirits, but that these are not the Holy Spirit, and 

that the Holy Spirit has a form. While many would not like to accept the term 

tritheism, this does represent a fair portion of the Adventist beliefs.
25

 

 

Orthodox trinitarianism might be considered the last step back to Rome, in terms of 

the trinity debate. Here there is an ontological union of substance within the three 

persons. While this version of the Trinity is gaining some ground in Seventh-day 

Adventism today, it was categorically rejected by the pioneers, also being considered 

a denial of the personality of God and Christ. 

 

“Here we might mention the Trinity, which does away the personality 

of God, and of his Son Jesus Christ.” (J. S. White, RH, 11-12-1855) 

 

“The doctrine of the Trinity which was established in the church by the 

council of Nice, A. D. 325.  This doctrine destroys the personality of 

God, and his Son Jesus Christ our Lord.” (J. N. Andrews, RH, 6-3-1855) 

 

“Replying to your letter of October 13 regarding the doctrine of the Trinity, 

I will say that Seventh Day Adventists do not, and never have accepted 

the dark, mysterious, Catholic doctrine of the Trinity.” (Lt, B. G. 

Wilkinson to T. S. Teters, 3-11-1936)  

 

The Issue of Defining “Person” 

                                                 
25

 Many in this category might prefer to use the term “Godhead” to distinguish themselves from the 

orthodox trinity of the creeds. Unfortunately, this use of the term is out of context with Scripture, 

where it merely means “Divinity.” As an appellation (quantitative sense), the word refers to God the 

Father. Ellen White also agrees with this term in COL, p. 115: “Christ Himself is the pearl of great 

price. In Him is gathered all the glory of the Father, the fullness of the Godhead.” 

As a descriptor (qualitative sense) it refers to divinity, which by implication includes Christ and the 

Spirit. It is never used as a collective term in Scripture or the writings of Ellen White.  
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To summarise what we have seen so far, Kellogg’s errors began when he started 

teaching that God was actually Himself in everything. The church, on the other hand, 

always taught that God and Christ were Persons in the sense of Beings with form and 

that God’s power, life and presence was omnipresent in a personal way through the 

Holy Spirit. Kellogg, about 1904, upon incorporating Trinitarianism into his belief 

structure, came to believe that only “God the Holy Spirit,” who he now saw was a 

distinct, individual person/being, was in everything. As we can see, especially in the 

diagram above, Kellogg’s new view was very close to the Pioneer teaching of the 

church in that he could retain the forms of God and Christ, and the Holy Spirit was 

still in everything. The only difference was that the Holy Spirit was both in everything 

and a person in the same sense as God and Christ.  

 

What was unacceptable was to have an individual who was impersonal, pervading 

everything. In both phases of Kellogg’s alpha, an impersonal person was presented, 

whether it was the Father as first proposed, or the Holy Spirit as in the later adaptation. 

These new teachings were in contrast to the established doctrines, concerning the 

Father, Son and Holy Spirit.  

 

In sensitive matters such as this, we need to not just use words, but to seek to express 

clearly what these words mean. The confusion can be seen in the following 

communications between Kellogg and G. I. Butler. 

 

“As far as I can fathom, the difficulty which is found in ‘The Living 

Temple’, the whole thing may be simmered down to the question: Is 

the Holy Ghost a person? You say no. I had supposed the Bible said this 

for the reason that the personal pronoun ‘he’ is used in speaking of the 

Holy Ghost. Sister White uses the pronoun ‘he’ and has said in so many 

words that the Holy Ghost is the third person of the Godhead. How the 

Holy Ghost can be the third person and not be a person at all is 

difficult for me to see.” (Kellogg to Butler, 28-10-1903) 

 

“I believe this Spirit of God to be a personality, you don't. But this is 

purely a question of definition. I believe the Spirit of God is a 

personality; you say, No, it is not a personality. Now the only reason 

why we differ is because we differ in our ideas as to what, a 

personality is. Your idea of personality is perhaps that of semblance to a 

person or a human being. This is not the scientific conception of 

personality and that is not the sense in which I use the word. The scientific 

test for personality is the exercise, of will, volition, purpose, without any 

reference to form or material being.” (Kellogg to Butler, 21-2-1904) 

 

“So far as Sister White and you being in perfect agreement, I shall have to 

leave that entirely between you and Sister White. Sister White says there 

is not perfect agreement; you claim there is. I know some of her remarks 

seem to give you strong ground for claiming that she does. I am 

candid enough to say that, but I must give her the credit until she 

disowns it of saying there is a difference too, and I do not believe you 

can fully tell just what she means. 
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“God dwells in us by His Holy Spirit, as a Comforter, as a Reprover, 

especially the former. When we come to Him we partake of Him in that 

sense, because the Spirit comes forth from Him; it comes forth from the 

Father and the Son. It is not a person walking around on foot, or flying 

as a literal being, in any such sense as Christ and the Father are – at 

least, if it is, it is utterly beyond my comprehension of the meaning of 

language or words.” (Butler to Kellogg, 5-4-1904) 

 

And so we see here that one of the main problems was over definitions. Kellogg did 

not see a ‘person’ to necessarily have a form or features. His definition allowed for an 

all-pervading intelligent individual. Butler, who held to the original Seventh-day 

Adventist understanding, understood a ‘person’ to have a definite form, thereby 

disqualifying the Holy Spirit. The truth is, ‘person’ can mean both these things.
26

 This 

difficulty of words had been expressed before by J. H. Waggoner: 

 

“There is one question which has been much controverted in the 

theological world upon which we have never presumed to enter. It is that 

of the personality of the Spirit of God. Prevailing ideas of person are 

very diverse, often crude, and the word is differently understood; so 

that unity of opinion on this point cannot be expected until all shall be 

able to define precisely what they mean by the word, or until all shall 

agree upon one particular sense in which the word shall be used. But 

as this agreement does not exist, it seems that a discussion of the 

subject cannot be profitable, especially as it is not a question of direct 

revelation. We have a right to be positive in our faith and our statements 

only when the words of Scripture are so direct as to bring the subject 

within the range of positive proof.  

“We are not only willing but anxious to leave it just where the word of 

God leaves it. From it we learn that the Spirit of God is that awful and 

mysterious power which proceeds from the throne of the universe, and 

which is the efficient actor in the work of creation and of redemption.” 

(The Spirit of God; Its Offices and Manifestations, pp. 8, 9. 1877) 

 

Sadly, people were not willing to leave the matter at this reasonable level. Those such 

as Kellogg began to use terms such as ‘person’ and ‘personality.’ This caused others 

to react strongly in denial of such a thing. As the parties polarised, Ellen White had to 

deal not only with those who had initially gone too far in their declarations about the 

Spirit, but those who had gone too far in defending the truth.
27

 

 

As we look first at some of her statements as to the personality of the Spirit, it is 

essential to keep in mind that there were different understandings of this term in her 

day. Here are the definitions of the words “person” and “personality” as they appeared 

in volume 4 of the, American Encyclopædic Dictionary, by Robert Hunter, published 

in 1895. 
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 Being mutually exclusive definitions, they cannot both apply at once, and this will be important in 

discerning the meaning of the terms in Ellen White’s usage. 
27

 It might be asked why we might now enter into this quandary, seeing how unprofitable it has been in 

the past to do so. The passing of years means that we can look back upon this time from a much more 

objective point of view. Also, enough evidence now exists to be able to clarify the different meanings 

in a harmonious way. 
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“Person. 

I. Ordinary Language: 

*1. That part in life which one plays. 

‘No men can long put on person and act a part but his evil manners will 

peep through the corners of his white robe.’-Jeremy Taylor: Apples of 

Sodom 

¶ Archbishop Trench points out that when this old sense of the word is 

remembered, greatly increased force is given to the statement that God is 

no respecter of persons. The signification is that God cares not what part 

in life a person plays-in other words, what office he fills-but how he plays 

it. (Select Glossary.) 

†2. A human being represented in fiction or on the stage; a character. 

‘These tables Cicero pronounced, under the person of Crassus, were of 

more use and authority than all the books of the philosophers.’-Baker: On 

Learning. 

3. External appearance; bodily form or appearance. 

‘If it assume my noble father’s person.’-Shakesp.: Hamlet, i. 2. 

4. Human frame; body; as, cleanly in person. 

5. A human being; a being possessed of personality; a man, woman, or 

child; a human creature. 

‘A fair person he was, and fortunate.’-Chaucer: C, T., 10,339. 

6. A human being, as distinguished from an animal, or inanimate object. 

7. An individual; one; a man. 

‘This was then the church which was daily increased by the addition of 

other persons received into it.’-Pearson: On the Creed. 

8. A term applied to each of the three beings of the Godhead. 

‘The whole three persons are co-eternal together, and co-equal.’-

Athanasian Creed. 

*9. The parson or rector of a parish.” (p. 3077) 

 

As can be seen above, two of the definitions (the primary two) refer to the role or part 

one might play. This is significant. The next two definitions pertain largely to external 

factors. The next two appear to focus on all the characteristics that make us human 

which may account for internal and external factors. The seventh meaning may be 

seen to focus more exclusively on the internal factors of will. The eighth definition is 

derived from the popular understanding of the Trinity and the ninth is irrelevant to our 

study. 

 

“Personality 

I. Ordinary Language: 

1. The quality or state of being personal; direct application or applicability 

to a person; specific., application or applicability of remarks to the person, 

conduct, manners, or habits of some individual. 

‘There is yet another topic, which he has been no less studious to avoid, 

which is personality . . . he does not mean to point at individuals.’-

Observer, No. 86. 

2. A remark reflecting on the person, conduct, manners, or habits of an 

individual; personal remarks. 
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‘He expressed regret that personalities had been introduced.’-London 

Daily Chronicle 

3. That which constitutes individuality; that which constitutes an 

individual a distinct person; existence as a thinking being. 

‘These capacities constitute personality, for they imply consciousness of 

thought.’-Paley: Natural Theology, ch. xxiii. 

4. Application limited to certain persons, or classes of persons.  

5. Personal qualities, or characteristics.  

‘Those qualities and personalities in Lovelace.’-Richardson: Clarissa, ii. 

138. 

6. A personage, a person. 

‘It adds to the House of Commons a distinctly original and interesting 

personality.’ Observer. 

7. Person, body. 

‘The rest of his personality . . . consisted of self-evident cast-off lordly 

clothing.’-Harper’s Monthly, Dec. 1884, p. 76.” (loc. cit) 

 

The first two meanings are behavioural or descriptive and bear no necessary reference 

to individuality, which is the third meaning. The fourth definition appears to be used 

in classification. The fifth is again descriptive. The final two return again to the 

meaning of individuality, with an exterior focus on the last.  

 

Both of these words have a variety of meanings. For this reason, care will need to be 

taken as we consider the upcoming statements, relating to the Holy Spirit. 

‘Personality’ as applied to the Father and Son cannot mean the same as it does when 

applied to the Holy Spirit, or else Kellogg would have been correct in his adapted 

view. Ellen White is clear that the Holy Spirit does pervade all nature. She is also 

clear that an individual cannot pervade all nature. Therefore, as we encounter these 

ambiguous terms in the passages below, we shall seek elsewhere for explanations, 

according to the following principle. 

 

“The testimonies themselves will be the key that will explain the 

messages given, as scripture is explained by scripture.” (Lt. 73, 1903; 

in 1SM, p. 42) 

 

After examining all the statements, we shall consider the places where Ellen White 

speaks clearly of the relationship of the Holy Spirit to the Father and Son. A list does 

not constitute a definition of relationship. Many times Ellen White lists the three 

together, but in many of these places she does not go on to explain how the three are 

related to one another.  

 

Before looking at the ‘person’ quotes, let us first look at a statement made by W. C. 

White only two years before he passed away in 1937. It should be noted that of 

anyone who has ever had anything to do with Ellen White’s writings, he probably had 

the most knowledge. He was her companion for all her later years,
28

 including during 

the Kellogg crisis and was closely connected with the editorial work. He wrote to H. 

W. Carr on this matter: 

                                                 
28

 Even Arthur L. White didn’t have much personal knowledge of his grandmother, being born only 8 

years before she died. 
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“In your letter you request me to tell you what I understand to be my 

mother’s position in reference to the personality of the Holy Spirit. 

“This I cannot do because I never clearly understood her teachings on the 

matter. There always was in my mind some perplexity regarding the 

meaning of her utterances which to my superficial manner of thinking 

seemed to be somewhat confusing. I have often regretted that I did not 

possess that keenness of mind that could solve this and similar perplexities, 

and then remembering what Sister White wrote in ‘Acts of the Apostles,’ 

pages 51 and 52, ‘regarding such mysteries which are too deep for human 

understanding, silence is golden,’ I have thought best to refrain from 

discussion and have endeavored to direct my mind to matters easy to be 

understood.  

“As I read the Bible, I find that the risen Saviour breathed on the disciples 

(John 20:22) ‘and saith unto them, Receive ye the Holy Ghost.’ The 

conception received from this Scripture, seems to be in harmony with the 

statement in ‘Desire of Ages’, page 669, also Gen. 1:2; with Luke 1:4; 

with Acts 2:4 and also 8:15 and 10:44. Many other texts might be referred 

to which seem to be in harmony with this statement in ‘Desire of Ages.’ 

“The statements and the arguments of some of our ministers in their 

effort to prove that the Holy Spirit was an individual as are God the 

Father and Christ, the eternal Son, have perplexed me and sometimes 

they have made me sad. One popular teacher said ‘We may regard Him, 

(the Holy Spirit) as the fellow who is down here running things.’ 

“My perplexities were lessened a little when I learned from the 

dictionary that one of the meanings of personality, was 

Characteristics. It is stated in such a way that I concluded that there 

might be personality without bodily form which is possessed by the 

Father and the Son. 

“There are many Scriptures which speak of the Father and the Son 

and the absence of Scripture making similar reference to the united 

work of the Father and the Holy Spirit or of Christ and the Holy 

Spirit, has led me to believe that the spirit without individuality was 

the representative of the Father and the Son throughout the universe, 

and it was through the Holy Spirit that they dwell in our hearts and 

make us one with the Father and with the Son.” (Letter dated 30-4-

1935)
29

 

 

It is possible that the above dictionary was the one referred to by Willie. A copy of the 

same was inventoried as being in Ellen White’s private library at the time of her death, 

thus being more accessible to her than the books in her office library, which were 

more used by her staff.  

 

                                                 
29

 Willie White had studied this matter out carefully in the context of the Kellogg Crisis. He wrote to 

Daniels in 1903: “I studied the Bible; I reviewed the teachings I had received regarding God and His 

relation to man; I studied the ‘Living Temple’; I carried the question to God on my knees. I felt that I 

must know for myself the answer to these perplexities that have been gathering in my mind as a result 

of the teachings I have heard at our camp-meetings and in San Francisco. I received a revelation of 

God’s goodness and clear views regarding His personality and His power that have set me free 

from the doubts and perplexities that have arisen in my mind.” (Letter dated 9-10-1903) 
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The Person/ality Statements: “As Much a Person as God is a Person” 

 

As seen above, the word had a wider range of meanings back then than perhaps are 

commonly used today. This can be clearly seen when Ellen White wrote: 

 

“Science and literature cannot bring into the darkened mind of men the 

light which the glorious gospel of the Son of God can bring. The Son of 

God alone can do the great work of illuminating the soul. No wonder Paul 

exclaims, "For I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ; for it is the 

power of God unto salvation to every one that believeth." The gospel of 

Christ becomes personality in those who believe, and makes them living 

epistles, known and read of all men. In this way the leaven of godliness 

passes into the multitude. The heavenly intelligences are able to discern 

the true elements of greatness in character; for only goodness is esteemed 

as efficiency with God.” (RH, 15-12-1891) 

 

So we see that it is not as clear cut as one might first think. We cannot demand that a 

certain meaning be understood for her usage without clearly demonstrating that from 

the context, as well as from other, corroborating statements. One thing that we shall 

notice as we proceed is that while Ellen White uses the term ‘person’ or ‘personality,’ 

she never states that the Holy Spirit has an identity or individuality separate to the 

Father or Son.  

 

“The Lord says this because He knows it is for our good. He would build 

a wall around us, to keep us from transgression, so that His blessing and 

love may be bestowed on us in rich measure. This is the reason we have 

established a school here. The Lord instructed us that this was the place in 

which we should locate, and we have had every reason to think that we are 

in the right place. We have been brought together as a school, and we need 

to realize that the Holy Spirit, who is as much a person as God is a 

person, is walking through these grounds, unseen by human eyes; that 

the Lord God is our Keeper and Helper. He hears every word we utter 

and knows every thought of the mind.” (Ms. 66, Talk given at Avondale 

College, 25-3-1899; in 2SAT, pp. 137, 138) 

 

It should be first of all pointed out that this was a record of a sermon. It is common 

that people speak differently to how they write. When writing, one is more apt to be 

precise about one’s words. When we speak, we tend to not only be freer, but to use 

more poetic, figurative or common styles. The second thing to note is that Ellen White 

was not preaching on the ontology of God. Her sermons were more practical than this. 

Much has been made of this statement, certainly much more than was probably ever 

intended by the speaker.  

 

Secondly, the words “as much… as” are a grammatical construct called a simile. They 

are figures of speech and are used to explain, make comparisons or draw contrasts. 

Figures of speech are not exactly reliable to draw dogmatic positions from.  

 

Ellen White was concerned here with the fact that the same Lord who chose Avondale 

as a site for the college was personally present there (this understanding was allowed 

for by the early Adventist belief that the Holy Spirit was the presence of God). 
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Because He was not distant, but was verily there, the place should be treated with 

reverence. Her description of the Holy Spirit walking was not indicative of it having a 

form, but was merely a personification, the usage of which can be seen in the 

following quotes: 

 

“He walks in the midst of the golden candlesticks. Thus is symbolized the 

relation of Christ to his churches, and the stars are used to represent his 

ministers. He is represented as walking up and down among the golden 

candlesticks. He is in communion with his people. He knows their true 

state. He observes their order, their vigilance, their piety, and their 

devotion; and he takes pleasure in them if he sees these fruits manifest. 

Although Christ is mediator in the heavenly Sanctuary, yet he walks up 

and down in the midst of the churches on earth. He goes about from 

church to church, from congregation to congregation, from soul to soul. 

He observes their true condition,--that which is neglected, that which is in 

disorder, and that which needs to be done. He is represented as walking, 

which signifies unrest, wakefulness, and unremitting vigilance. He is 

observing whether the light of any of his sentinels, or candlesticks, is 

burning dim or going out. These under-shepherds may sleep, but He that 

keeps Israel neither slumbers nor sleeps. If these candlesticks were left to 

the charge of human powers, the flickering flame would languish and die. 

But He is the true watchman of the home, the sleepless warden of the 

temple courts. The continual watch-care and presence and sustaining grace 

of Christ are the source of all light and life.” (RH, 31-5-1887) 

 

“The Lord Jesus standing by the side of the canvassers, walking with 

them, is the chief worker. If we recognize Christ as the One who is with 

us to prepare the way, the Holy Spirit by our side will make impressions 

in just the lines needed.” (MC, p. 40) 

 

“In the message to the church at Ephesus, Christ is represented as holding 

the seven stars in His hand, and walking in the midst of the seven golden 

candlesticks. He is represented as "walking" among them, thus 

illustrating His constant diligence in behalf of His church. He that 

keepeth Israel neither slumbers nor sleeps. Nor does He become 

indifferent. These figures are to be carefully studied by the 

undershepherds, and faithfully applied to their own experience, that they 

may not lose sight of their great privilege of securing light from the 

Source of all light, and giving it in turn to those for whom they labor. (Lt. 

4, 1-1-1908; in 7BC, p. 956) 

 

In the above statements, we see some interesting things. Firstly, we can see that 

“walking” is used symbolically. Second, if we compare these statements with that of 

the one in question, we can equate the Holy Spirit with Christ. This is clearly shown 

by the second statement, which uses “Lord Jesus” and “Holy Spirit” interchangeably. 

We can see the same in her talk, where Ellen White uses “Holy Spirit” and “Lord 

God” synonymously. In fact, if we follow through the whole paragraph, we can see 

that “The Lord” is used as the subject throughout. The Holy Spirit as a ‘person’ might 

here be referring to it as the omnipotence of the person of Christ, or to its distinct 
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work (definitions 1 and 2 above) as God’s representative. It is not necessary for this 

statement to mean a third, separate individual.  

 

The Person/ality Statements: “Third Person of the Godhead” 

 

There are four such places where Ellen White uses this term. Each of them has a 

slightly different context and wording, and so we shall examine them separately.  

 

“Christ determined that when He ascended from this earth He would 

bestow a gift on those who had believed on Him and those who should 

believe on Him. What gift could He bestow rich enough to signalize and 

grace His ascension to the mediatorial throne? It must be worthy of His 

greatness and His royalty. He determined to give His representative, the 

third person of the Godhead. This gift could not be excelled. He would 

give all gifts in one, and therefore the divine Spirit, converting, 

enlightening, sanctifying, would be His donation.” (ST, 1-12-1898) 

 

This appears as the second paragraph in an article titled, “The Outpouring of the 

Spirit.” Looking at the context of the whole article, we see that the first references 

made to the Spirit in this article are in the possessive, speaking of “God’s Spirit” and 

“His Spirit.” Throughout, the Spirit is also referred to as “it,” save in the quotations 

from John 14-16.  

 

From the actual paragraph, we can see that Ellen White uses the term 

“representative.” Some see her uses of this term as evidence of Trinitarian belief. It 

can be seen from statements heretofore quoted, that Ellen White’s peers, who were 

clearly non-trinitarian, also used this term for the Holy Spirit, thus evincing that it also 

has different meanings.
30

  

 

The other thing that can be noticed is that the context of the paragraph contains many 

references to the Holy Spirit as a “gift” and finishes with the work it would do. This 

would be fitting with definitions 1 and 2 from the American Encyclopædic Dictionary, 

where ‘person’ can refer to a role or work that is done, or the person being 

represented.  

 

“The prince of the power of evil can only be held in check by the power 

of God in the third person of the Godhead, the Holy Spirit.” (SpTA10, p. 

37, 1897) 

 

This quote is found in a section of Special Testimonies A, titled, “Extracts From a 

Recent Communication,” under a subheading, “The Work of the Holy Spirit.” One of 

the first things she says under this subheading is that, “[t]his light has been kept 

before our people for years.” Again Ellen White is calling attention to the roots of 

Adventism. She does not then go on to undermine this heritage.  

 

Immediately before the sentence above, which stands alone as a paragraph, she writes, 

“He [God] moves upon human forces, causing his Spirit to touch invisible chords…” 
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Again, “His Spirit” is possessive. More importantly, Ellen White doesn’t just call it 

the third person of the Godhead, but attaches the words “the power of God.” So far, 

the only potential indicator that Ellen White was Trinitarian from this statement is the 

words “third person.” We shall see this explained by her own words as we examine 

the next two statements. But again can be seen the context of the work which the Holy 

Spirit performs. 

 

“Evil had been accumulating for centuries, and could only be 

restrained and resisted by the mighty power of the Holy Spirit, the 

third person of the Godhead, who would come with no modified energy, 

but in the fullness of divine power. Another spirit must be met; for the 

essence of evil was working in all ways, and the submission of man to this 

Satanic captivity was amazing.” (Lt. 8, To my brethren in America, 6-2-

1896; in 2MR, p. 34) 

 

“In describing to His disciples the office work of the Holy Spirit, Jesus 

sought to inspire them with the joy and hope that inspired His own heart. 

He rejoiced because of the abundant help He had provided for His church. 

The Holy Spirit was the highest of all gifts that He could solicit from His 

Father for the exaltation of His people. The Spirit was to be given as a 

regenerating agent, and without this the sacrifice of Christ would have 

been of no avail. The power of evil had been strengthening for 

centuries, and the submission of men to this satanic captivity was 

amazing. Sin could be resisted and overcome only through the mighty 

agency of the Third Person of the Godhead, who would come with no 

modified energy, but in the fullness of divine power. It is the Spirit that 

makes effectual what has been wrought out by the world's Redeemer. It is 

by the Spirit that the heart is made pure. Through the Spirit the believer 

becomes a partaker of the divine nature. Christ has given His Spirit as a 

divine power to overcome all hereditary and cultivated tendencies to evil, 

and to impress His own character upon His church.” (DA, p. 671) 

 

In the Desire of Ages quote, “Third Person” appears with capitals. The capitalisation 

was not introduced until after the 1939 edition, years after Ellen White died.
31

 Again 

we see in this last quote the possessive, “His Spirit.” In these very similar quotes, we 

see “sin” and “evil” used interchangeably. We also see that this sin/evil was 

“restrained” “resisted” and “overcome” through the power of this “third person” of 

the Godhead. Finally, we see the word “only.” In another statement in Desire of Ages, 

Ellen White identifies who this third person must be: 

 

“The only defense against evil is the indwelling of Christ in the heart 

through faith in His righteousness. (ibid, p. 324) 

 

Here we see the familiar word “only,” as well as the word “defence” which is 

synonymous with the verbs above (i.e. “restrained,” “resisted,” “overcome”). Instead 

of the term “third person of the Godhead,” we see that it is now the “indwelling of 

Christ” which does this. The word “only” tells us that these two terms represent the 
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same thing. Therefore, the “third person of the Godhead” is the “indwelling of 

Christ,” and is “third” only in the sense of a third manifestation, ministering to each of 

us.  

 

All four instances of the “third person” statements appear in connection with the work 

of the Spirit. This fact reinforces that it is a definition other than ‘individual’ which is 

meant, and there are no other indicators in the context to require it.  

 

The Person/ality Statements: “Distinct Personality” 
 

“The Holy Spirit is the Comforter, in Christ's name. He personifies 

Christ, yet is a distinct personality. We may have the Holy Spirit if we 

ask for it and make it [a] habit to turn to and trust in God rather than in any 

finite human agent who may make mistakes.” (Ms. 93, 1893) 

 

Much is made of this statement, especially as it includes the term “distinct.” People 

point to this statement as indicative that Ellen White believed the Holy Spirit to be a 

separate person. However, we have seen that ‘personality’ can refer to the part played, 

to the work rather than the individual. If we compare this quote with some others, we 

shall see a harmony with the original teaching of the church.  

 

While the pioneers understood that the Holy Spirit was a part of God, and flowed out 

from God and Christ, they also saw that it had distinct roles and work. In the same 

passage alluded to by the term “Comforter,” Christ also spoke of the Spirit as distinct 

(John 14:16: “another”) in terms of its work, even though He later identified it as 

Himself in identity, saying, “I will come to you.” (verse 18) Ellen White was also 

clear as to the identity of the Comforter
32

, as seen in the following statements: 

 

“The reason why the churches are weak and sickly and ready to die, is that 

the enemy has brought influences of a discouraging nature to bear upon 

trembling souls. He has sought to shut Jesus from their view as the 

Comforter, as one who reproves, who warns, who admonishes them, 

saying, "This is the way, walk ye in it." Christ has all power in heaven and 

in earth, and he can strengthen the wavering, and set right the erring. He 

can inspire with confidence, with hope in God; and confidence in God 

always results in creating confidence in one another.” (RH, 26-8-1890) 

 

“The Saviour is our Comforter. This I have proved Him to be.” (Diary 

16-7-1892; in 8MR, p. 49) 

 

“How essential that we have the enlightenment of the Spirit of God; for 

thus only can we see the glory of Christ, and by beholding become 

changed from character to character in and through faith in Christ. We 

turn from the picture of our shortcomings to behold the atonement made 

for us, and we rejoice as we know that we may be clothed with Christ's 

righteousness. In Him all fulness dwells. He has grace and pardon for 

every soul. As by faith we look to Jesus, our faith pierces the shadow, and 
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we adore God for His wondrous love in giving Jesus the Comforter.” 

(Diary, 26-7-1892; in 19MR, p. 297) 

 

“"But if the Spirit of Him that raised up Jesus from the dead dwell in you, 

He that raised up Christ from the dead shall also quicken your mortal 

bodies by His Spirit that dwelleth in you." O how precious are these words 

to every bereaved soul! Christ is our Guide and Comforter, who 

comforts us in all our tribulations. When He gives us a bitter draught to 

drink, He also holds a cup of blessing to our lips. He fills the heart with 

submission, with joy and peace in believing, and enables us to say 

submissively, Not my will, but Thy will, O Lord, be done.” (Letter 65a, 1-

1-1894; in 6BC, p. 1076) 

 

“If I could see you, I would have words to speak that might be more 

acceptable than these traced with my pen. Christ comes as a Comforter 

to all who believe. He invites your confidence. He says, "Abide in me." 

Surely we may trust in our loving Saviour. You can say, "Yes, my Saviour, 

in Thee I can and will trust. I will abide in Thee." Then how trustfully you 

can work in His presence. Your works will be but the fruit of Christ 

working in you. You may rest in what Christ can do for you. And the 

energies of your soul will be awakened to cooperate with Him. He will 

work in you to do His good pleasure.” (Lt. 103, to Sr. Peck, 21-11-1898; 

in 8MR, p. 57) 

 

“I urge our people to cease their criticism and evil speaking, and go to 

God in earnest prayer, asking him to help them to help the erring. Let them 

link up with one another and with Christ. Let them study the seventeenth 

of John, and learn how to pray and how to live the prayer of Christ. He is 

the Comforter. He will abide in their hearts, making their joy full. His 

words will be to them as the bread of life, and in the strength thus gained 

they will be enabled to develop characters that will be an honor to God. 

Perfect Christian fellowship will exist among them. There will be seen in 

their lives the fruit that always appears as the result of obedience to the 

truth.” (RH, 27-1-1903) 

 

These statements are decidedly in harmony with the early position of the church and 

span the whole of the 1890’s through to the Kellogg crisis. The distinction, then, must 

be in the work that the Holy Spirit does. Christ, bodily, is in the Heavenly Sanctuary, 

mediating His blood on our behalf. His Spirit, on earth, does a separate, though 

related work in moving our hearts.  

 

“No human reasoning of the most learned man can define the operations 

of the Holy Spirit upon human minds and characters; yet they can see 

the effects upon the life and actions. The Holy Spirit is a free, working, 

independent agency. The God of heaven uses his Spirit as it pleases 

him, and human minds and human judgment and human methods can no 

more set boundaries to its working, or prescribe as to the channel through 

which it shall operate, than they can say to the wind, "I bid you to blow in 

a certain direction, and to conduct yourself in such and such a manner."” 

(RH, 5-5-1896) 
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“Greater works that these shall ye do; because I go unto my Father." He 

would then intercede for them, and would send them his own 

representative, the Holy Spirit, who would attend them in their work. 
This representative would not appear in human form, but by faith would 

be seen and recognized by all who believe in Christ.” (HM, 1-7-1897) 

 

“Christ, our Mediator, and the Holy Spirit are constantly interceding in 

man's behalf, but the Spirit pleads not for us as does Christ who 

presents His blood, shed from the foundation of the world; the Spirit 

works upon our hearts, drawing out prayers and penitence, praise 

and thanksgiving. The gratitude which flows from our lips is the result of 

the Spirit striking the cords of the soul in holy memories, awakening the 

music of the heart.” (Ms. 50, 1900; in 1SM, p. 344) 

 

This dual work that Christ does, bodily in the Heavenly Sanctuary and by His Spirit 

on our hearts, will be examined further in part 2 of this paper. It can be seen here, that 

the distinction between Christ and the Spirit is not one of individuality, but of work or 

role. This best fits the context of the statement and there is left no reason to demand 

the stricter sense of ‘person’. 

 

The Person/ality Statements: “Personality” and “Divine Person” 

 

“The Holy Spirit always leads to the written word. The Holy Spirit is a 

person; for He beareth witness with our spirits that we are the children of 

God. When this witness is borne, it carries with it its own evidence. At 

such times we believe and are sure that we are the children of God. What 

strong evidence of the power of truth we can give to believers and 

unbelievers when we can voice the words of John, "We have known and 

believed the love that God hath to us. God is love; and he that dwelleth in 

love dwelleth in God, and God in him." 

“The Holy Spirit has a personality, else He could not bear witness to our 

spirits and with our spirits that we are the children of God. He must also 

be a divine person, else He could not search out the secrets which lie 

hidden in the mind of God. "For what man knoweth the things of a man 

save the spirit of man, which is in him; even so the things of God knoweth 

no man, but the Spirit of God."” (Ms. 20, 1906; in 20MR, pp. 68, 69)  

 

Having now seen a balanced testimony on the other statements, and keeping in mind 

the different meanings of person, we can see that this statement can also be 

understood two ways. The Holy Spirit having a personality and being a divine person 

are used here exclusively in the context of how it works upon our hearts. There is no 

identifying the Holy Spirit as apart from the Father and Son, or describing its 

relationship to them. Again these statements could quite easily fit with one of the 

other definitions for person, either as a representation of Christ, or in terms of the 

work it does. 

 

The parallel is drawn between the Holy Spirit and our Spirit. Use is also made of the 

verse in 1 Cor. 2:11, which does the same. Man’s spirit is his personality, life and 

character, as seen below:  
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“Our personal identity is preserved in the resurrection, though not the 

same particles of matter or material substance as went into the grave. The 

wondrous works of God are a mystery to man. The spirit, the character 

of man, is returned to God, there to be preserved. In the resurrection every 

man will have his own character. God in His own time will call forth the 

dead, giving again the breath of life, and bidding the dry bones live. The 

same form will come forth, but it will be free from disease and every 

defect. It lives again bearing the same individuality of features, so that 

friend will recognize friend. There is no law of God in nature which shows 

that God gives back the same identical particles of matter which composed 

the body before death. God shall give the righteous dead a body that will 

please Him.” (Ms. 76, 1900; in 6BC, p. 1093) 

 

What man’s spirit is to man, God’s Spirit is to God, the major exception being that 

God’s Spirit can manifest itself apart from God’s bodily form. To use this passage to 

say more is irresponsible. Earlier in this same manuscript, Ellen White writes about 

how people have been misusing her writings. We must be careful not to be led to the 

same end.  

 

“For the past fifty years I have been receiving intelligence regarding 

heavenly things. But the instruction given me has now been used by others 

to justify and endorse theories in Living Temple that are of a character to 

mislead. May the Lord teach me how to meet such things. If necessary I 

can charge all such work as coming directly from Satan to make the 

words God has given me testify to a lie.” (Ms. 20, 1906; in 20MR, pp. 66) 

 

As mentioned above, Ellen White had to combat both those who were preaching error, 

and safe guard against those who might go to extremes in opposing it. James White, 

her husband, wrote about it in the following way: 

 

“[Ellen] works to this disadvantage, namely: she makes strong appeals to 

the people which a few feel deeply, and take strong positions, and go to 

extremes. Then to save the cause from ruin in consequence of these 

extremes, she is obliged to come out with reproofs for extremists in a 

public manner. This is better than to have things go to pieces; but the 

influence of both the extremes and the reproofs are terrible on the cause, 

and brings upon Mrs. White a three-fold burden. Here is the difficulty: 

What she may say to urge the tardy, is taken by the prompt to urge 

them over the mark. And what she may say to caution the prompt, 

zealous, incautious ones, is taken by the tardy as an excuse to remain 

too far behind.”  (RH, 17-3-1868) 

 

In reading her words on the Spirit, we should not assume more about them than the 

context demands. In our next examination we shall see where Ellen White clearly 

outlines the relationship of the Spirit to the Father and Son.  

 

The Person/ality Statements: “Three Persons” and “Three Personalities” 
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“In the first chapter of Second Peter is presented the progressive work in 

the Christian life. The whole chapter is a lesson of deep importance. If 

man, in acquiring the Christian graces, works on the plan of addition, God 

has pledged Himself to work in his behalf upon the plan of multiplication. 

"Grace and peace be multiplied unto you through the knowledge of God, 

and of Jesus our Lord." The work is laid out before every soul that has 

acknowledged his faith in Jesus Christ by baptism, and has become a 

receiver of the pledge from the three persons--the Father, the Son, 

and the Holy Spirit.” (Ms. 57, 1900; in 6BC, p. 1074) 

 

“There are three living persons of the heavenly trio. In the name of 

these three powers,--the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, those 

who receive Christ by living faith are baptized, and these powers will 

cooperate with the obedient subjects of heaven in their efforts to live the 

new life in Christ.” (Ms. 21, 1906; in SpTB07, p. 63) 

 

The first observation about both of these statements is that they each are made in the 

context of baptism, referencing Matthew 28:19.
33

 Secondly, while containing the 

terms, “three persons,” neither defines what is meant by the term, nor do they outline 

the relationships between the subjects in the immediate context.  

 

However, before the statement in Manuscript 21, 1906, Ellen White gives perhaps the 

clearest comparison of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit she ever penned. She describes 

each of them, and as will be seen, makes subtle changes in her wording when it comes 

to the Holy Spirit.
34

  

 

“The Father cannot be described by the things of earth. The Father is all 

the fullness of the Godhead bodily, and is invisible to mortal sight.” (ibid, 

p. 62) 

 

In saying that the Father is all the fullness of the Godhead bodily, she is backing up 

the pioneer understanding that God has a form, however she adds that He is “invisible 

to mortal sight.” This specific wording shows that God is not inherently invisible, but 

only to sinful mortals.  

 

“The Son is all the fullness of the Godhead manifested. The Word of God 

declares Him to be "the express image of His person." "God so loved the 

world, that He gave His only-begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in 

Him should not perish, but have everlasting life." Here is shown the 

personality of the Father.” (ibid, p. 63) 
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Christ declared to us the character of the Father, He didn’t show the Father’s form. 

John 3:16, as quoted here, tells us of the Father’s love, manifest in the gift of His 

Son.
35

 Christ is all the fullness of the Godhead manifested and He reveals to us the 

personality of His Father through His life and death. 

 

“The Comforter that Christ promised to send after He ascended to heaven, 

is the Spirit in all the fullness of the Godhead, making manifest the 

power of divine grace to all who receive and believe in Christ as a 

personal Saviour.” (loc. cit) 

 

We have already looked at the identity of Christ as the Comforter. What is most 

interesting about this is that instead of saying that “the Spirit is all the fullness of the 

Godhead,” she says it “is the Spirit in all the fullness of the Godhead.” This difference 

may not seem significant, but it highlights a distinction in definition and harmonises 

with the traditional understanding of the Spirit as the presence and power of God. 

Here are some other similar statements where similar distinction in definition is given:  

 

“Before He left them, Christ gave His followers a positive promise that 

after His ascension He would send them the Holy Spirit. "Go ye 

therefore," He said, "and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of 

the Father [a personal God] and of the Son [a personal Saviour], and 

of the Holy Ghost [sent from heaven to represent Christ]: teaching 

them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you: and, lo, I 

am with you alway, even unto the end of the world" [Matt. 28:19, 20].” 

(Ms. 41, 1897; in 12MR, p. 260, brackets in original) 

 

“Those who believe the truth should remember that they are God's little 

children, under His training. Let them be thankful to God for His manifold 

mercies and be kind to one another. They have one God and one Saviour; 

and one Spirit-- the Spirit of Christ--is to bring unity into their ranks.” 

(SpTB04, p. 23) 

 

In the first of the above quotes, the Father and Son are separately personal. The fact 

that Ellen White describes the Spirit differently is very revealing. Again, this is in the 

context of Matthew 28:19, but here Ellen White describes the three relationally. In the 

second statement, Ellen White identifies the Spirit as the Spirit of Christ. These two 

statements add depth to the meaning of the “heavenly trio” manuscript above and fit 

well with the early Adventist belief. 

 

God’s Mysterious Presence 

 

Many things about God are unsearchable, and His presence in the Holy Spirit is one 

of the greatest of these mysteries (Isa. 40:13).
36

 While it is distinctly absent from 

scenes and councils of Heaven, yet it is listed as an agent in the plan of salvation. 

Kellogg, in adopting a Trinitarian understanding, went beyond that which was 

revealed and established as the faith. Below are some of Ellen White’s clearest 
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statements about the mystery of this Holy Spirit, its work, and its identity with Christ. 

Beyond this, and the revelation of Scripture, it is unsafe to go. 

 

“It is not essential for us to be able to define just what the Holy Spirit 

is. Christ tells us that the Spirit is the Comforter, "the Spirit of truth, which 

proceedeth from the Father." It is plainly declared regarding the Holy 

Spirit that, in His work of guiding men into all truth, "He shall not speak 

of Himself." John 15:26; 16:13.  

“The nature of the Holy Spirit is a mystery. Men cannot explain it, 

because the Lord has not revealed it to them. Men having fanciful 

views may bring together passages of Scripture and put a human 

construction on them, but the acceptance of these views will not 

strengthen the church. Regarding such mysteries, which are too deep for 

human understanding, silence is golden.” (AA, p. 52)  

 

This is a statement which is often over-applied. Ellen White does not say that we 

cannot know who the Holy Spirit is, but what it is. It is the nature of the Holy Spirit 

which is a mystery, not the identity. If we weren’t to know or understand anything 

about it, then there shouldn’t be any revelation regarding it. We can know what has 

been revealed, but no more. Below we see a source for this quote, which contains 

some interesting identifying information. 

 

“It is not essential for you to know and be able to define just what the 

Holy Spirit is. Christ tells us that the Holy Spirit is the Comforter, and the 

Comforter is the Holy Ghost, "the Spirit of truth, which the Father shall 

send in My name." "I will pray the Father, and He shall give you another 

Comforter, that He may abide with you for ever; even the Spirit of truth; 

whom the world cannot receive, because it seeth Him not, neither knoweth 

Him: but ye know Him, for He dwelleth with you, and shall be in you" 

[John 14:16, 17]. This refers to the omnipresence of the Spirit of Christ, 

called the Comforter. Again Jesus says, "I have yet many things to say 

unto you, but ye cannot bear them now. Howbeit when He, the Spirit of 

truth is come, He will guide you into all truth" [John 16:12, 13].” (Lt. 7, to 

Bro. Chapman, 11-7-1891; in 14MR, p. 179)
37

 

 

After quoting John 14:16-18, Ellen White states the Holy Spirit is “the omnipresence 

of the Spirit of Christ called the comforter.” She similarly identifies the Spirit with 

Christ after the same verses below. 

 

“[John 14:15-18 quoted] Cumbered with humanity, Christ could not be in 

every place personally; therefore it was altogether for their advantage that 

He should leave them, go to His Father, and send the Holy Spirit to be His 

successor on earth. The Holy Spirit is Himself divested of the 

personality of humanity and independent thereof. He would represent 

Himself as present in all places by His Holy Spirit, as the Omnipresent. 
"But the Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send 

in My name, He shall (although unseen by you), teach you all things, and 
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bring all things to your remembrance, whatsoever I have said unto you" 

[John 14:26]. "Nevertheless I tell you the truth; It is expedient for you that 

I go away: for if I go not away, the Comforter will come not unto you; but 

if I depart, I will send Him unto you" [John 16:7].” (Ms. 5a, 1895; in 

14MR, p. 23) 

 

Again in the context of John 14 we see Ellen White identifying Christ with the Spirit. 

The subject in every sentence of this paragraph is Christ. Some might say that the 

statement, “The Holy Spirit is Himself,” shows a change in subject from Christ to the 

Holy Spirit. This ignores the fact the next sentence says, “He would represent 

Himself,” obviously referring to Christ, saying it is “by His Holy Spirit.” The word 

“divested” is important for understanding this quote, for, despite some valiant 

attempts to prove otherwise, this word means to remove that which one previously 

had. Only Christ had humanity to divest.
38

 

 

“The Holy Spirit, which proceeds from the only begotten Son of God, 

binds the human agent, body, soul, and spirit, to the perfect, divine-human 

nature of Christ. This union is represented by the union of the vine and the 

branches. Finite man is united to the manhood of Christ. Through faith 

human nature is assimilated with Christ's nature. We are made one with 

God in Christ.” (RH, 5-4-1906) 

 

“There are today many as ignorant of the Holy Spirit's work upon the heart 

as were those believers in Ephesus; yet no truth is more clearly taught in 

the word of God. Prophets and apostles have dwelt upon this theme. Christ 

Himself calls our attention to the growth of the vegetable world as an 

illustration of the agency of His Spirit in sustaining spiritual life. The sap 

of the vine, ascending from the root, is diffused to the branches, 

sustaining growth and producing blossoms and fruit. So the life-giving 

power of the Holy Spirit, proceeding from the Saviour, pervades the 

soul, renews the motives and affections, and brings even the thoughts into 

obedience to the will of God, enabling the receiver to bear the precious 

fruit of holy deeds.” (AA, p. 284) 

 

“The greatness of God is to us incomprehensible. "The Lord's throne is 

in heaven" (Psalm 11:4); yet by His Spirit He is everywhere present. He 

has an intimate knowledge of, and a personal interest in, all the works of 

His hand.” (Ed., p. 132) 

 

“The Bible shows us God in His high and holy place, not in a state of 

inactivity, not in silence and solitude, but surrounded by ten thousand 

times ten thousand and thousands of thousands of holy beings, all waiting 

to do His will. Through these messengers He is in active communication 

with every part of His dominion. By His Spirit He is everywhere present. 

                                                 
38

 There are different views on interpreting this statement in the light of an edited version which 

appears in Desire of Ages. Glyn Parfitt in his upcoming book, THE TRINITY: What Has God Revealed? 

Objections Answered, attempts to deal with this verse from a Trinitarian perspective. This author 

examines Parfitt’s hermeneutic in Case Study XI of the paper Neglected Hermeneutic Considerations 

Relating to the Study of Ellen White’s Statements on the Nature of the Godhead: With Some Case 

Studies. See also Case studies I and II on Ellen White’s ‘Comforter’ and ‘Representative’ statements. 
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Through the agency of His Spirit and His angels He ministers to the 

children of men.” (MH, p. 417) 

 

"I will not leave you comfortless; I will come to you." The divine Spirit 

that the world's Redeemer promised to send, is the presence and 

power of God. He will not leave his people in the world destitute of his 

grace, to be buffeted by the enemy of God, and harassed by the oppression 

of the world; but he will come to them. The world cannot see the truth; 

they know not the Father or the Son, but it is only because they do not 

desire to know God, they do not wish to look upon Jesus, to see his 

goodness, his love, his heavenly attractions. Jesus is inviting all men to 

accept him; and wherever the heart is open to receive him, he will come in, 

gladdening the soul with the light and joy of his presence.” (ST, 23-11-

1891) 

 

Each of these quotes presents clearly that the Holy Spirit is the presence and power of 

God. The Bible tells us that it proceeds from the Father (John 15:26), while two of the 

quotes above state that it proceeds from Christ.
39

 As such it is the life of Christ, 

illustrated by the sap of the vine. 

 

It is spoken of as the presence of God, usually in connection to the fact that God 

bodily is in Heaven. In the last quote (which again has John 14 for its context), though 

the Spirit is the subject to begin with, it is not listed among those we can “know”. At 

the end, it is Jesus who “will come in, gladdening the soul with the light and joy of 

His presence.” 

 

“The influence of the Holy Spirit is the life of Christ in the soul. We do 

not see Christ and speak to Him, but His Holy Spirit is just as near us in 

one place as in another. It works in and through every one who receives 

Christ. Those who know the indwelling of the Spirit reveal the fruits of the 

Spirit--love, joy, peace, long-suffering, gentleness, goodness, faith.” (MS 

41, 1897; in 6BC, p. 1112) 

 

“Christ declared that after his ascension, he would send to his church, as 

his crowning gift, the Comforter, who was to take his place. This 

Comforter is the Holy Spirit,--the soul of his life, the efficacy of his 

church, the light and life of the world. With his Spirit Christ sends a 

reconciling influence and a power that takes away sin.” (RH, 19-5-1904) 

 

“The Holy Spirit is the breath of spiritual life in the soul. The 

impartation of the Spirit is the impartation of the life of Christ. It 

imbues the receiver with the attributes of Christ. Only those who are thus 

                                                 
39

 A connecting statement which clarifies the whole is in the beginning of Desire of Ages. “All things 

Christ received from God, but He took to give. So in the heavenly courts, in His ministry for all created 

beings: through the beloved Son, the Father's life flows out to all; through the Son it returns, in 

praise and joyous service, a tide of love, to the great Source of all. And thus through Christ the circuit 

of beneficence is complete, representing the character of the great Giver, the law of life.” (DA, p. 21) 

With this extra piece of evidence, we can deduce that the Spirit flows “proceedeth from the Father,” 

then flows “through the Son,” so that it is also spoken of as proceeding “from the only-begotten Son of 

God.” 
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taught of God, those who possess the inward working of the Spirit, and in 

whose life the Christ-life is manifested, are to stand as representative men, 

to minister in behalf of the church.” (DA, p. 805) 

 

Here we see the Holy Spirit presented as the “life of Christ,” the “Christ-life” and 

“soul of his life” This is the same as what we saw earlier where “third person of the 

Godhead,” and “indwelling of Christ,” were used synonymously.  

 

And so we see the belief of Ellen White, through statements which define relationship 

and identity of the Spirit, to be in harmony with the other pioneers. It does a separate 

work, therefore it is qualified to be listed with the Father and Son in certain places. It 

represents Them apart from Their bodily forms, qualifying it to be spoken of as a 

person. But in the places where Ellen White describes or defines it, it is their presence, 

power, and life, not a separate individual.
40

  

 

Wrapping up the Alpha 

 

And so we finish the analysis of the historic alpha. To recapitulate, Kellogg was 

originally a non-trinitarian, just like the rest of the pioneers. Sometime around 1880, 

he began to look at the presence of God in a more spiritualistic way and was warned 

against it. He wasn’t seen to publicly present on these theories until around the time of 

the 1897 General Conference.  

 

When he published his theories in The Living Temple, he met opposition from many 

within the church, including A. G. Daniells, Ellen White, S. N. Haskell, W. A. Spicer, 

G. I. Butler and others. They declared that his teaching destroyed “the personality of 

God,” meaning that it made God an impersonal essence. He seemed unable to 

separate God’s person from His Spirit. 

 

Instead of repenting, Kellogg remodelled his theory, merging it with trinitarianism. 

Instead of God being in everything, the Spirit, now a separate person, was in 

everything. Confusion was seen to surround the words “person” and “personality,” 

both having a variety of meanings.  

 

Ellen White’s concept of the personality of God and Christ and the nature of the Holy 

Spirit was shown to be in line with the early pioneer understanding, which excludes a 

trinitarian explanation. Her writings show a distinction of definition between God and 

Christ on the one hand and the Holy Spirit on the other.  

 

Upon clear examination, her ‘person’ and ‘personality’ statements with regards to the 

Holy Spirit were not seen to contradict her positive statements regarding the 

“personality of God and Christ.” They were seen to harmonise with the definitions of 

                                                 
40

 In the Bible, especially in John, we see some very interesting distinctions (more significant because 

John speaks of the Spirit so personally). According to John, we “believe in God, believe also in 

[Christ]” (John 14:1), we “know [the Father], the only true God, and Jesus Christ Whom [He] hast 

sent” (John 17:3), “truly our fellowship is with the Father, and with His Son Jesus Christ” (1 John 1:3), 

we “continue in the Son, and in the Father” (1 John 2:24). Antichrist “denieth the Father and the Son” 

(1 John 2:22), but we are to “honour the Son, even as we honour the Father” (John 5:23). The Spirit is 

distinctly absent from all of this. We do not “believe in,” “know,” “fellowship” with, “continue in,” or 

“honour,” the Spirit as with God and Christ. 
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the relationship the Holy Spirit had to God and Christ and it’s identity with Them as 

Their presence, power and life. Through context and comparison, these, while 

emphasising the fact that the Spirit was personal and representative, clearly identify 

God and Christ as the source of this personality.  

 

Having properly established these facts about the Alpha, we are ready to move on to 

study the Omega. 
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Part 2 - From Alpha to Omega: Solving the Mystery 
 

Alpha-Omega as an Analogy 

 

One of the problems with trying to solve the riddle of the omega is that some 

statements appear to be definite, while others appear to be open. Some alpha-omega 

statements would seem to indicate that Ellen White had something specific in mind, 

while others indicate a number of different errors that the alpha could and would lead 

to. If we can separate then the general warnings from those of a more specific nature, 

we might be able to understand what the omega was and is.  

 

Firstly, a few words on the alpha. Kellogg’s pantheism was not the only teaching 

referred to as an “alpha” which would lead to other errors. Ellen White wrote of some 

extreme teachings of W. W. Prescott and E. J. Waggoner before the Kellogg crisis in 

the same way. 

 

“There is another matter upon my mind about which I must speak to you. I 

have often been warned against overstrained ideas of sanctification. 

They lead to an objectionable feature of experience that will swamp us 

unless we are wide awake.  

“Extreme views of sanctification which lead men to suppose they are 

appointed to criticize and condemn their brethren are to be feared and 

shunned. 

“During the General Conference of 1901, the Lord warned me against 

sentiments that were being gathered and then held by Brethren Prescott 

and Waggoner. Instruction was given me that these sentiments received 

have been as leaven put into meal. Many minds have received them. The 

ideas of some regarding a great experience called and supposed to be 

sanctification, have been the alpha of a train of deception which will 

deceive and ruin the souls of those who receive them. Because of some 

overdrawn expressions frequently used by Brother E. J. Waggoner at the 

conference, I was led to speak words intended to counteract their influence. 

If ever there was a time when our brethren should blend in unity it is now. 

You are engaged in an important work in Washington. I am very anxious 

that the work in that place shall be carried forward exactly as the Lord 

would have it. But Satan is surely presenting some false theories which 

you must not receive. Elders Waggoner and Prescott are out of the way.” 

(Lt. 269, to A. G. Daniells, 14-12-1903; in 10MR, pp. 356, 357) 

 

This is clearly a figure of speech, indicating the first departure from truth which leads 

to wholesale apostasy down the track. Ellen White was merely stating that there is a 

cause and effect relationship with error. This was also true in the case of Kellogg’s 

ideas. 

 

“Few can discern the result of entertaining the sophistries advocated by 

some at this time. But the Lord has lifted the curtain, and has shown me 

the result that would follow. The spiritualistic theories regarding the 

personality of God, followed to their logical conclusion, sweep away 

the whole Christian economy. They estimate as nothing the light that 

Christ came from heaven to give John to give to His people. They teach 
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that the scenes just before us are not of sufficient importance to be given 

special attention. They make of no effect the truth of heavenly origin, and 

rob the people of God of their past experience, giving them instead a false 

science.” (SpTB02, p. 54) 

 

“The difficulties that have arisen have been very hard to meet, and they 

are far from being settled yet. One, and another, and still another are 

presented to me as having been led to accept the pleasing fables that mean 

the sanctification of sin. The Living Temple contains the alpha of a 

train of heresies. These heresies are similar to those that I met in my first 

labors in connection with the cause in Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, 

then in Boston, Roxbury, Portsmouth, New Bedford, and other parts of 

Massachusetts. Through them the evil one worked upon the minds of men 

and women. . . .  I bore them a message similar to the message I have been 

bearing for the last two months. I was instructed that the ideas they had 

accepted were but the alpha of a great deception. I had to meet similar 

delusions in Portsmouth and in Boston.” (Lt. 265, to J. H. Kellogg, 26-11-

1903; in 11MR, pp. 315, 316) 

 

“I was forbidden to talk with Dr. Kellogg on this subject, because it is not 

a subject to be talked about. And I was instructed that certain 

sentiments in Living Temple were the Alpha of a long list of deceptive 

theories.” (Ms. 46, 18-5-1904; in 1SAT, p. 343) 

 

In these quotes, Ellen White tells us that Kellogg’s belief would lead to many errors. 

For example, Kellogg’s ideas of God in everyone indirectly lead back to the recently 

encountered “holy flesh” doctrine. However, when she speaks of the omega, there is 

something definite in mind.  

 

“I am instructed to speak plainly. "Meet it," is the word spoken to me. 

"Meet it firmly, and without delay." But it is not to be met by our taking 

our working forces from the field to investigate doctrines and points of 

difference. We have no such investigation to make. 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.” (SpTB02, p. 50) 

 

“Finally my son said to me, "Mother, you ought to read at least some parts 

of the book, that you may see whether they are in harmony with the light 

that God has given you." He sat down beside me, and together we read the 

preface, and most of the first chapter, and also paragraphs in other 

chapters. As we read, I recognized the very sentiments against which I had 

been bidden to speak in warning during the early days of my public labors. 

When I 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. I knew that the omega 

would follow in a little while; and I trembled for our people. I knew 

that I 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 
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substantiate the doctrine there set forth, is scripture misapplied.” (ibid, p. 

53) 

 

 “Be not deceived; many will depart from the faith, giving heed to 

seducing spirits and doctrines of devils. We have now before us the alpha 

of this danger. The omega will be of a most startling nature.” (ibid, p. 

15) 

 

In each of the above, the definite article is used, “the omega.” Many have thought the 

omega to be some sort of ‘final heresy’ or ‘final apostasy’ that would come into the 

Adventist church.
41

 However, the statements above declare that Ellen White expected 

the omega to “follow” the alpha “in a little while.” If we are to find the omega, we 

should look to the events which followed the Kellogg Crisis.  

 

Another clue above is that there would be many who would accept the omega who 

had previously accepted the alpha. While this further indicates that the historic omega 

is not something to look for outside of the lifetimes of those who were involved with 

the alpha, it also helps us to understand the alpha-omega analogy.  

 

Omega is the last letter of the Greek alphabet. It is this that has led people to look for 

a last apostasy which might be, for instance, giving up the Sabbath, or rejecting the 

writings of Ellen White. However, the concept of the omega also carries with it a 

sense of finality. That is to say, whatever the omega was would carry one completely 

out of Adventism. Is there one doctrine, unique to Adventism, upon which our whole 

theology depends, and the rejection of which leads to the finality of Adventism? 

 

The Importance of the Sanctuary Doctrine 

 

The one thing that makes us distinctively Adventist, which permeates all our beliefs, 

is the Sanctuary doctrine. Our understanding of the Atonement, Justification and 

Sanctification, the Law, the nature of man, the Judgement, the Second Coming of 

Christ… right through to our very existence and mission as a people from 1844, is 

centred in the idea that there is a Sanctuary in Heaven.  

 

“Each morning at six o'clock [at the Avondale School], Brother Haskell 

speaks from the Scriptures, giving a Bible lesson. This is free to all, and 

there is a goodly company out each morning; for it is a blessing to all. This 

study lasts for one hour. These meetings are intensely interesting. The 

subject thus far has been the sanctuary question, and we are highly 

gratified to see the interest manifested. All are much interested in the way 

he presents the subject. He speaks in a clear, simple style, and brings in 

much scripture to sustain every point. He feels that altogether too little 

has been said upon this subject; for it is the central pillar that sustains 

the structure of our position at the present time.” (Lt. 126, 18-5-1897; 

in 4MR p. 244) 

 

                                                 
41

 Satan, in getting us to look for the identification of the omega at this time, a century removed from 

the events, has put in place a principle similar to futurist prophetic interpretation which makes the 

seventieth week of Daniel 9, and the Antichrist, to have some obscure fulfilment apart from the events 

of history. 
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“We are God's commandment-keeping people. For the past fifty years 

every phase of heresy has been brought to bear upon us, to becloud our 

minds regarding the teaching of the word,--especially concerning the 

ministration of Christ in the heavenly sanctuary, and the message of 

heaven for these last days, as given by the angels of the fourteenth chapter 

of Revelation. Messages of every order and kind have been urged upon 

Seventh-day Adventists, to take the place of the truth which, point by 

point, has been sought out by prayerful study, and testified to by the 

miracle-working power of the Lord. But the way-marks which have made 

us what we are, are to be preserved, and they will be preserved, as God has 

signified through His word and the testimony of His Spirit. He calls upon 

us to hold firmly, with the grip of faith, to the fundamental principles 

that are based upon unquestionable authority.” (SpTB02, p. 59) 

  

“For more than a half a century the different points of present truth have 

been questioned and opposed. New theories have been advanced as truth, 

which were not truth, and the Spirit of God revealed their error. As the 

great pillars of our faith have been presented, the Holy Spirit has borne 

witness to them, and especially is this so regarding the truths of the 

sanctuary question. Over and over again the Holy Spirit has in a 

marked manner endorsed the preaching of this doctrine. But today, as 

in the past, some will be led to form new theories and to deny the truths 

upon which the Spirit of God has placed His approval.   

“Any man who seeks to present theories which would lead us from the 

light that has come to us on the ministration in the heavenly sanctuary, 

should not be accepted as a teacher. A true understanding of the 

sanctuary question means much to us as a people. When we were 

earnestly seeking the Lord for light on that question, light came. In vision 

I was given such a view of the heavenly sanctuary and the 

ministration connected with the holy place, that for many days I could 

not speak of it.” (Ms. 125, 1907; in 4MR p. 249) 

 

“In the future, deception of every kind is to arise, and we want solid 

ground for our feet. We want solid pillars for the building. Not one pin 

is to be removed from that which the Lord has established. The enemy 

will bring in false theories, such as the doctrine that there is no 

sanctuary. This is one of the points on which there will be a departing 

from the faith. Where shall we find safety unless it be in the truths that the 

Lord has been giving for the last fifty years?” (RH, 25-5-1905) 

 

“We are very sorry to see the result of gathering a large number to Battle 

Creek. Ministers who have been believers in the foundation truths that 

have made us what we are--Seventh-day Adventists; ministers who went 

to Battle Creek to teach and strengthen the truths of the Bible, are now, 

when old and gray-headed, turning from the grand truths of the Bible, and 

accepting infidel sentiments. This means that the next step will be a denial 

of a personal God, pulling down the bulwarks of the faith that is plainly 

revealed in the Scriptures. The sanctuary question is the foundation of 

our faith.” (Ms. 20, 7-2-1906; in 4MR, p. 248) 
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“As the points of our faith were thus established, our feet were placed 

upon a solid foundation. We accepted the truth point by point, under the 

demonstration of the Holy Spirit. I would be taken off in vision, and 

explanations would be given me. I was given illustrations of heavenly 

things, and of the sanctuary, so that we were placed where light was 

shining on us in clear, distinct rays.” (Lt. 50, to Br. And Sr. Haskell, 8-

2-1906; in 8MR, p. 320) 

 

Most of these statements of the importance of the Sanctuary doctrine are from the 

years 1905-1907. This is only a few years (“a little while”) after The Living Temple 

was published. At this time, another crisis engulfed our already troubled church. A. F. 

Ballenger began promulgating theories which spiritualised away the Sanctuary truth. 

We shall look more closely at Ballenger, what he taught, and how his beliefs are 

specifically linked to Kellogg’s a little later, but first, let us look at the relationship 

between the doctrine of God and the doctrine of the Sanctuary. 

 

A Logical Progression 

 

In part one of this paper, we have already seen quotes which tied the matter of the 

personality of God and Christ to the issue of the Sanctuary doctrine. Here are some of 

these again, with others from the same time period: 

 

“The sanctuary question is a clear and definite doctrine as we have 

held it as a people. You are not definitely clear on the personality of 

God, which is everything to us as a people. You have virtually 

destroyed the Lord God Himself.” (Lt. 300, 1903; unpublished in part) 

 

“Those who seek to remove the old landmarks are not holding fast; they 

are not remembering how they have received and heard. Those who try to 

bring in theories that would remove the pillars of our faith concerning 

the sanctuary or concerning the personality of God or of Christ, are 

working as blind men. They are seeking to bring in uncertainties and to set 

the people of God adrift without an anchor.” (Ms. 62, 25-5-1905; in 

MR760) 

 

“There is in it [Kellogg’s teachings] the beginning of theories which, 

carried to their logical conclusion, would destroy faith in the 

sanctuary question and in the atonement. I do not think that Dr. 

Kellogg saw this clearly. I do not think that he realized that in laying 

his new foundation of faith, he was directing his steps toward infidelity.” 

(Lt. 33, 17-1-1904; in 2MR, p. 243) 

 

“In a representation which passed before me, I saw a certain work being 

done by medical missionary workers. Our ministering brethren were 

looking on, watching what was being done, but they did not seem to 

understand. The foundation of our faith, which was established by so 

much prayer, such earnest searching of the Scriptures, was being taken 

down, pillar by pillar. Our faith was to have nothing to rest upon--the 

sanctuary was gone, the atonement was gone. I realized that something 

must be done. 
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“The battle nearly killed me. I saw what was coming in, and I saw that our 

brethren were blind. They did not realize the danger. Our young people, 

especially, were in danger. They delighted in the beautiful 

representation--God in the flower, God in the leaf, God in the tree. 

But if God be in these things, why not worship them?” (Ms. 46, 1904; in 

1SAT, p 344) 

 

Here is seen the cause and effect relationship between the “personality of God” and 

the Sanctuary doctrine. Most important is that three of these statements were made 

before Ballenger came on the scene in North America.
42

 Ellen counselled Kellogg in 

relation to speaking about God in the following terms: 

 

“I would not dare to speak of God as you have spoken of Him. He is 

high and lifted up, and His glory fills the heavens. "The voice of the Lord 

is mighty; it shaketh the cedars of Lebanon. The Lord is in His holy 

temple; let all the earth keep silence before Him."  

“My brother, when you are tempted to speak of God, where He is, or 

what He is, remember that on this point silence is eloquence. Take off 

your shoes from off your feet, for the ground on which you are placing 

your careless, unsanctified feet, is holy ground.” (Lt. 253, to J. H. Kellogg, 

20-11-1903; in 4MR, p. 58) 

 

“In regard to the personality and prerogatives of God, where He is, and 

what He is, this is a subject which we are not to dare to touch. On this 

theme silence is eloquence. It is those who have no experimental 

knowledge of God who venture to speculate in regard to Him. Did they 

know more of Him, they would have less to say about what He is. The one 

who in the daily life holds closest communion with God, and who has the 

deepest knowledge of Him, realizes most keenly the utter inability of 

human beings to explain the Creator.” (Ms. 132, 1903; in UL, p. 326) 

 

We see that her focus was not just on “what” God is, but “where” He is as well. If one 

believes that God is everywhere, but not in a definite place, then he must conclude 

that there is no Heaven, or that Heaven is everywhere, since the Bible speaks of “Our 

Father which art in Heaven.” So if the Father is everywhere, then Heaven must be 

everywhere. The pioneers developed their doctrines holistically, including the 

doctrine of God, and knew the interrelatedness between this and the Sanctuary.
43

 Here 

                                                 
42

 The fact that Ellen White made this link before she knew about Ballenger is a proof for the identity 

of the omega as undermining or spiritualising the Sanctuary doctrine. 
43

 The link between the non-trinitarianism of the Pioneers and the integrity of the literal sanctuary 

message has been acknowledged outside of Adventism. “[The investigative judgement] presents the 

great controversy in a microcosm. In so doing, it represents God the Father as above the dispute 

between Christ and Satan. It is a picture that, although not designed for the purpose, fed the Arian 

tendencies in Adventist Christology. It bound together the doctrine of the Sanctuary and anti-

Trinitarianism into a system of belief that, with its literal functions of divine persons, served as 

an obstacle to any reappearance of 'spiritualisers' in Adventism.” (Malcolm Bull & Keith Lockhart, 

Seeking a Sanctuary: Seventh-day Adventism and the American Dream, p. 76) The authors here are 

saying that at the time of its formulation, the Sanctuary doctrine was linked with the prevailing view of 

the doctrine of God. Adventist Historian, Gary Land, wrote in the Spectrum about this book, saying, 

“When published in 1989, the first edition of Seeking a Sanctuary established itself as the best 

available study of American Seventh-day Adventism. Now updated and enlarged, the volume 

remains the foremost work on this denomination. Combining historical, sociological, and cultural 
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are some comments from the earliest years of the message which demonstrate this 

understanding: 

 

“God is in heaven.  This we are taught in the Lord's prayer.  "Our Father 

which art in heaven."  Matt.vi,9; Luke xi,2.  But if God is as much in 

every place as he is in any one place, then heaven is also as much in 

every place as it is in any one place, and the idea of going to heaven is 

all a mistake.  We are all in heaven; and the Lord's prayer, according to 

this foggy theology simply means, Our Father which art everywhere, 

hallowed be thy name.  Thy kingdom come, thy will be done, on earth, as 

it is everywhere. 

“Again, Bible readers have believed that Enoch and Elijah were really 

taken up to God in heaven.  But if God and heaven be as much in every 

place as in any one place, this is all a mistake.  They were not translated.  

And all that is said about the chariot of fire, and horses of fire, and the 

attending whirlwind to take Elijah up into heaven, was a useless parade.  

They only evaporated, and a misty vapor passed through the entire 

universe.  This is all of Enoch and Elijah that the mind can possibly grasp, 

admitting that God and heaven are no more in any one place than in every 

place.  But it is said of Elijah that he "went up by a whirlwind into 

heaven."  2Kings ii,11.  And of Enoch it is said that he "walked with God, 

and was not, for God took him."  Gen.v,24. 

“Jesus is said to be on the right hand of the Majesty on high."  Heb.i,3.  

"So, then, after the Lord had spoken unto them he was received up into 

heaven, and sat on the right hand of God."  Mark xvi,19.  But if heaven 

be everywhere, and God everywhere, then Christ's ascension up to 

heaven, at the Father's right hand, simply means that he went 

everywhere!  He was only taken up where the cloud hid him from the 

gaze of his disciples, and then evaporated and went everywhere!  So that 

instead of the lovely Jesus, so beautifully described in both Testaments, 

we have only a sort of essence dispersed through the entire universe.  And 

in harmony with this rarified theology, Christ's second advent, or his 

return, would be the condensation of this essence to some locality, say the 

mount of Olivet!  Christ arose from the dead with a physical form.  "He is 

not here," said the angel, "for he is risen as he said."  Matt.xxviii,6.” (J. S. 

White, Personality of God, pp. 4, 5) 

 

“"Q. Where is God? 

“"A. Everywhere." 

“But we inquire, Is not God in one place more than another? Oh no, say 

you: the Bible says he is a spirit, and if so he must be everywhere alike. 

Well, if when man dies his spirit goes to God, it must go everywhere. 
But the Bible certainly represents God as located in heaven. "For he hath 

looked down from the height of his sanctuary; from heaven did the Lord 

                                                                                                                                            
studies methodologies, Malcolm Bull and Keith Lockhart, respectively a teacher at Oxford University 

and a London-based journalist, offer a readable and penetrating analysis that is indispensable to 

both scholars and general readers wanting to understand Adventism. For Adventists themselves, it 

offers a sympathetic outsider's perspective that increases self-awareness.” (Gary Land, Spectrum, Fall 

2007, p. 12) Ronald Numbers writes, of the first edition, “A masterpiece. It is by far the best book on 

Adventism that has ever appeared.” (Book jacket) 
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behold the earth." Ps. cii, 19. Then certainly heaven cannot be everywhere, 

for God is represented as looking down from it. "Elijah went up by a 

whirlwind into heaven." 2 Kings ii, 11. But, says one, does not the Bible 

represent God as everywhere present? Ps. cxxxix, 8, 9, 10. "If I ascend up 

into heaven, thou art there: if I make my bed in hell, behold, thou art there; 

if I take the wings of the morning, and dwell in the uttermost parts of the 

sea, even there shall thy hand lead me, and thy right hand shall hold me."” 

(J. N. Loughborough, Man’s Present Condition, p. 25)
44

 

 

S. N. Haskell repeated this reasoning in an article in the Review and Herald in 1903, 

titled, “The Personality of God.” The whole article is enlightening on this subject, but 

here are just a few of the statements which show the interrelation we have seen: 

 

“Of late the question has repeatedly come to me, Does it make any 

real difference whether we believe in the personality of God, as long 

as we believe in God? My answer invariably is, It depends altogether 

upon the standpoint from which we view it. If from the Spiritualist's, the 

Christian Scientist's, the Universalist's, or if from the standpoint of any 

other "ist" or "ism," it makes but little or no difference. But the standpoint 

of Seventh-day Adventists it makes all the difference in the world. 

“No man who is a Seventh-day Adventist can understandingly take 

that position; neither can a Seventh-day Adventist hold that position 

for a moment. In it is involved a denial of the " Father and the Son," 

the law of Moses, the prophets, the psalms, the holy angels, the 

personality of the devil, and all that is according to sound doctrine.” 

(RH, 8-10-1903) 

 

“Third. God said to Moses, " Let them make me a sanctuary; that I may 

dwell among them." Ex. 25: 8. He could not dwell among Israel unless 

they built him a sanctuary. They had been in Egypt, where, in common 

with the Hindus, the belief was entertained that God was in cats and 

dogs, in cattle, in the Nile that flowed, and in everything that had life. 

It was the old mystic and pantheistic notion. They reasoned that God 

the author of life, and as his life was in all these things, so all the God 

there was pervaded all nature, both animate and inanimate; that 

there was no personal God in the heavens, but that God was 

everywhere, and nowhere in particular. Now to impress the minds of 

his people that he was a person, and had a dwelling place, and that 

this dwelling place was in heaven, and that their salvation depended 

upon their believing this, God said, “Let them make me a sanctuary; that 

may dwell among them." So about one year was occupied in building the 

sanctuary in the wilderness, with special instruction that it should be made 

according to the pattern shown in the mount. By this they learned that 

God has a sanctuary in the heavens, and in it there is a personal being. 

The sanctuary on the earth was the pattern, or figure, of the heavenly. 

Every ceremony in the law of Moses contained salvation, or prefigured 

some essential truth fulfilled in the gospel.” (ibid) 
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 These statements also tie the early Adventist understanding of the doctrine of God with their 

understanding of the doctrine of man, a link that is either ignored, confused or denied today in the 

questions of understanding the Holy Spirit. 
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“Again: "The Lord hath prepared his is throne in the heavens; and his 

kingdom if ruleth over all." Ps. 103:19. Jeremiah says, “A, glorious high 

throne from the beginning is the place of our, sanctuary." Jer.17: 12. If 

God has no personality, there is no sanctuary in heaven, for God 

dwells in it; there are no angels, for they, compose his throne; there is 

no Satan, for he is a fallen angel, and was cast out of heaven (John 

12:31; Luke 10: 18); the Bible is a myth, and bears false testimony, 

because it declares all this.” (ibid) 

 

“Therefore we repeat what we previously said, to deny the personality 

of God, is to deny the existence of the sanctuary in the heavens; for 

there God dwells. It is to deny the existence of the angels; for they are 

his throne. It is to deny the law of God; for it is the foundation of his 

throne. It is to deny the existence of Satan; for he is a fallen angel. It 

makes the light and life which God created, and which proceeds from him, 

whether it be in the grass or in cats or dogs or in man kind, to be the god. 

Since man, however, is the highest form of light and life, he necessarily 

becomes the supreme deity. It leads men to worship the creature more than 

the Creator. We lift a warning voice against any such doctrine, from 

whatever source it comes. We say the Bible, and the Bible only, shall be 

our creed. In it is salvation. 

“Years ago while in Tasmania there was a woman lecturer who spoke 

against God and the Bible. A large number of young men in the city of 

Hobart became infatuated with her teaching. Some bemoaned that they 

had not such men as Hastings or Talmage of America to meet such 

blasphemy. At the close of one of the lectures the shrill voice of a woman, 

possibly at the age of seventy-five, attracted the audience before they 

dispersed. She pressed her way to the platform, and pointing her bony 

finger at the speaker, spoke, substantially, as follows-. "I have lived 

threescore and ten years. God has removed my husband, and one child 

after another, until I am alone in this dark world. But God has sustained 

me! the hope of the future world has cheered me. Now you have taken 

away my God, and my hope, and what do you give me in his place? " 

Several times she repeated, " What do you give me in his place? " Here 

was an argument the blasphemer could not meet. Sinking into her chair, 

she said: "If you have a Christian's hope, you had better keep it." So we 

would say to those whose hair has whitened in the third angel's message, 

as well as others who have more recently embraced the truth, those whom 

death has robbed of wives, of husbands, of children, of fathers and 

mothers, who have fallen asleep in the hope of the soon-corning King, as 

revealed in the Word of God; We point you to the heavenly sanctuary, 

to a faithful and merciful High Priest standing before the ark of God, 

who dwelleth between the cherubim. "We have not followed cunningly 

devised fables, when we made known unto you the power and coming of 

our Lord Jesus Christ." We were never of better courage; never did the 

light shine more clear and bright as we find ourselves amid the shoals and 

rocks in the harbor, just as the old ship is entering into Port. God has never 

failed his people, and he will not do it now. Have courage, my brethren, 

have courage in the Lord. Hold fast to the main pillars of truth, and we 
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shall soon meet around the throne of God, where we shall all see him 

face to face.” (ibid) 

 

These statements require no explanation. They very clearly tie in with what was 

written during the earliest days of the message, and pointedly show how if one denies 

the personality of God and Christ, one surely sweeps away the whole Christian 

economy. The Bible, the creed of Protestantism, becomes nothingness, as does the 

sanctuary, the foundation of Adventist doctrine.  

 

Introducing A. F. Ballenger 

 

As with the introduction for Kellogg, it is not the aim here to give an indepth 

biography of the man that was Albion Fox Ballenger. He was one of four children to 

John Fox and Eliza Walker Ballenger. The family was converted to Adventism in 

1859 through the labours of W. S. Ingraham, the same year Albion was born.  

 

He early showed an affinity for schooling, especially as a writer, public speaker and 

debater. Upon finishing school, he taught for four years, then studied in Battle Creek 

for two. Upon completion of his studies, he was sent into the field with a ministerial 

license and became a prominent speaker in the message.  

 

In 1890, he became secretary of the Religious Liberty Association, and in 1893, 

became a part of the editorial staff of the American Sentinel. He was among those 

who were urging that things such as the Sabbath be left out of these publications and 

was reproved for this by the “Salamanca Vision.”  

 

After a year at the Sentinel, he accepted a call to preach at camp meetings and for the 

next few years travelled constantly in this capacity. He became one of the leading 

preachers of the “Receive ye the Holy Ghost” message, which we shall come back to 

shortly. About 1900, he was sent to England, where he would work in many 

capacities of leadership and evangelism. It was while here that he began studying into 

the Sanctuary doctrine. 

 

In 1905 he presented his belief to the leading brethren in Britain, and later to the 

General Conference committee. It was rejected at both places, with Ellen White 

speaking out against the teachings at the General Conference. By this time, Ballenger 

had rejected the prophetic ministry of Ellen White and soon after left the SDA church. 

The remainder of his years involved attacks against the church, largely through 

published works, including his periodical, The Gathering Call. His father and brother 

followed him out of the truth, as did others. He died in 1921. 

 

It is difficult to fully comprehend the belief and teachings of Ballenger. The 

Gathering Call is not widely available for research, and the same is true for two of his 

books, Power for Witnessing, and An Examination of Forty Fatal Errors Regarding 

the Atonement. The nine points Ballenger raised before the General Conference 

brethren, regarding the Sanctuary, are presented on pages 36 and 37 of Daniel 8:14, 

The Day of Atonement, and the Investigative Judgement by Desmond Ford. More 

detail of his beliefs can be found in The Alpha of Apostasy by Vance Ferrell. These 

works, in dealing with Ballenger, stick very much to the context of 1905, whereas, 

Pioneers, Pantheists and Progressives: A. F. Ballenger and Divergent Paths to the 
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Sanctuary, by Bert Haloviak gives a much clearer picture of the development of 

Ballenger’s understanding. One point which they all agree on is in linking the Kellogg 

and Ballenger crises in various ways, for example
45

: 

 

“We suspect from some of his own statements, and some words of Ellen G. 

White, that strong mystical inclinations were the seed of later problems for 

Ballenger. It is certain that Ellen G. White viewed Ballenger as part of 

the growing sector of workers influenced by Kellogg's views which 

made both God and His dwelling-place unreal.” (Ford, Daniel 8:14, 

The Day of Atonement, and the Investigative Judgement, p. 35) 

 

“In addressing herself to the Living Temple crisis, Mrs White applied 

a number of terms that two years later she would relate to the 

Ballenger crisis. She noted that Kellogg was misapplying scriptures and 

taking them out of their connection and ‘giving a wrong application’ to 

them; he was advocating erroneous views that were destructive to the 

landmarks; he was accepting erroneous theories that had been met time 

and time again in the past; his system led to a downplaying of the Sabbath; 

it taught, in effect, that ‘my Lord delayeth his coming’; it subverted the 

truths found ‘in the revelation given by Christ to John to give to the 

churches.’” (Haloviak, Pioneers, Pantheists and Progressives: A. F. 

Ballenger and Divergent Paths to the Sanctuary, p. 19, underlining 

original) 

 

In the latter work by Haloviak is presented a link between the Receive ye the Holy 

Ghost movement and the Holy Flesh movement (both of which occurred in America 

while Ellen White was abroad in Australia), with some of the principles of both being 

a part of the underlying pantheistic teachings. The Receive ye the Holy Ghost 

movement and subsequent teachings were the result of “overstrained ideas of 

sanctification.” Haloviak observes: 

 

“In late 1898, G. A. Irwin, president of the General Conference, described 

the campmeetings currently being held within the United States to E. G. 

White, who was then in Australia. In noting the ‘unusual degree of the 

Spirit and blessing of the Lord,’ Irwin informed Mrs. White that the ‘most 

spiritually-minded’ leaders were sent to conduct the meetings. Those 

specifically named were: Mrs. S. M. I. Henry, A. F. Ballenger, William 

Sadler, and J. A. Brunson. Within a decade, three of the four would be 

actively working against the church. [Endnote: Although Mrs. Henry 

died in 1900, the theology in her book, The Abiding Spirit, and her RH 

articles, clearly evidences that she was following a path similar to the 

others] Others actively involved in the ‘Receive ye the Holy Ghost’ 

movement would likewise leave and work against the church. They 

included: A. T. Jones, E. J. Waggoner, J. H. Kellogg, J. W. Scoles, 

William Hutchinson, Harry Champness, A. R. Leask, William Robinson, 

G. C. Tenney, L. A. Phippeny, R. S. Donnell, S. S. Davis, J. A. L. Derby, 

E. J. Dryer, Irving Keck, L. H. Crisler, M. E. Kellogg, G. E. Fifield. 
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 Ferrell’s book is divided into two parts, the first dealing with Kellogg and the second with Ballenger. 

The similarity presented is that both rejected and then fought against the testimonies of Ellen White, 

which would be repeated one day as the omega. See below for an examination of this idea. 
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“The message was born out of the ‘prolonged’ debate over the acceptance 

of the justification by faith message of 1888 and the conviction that, after 

the acceptance of righteousness, the Lord would pour out His Spirit to 

enable the finishing of the work and the return of Jesus. That theme 

occupied a central position in the Review and Herald, as well as the 

campmeetings during 1897 to 1899, and was led primarily by A. T. 

Jones, recently-named editor of the Review, and A. F. Ballenger. As 

editor, Jones concluded practically every editorial for over a year with the 

words ‘Receive ye the Holy Ghost.’ As a revivalist Ballenger traveled 

(sic) from church to church and campmeeting to campmeeting 

preaching the same theme.” (ibid., pp. 2, 3, underlining original) 

 

Haloviak continues to show that Jones, in 1897, introduced healing of the body to the 

message of sanctification. This was later to carry through to an extreme in the Holy 

Flesh movement of Indiana in 1899-1900, the same period that this message is found 

in the Review. “The connection of health reform with the indwelling of the Holy 

Spirit was consistently emphasized in the Review between 1897 and 1900.” (loc. cit.)  

 

Reports of healing followed Ballenger’s meetings. Ballenger, with others, believed 

the message he was preaching to be the natural result of what began in 1888. However, 

during this time, there appears to have been less concentration upon the foundational 

points of Seventh-day Adventist faith. Ballenger preached at camp-meetings in 

Indiana in 1897 and 1898, where the Holy Flesh teaching would emerge.  

 

“Mrs. White later questioned the thrust of the entire Holy Ghost 

movement. She wrote Haskell the next year: ‘Much is being said 

regarding the impartation of the Holy Spirit, and by some this is being so 

interpreted that it is an injury to the churches.’ She also wrote: 

“‘My brother, there is danger of those in our ranks making a mistake 

in regard to receiving the Holy Ghost. Many suppose an emotion of a 

rapture of feeling to be an evidence of the presence of the Holy Spirit. 

“Mrs. White likewise saw the movement as subverting the 

fundamentals and related it to past fanatical movements within the 

church. [Endnote: Ellen White to Haskell, Oct. 10, 1900, 2SM, p. 38; 

Ellen White to Haskell, July 4, 1900, H-105, RG 11, Special Testimonies, 

bk. 11 (1898-1900).].” (ibid., p. 10) 

 

Perhaps the clearest link between Kellogg and Ballenger is E. J. Waggoner. 

Waggoner was sent to England in 1891 and served for twelve years. While there, he 

edited the British Present Truth periodical. He was present at the 1897 and 1901 

General Conference sessions, and kept up correspondence with those in the States. 

Waggoner taught, similar to the brethren in America, that forgiveness and healing 

from disease were related, and that both were necessary and even a test of salvation. 

He would later, in 1901, receive censure from Ellen White for extreme views on 

sanctification, along with W. W. Prescott.
46

 Ballenger arrived in England in 1901, and 

continued the same preaching. 

 

Ballenger’s Sanctuary 
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 See quote earlier in this paper. 
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Ballenger came to his beliefs about the Sanctuary while in Great Britain. In his work 

on the Pantheism crisis, W. A. Spicer, who also saw the link between the Kellogg and 

Ballenger heresies, wrote: 

 

“It was mysticism that flavoured the theory that set aside the truth of 

the heavenly sanctuary with its services of the holy and most holy 

places, when A. F. Ballenger brought the spiritualising method from 

his study of the popular commentators in England…
47

 

“The most pitiful exhibitions of weakness in the truth have come in all 

our history from those who felt the urge to turn out something that 

would be recognized as deep and profound. This was apparently the 

urge that led the late Brother Ballenger in England to take on what 

appeared to his brethren there as an air of spiritual exaltation. His 

brethren there were distressed over it, long before he brought forth 

the old theories that to him were new. Out of it came the teaching 

about the sanctuary that the Spirit of prophecy classed with the 

mysticism of the ‘Living Temple’ school.” (How the Spirit of Prophecy 

Met a Crisis, pp. 71, 72) 

 

It is difficult to get a complete picture of what Ballenger taught about the Sanctuary at 

the time it was met by Ellen White. Ford wrote, “So far as we know, there is nobody 

in today's Adventism who holds this man's sanctuary schema.” (op. cit., p. 36) 

Ballenger believed that Christ’s Holy Place ministry was from Creation to the 

incarnation, and that from the ascension, Christ was in the Most Holy Place. Here is 

the longer version of the problems Ballenger had with the established position, as they 

appear in the Nine Theses, presented before the ministers attending the General 

Conference, at Washington, D. C., May 21, 1905, 5:30am: 

 

“I want to read to you now some of the misfits that I find in my 

attempt to place the first apartment work of the earthly sanctuary this 

side of the cross:-- 

“1. The earthly sanctuary, which was a shadow of the heavenly, located 

the ark, or throne of God, in the holy of holies, or second apartment, while 

the priest was ministering in the first apartment. The denominational view 

of the heavenly sanctuary places the ark or throne of God in the first 

apartment while the priest ministers in that apartment, in violation of the 

type.  

“2. The shadow placed a vail (sic) between the priest and the ark or throne 

of God while the priest ministered in the first apartment. The 

denominational view has the priest ministering in the heavenly sanctuary 

in the first apartment, with no veil separating him from the ark or throne of 

God, but with a veil behind both the priest and throne, in violation of the 

type. 
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 This is one of the similarities between Kellogg and Ballenger. Both men were affected in their 

understanding of the doctrines by research they did outside of Adventism. Both went to what was 

considered Babylon and attempted to bring those teachings into Adventism, thinking they were “new 

light” whereas the points had been considered and rejected as old error by Ellen White and the other 

pioneers in the early days of the faith. 
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“3. The type represents the priest as performing a long ministry in the first 

apartment of the sanctuary before the blood is shed that pays the penalty 

of sin. The denominational view teaches that the blood was shed which 

pays the penalty of sin long before the ministry began in the heavenly 

sanctuary, thus contradicting the type.  

“4. The type taught that the priest ministered for a long period in the first 

apartment, during which time there was accumulated upon him the sins of 

the people before the blood was shed which met the penalty of those sins 

which the priest was carrying. The denominational view locates the death 

of Christ before any ministry has been performed in the heavenly 

sanctuary whereby the sins of the world are transferred to him.  

“(We teach that no sins are pardoned except those that go into the 

sanctuary by the priestly work, and yet we have the sanctuary closed to the 

patriarchs for four thousand years, and that Christ began the work of 

carrying sins into the heavenly sanctuary at his ascension. This leaves four 

thousand years without any priest by which the sin was carried into the 

sanctuary.) 

“5. The shadow placed the death of the Lord’s goat, whose blood met the 

penalty of the law in type, on the great day of atonement. The 

denominational view places the death of Christ, whose blood meets the 

penalty of the law, more than eighteen hundred years before the great day 

of atonement is supposed to begin.  

“6. The shadow represents the high priest going from his ministry in the 

court where he obtained the blood, directly into the holy of holies on the 

day of atonement. (He did not stop in that first apartment; he obtained his 

blood, and then carried it straight through into the holy of holies.) The 

denominational view teaches that Christ went from his ministry in the first 

apartment, and not from the court, into the holy of holies, in 1844.  

“7. The type represents the priest as unloading forever, through the blood 

of the Lord’s goat, the sins which had been accumulated upon him during 

the year by his ministry before the veil. (All the sins that had gone into the 

sanctuary during that one year, and were charged to the priest, that penalty 

was met on the day of atonement in the holy of holies.) The 

denominational view represents Christ as loading himself up again in the 

first apartment with the same sins which he had borne at the cross and 

unloaded at his death. 

“8. The shadow sends the high priest directly through the first apartment 

into the holy of holies as soon as he has in his hands the blood of the 

Lord’s goat, or the blood which pays the penalty of sin. 

“(Authorities say that the cup or vessel which the priest held that caught 

the blood in, had a sharp point, so that he could not set it down; he must 

sprinkle it immediately, and not delay about the matter.) 

“The denominational view stops our great High Priest in the first 

apartment when he has in his hands his own blood which pays the penalty 

of sin… 

“9. The shadow represents the high priest as going immediately with the 

blood, the warm blood, of the Lord’s goat, into the holy of holies, and 

sprinkling that blood upon the mercy seat before the veil. The 

denominational view teaches that our great High Priest did not sprinkle his 
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blood on the mercy seat before the veil for more than eighteen hundred 

years after it was shed.  

“The position I hold escapes every one of those nine contradictions 

between the type and the antitype. I say, To me it is impossible. Brethren, 

if you can solve it, solve it; but it is impossible for me to take that first 

apartment work of the earthly sanctuary and apply it to a piece of the plan 

of salvation without changing almost every cardinal point in that sanctuary, 

without adding new furniture or moving the furniture around differently, 

and in every way almost violating the principles of the type. But when you 

allow the first apartment work to represent the plan of salvation from 

creation to the cross, everything is a perfect fit, and all seems beautiful and 

harmonious and complete.” (Found in the Appendix of Pioneers, 

Pantheists, and Progressives, by Bert Haloviak) 

 

We shall consider the Sanctuary, as understood and taught by Adventists from early 

times, shortly. From the things presented by Ballenger, the one point which above all 

else has carried through to others who have attacked the doctrine is the belief that 

“within the veil” in Hebrews 6:19 refers to the veil separating the Holy and Most 

Holy Places. That is, Ballenger believed that Christ ascended to the Most Holy Place 

in 31 A. D.  

 

It is helpful to look briefly at how Ballenger came to believe this. Vance Ferrell gives 

this commentary: 

 

“While in England, he united in work with Elder E.E. Andross in 

conducting evangelistic meetings in London. Elder Andross was later to 

report in 1911 that, while in London, Ballenger was given the Sanctuary as 

the topic to preach on the next night. Following the meeting, he began 

thinking that the great religious writers -Protestant, Catholic and 

otherwise -might provide him with additional insights into the subject 

of the Sanctuary. He felt that his public speaking was not as powerful 

as it should be in regard to the Sanctuary, and that further research 

could enliven it somewhat.  

“While in England, Albion Ballenger began studying widely into 

various books and commentaries on this topic. Later, while serving in 

Wales and Ireland, he gradually originated a different concept of the 

heavenly Sanctuary and Christ's mediation that was at variance with that 

of historic Adventism.” (Ferrell, The Alpha of Apostasy, p. 43) 

 

And so we see that as Kellogg brought in questions as to the personality of God, a 

doctrine firmly established at the genesis of the movement, so Ballenger was calling 

into doubt the established faith of the Sanctuary. As pointed out by Haloviak, Ellen 

White did not discuss their theology, but presented to them that they were on a wrong 

track. She pointed these men, and the church leadership, to the Scriptures and the past 

history of the movement (including the writings of the earliest pioneers), that they 

might examine the questions for themselves.  

 

“The course taken by some at the Berrien Springs meeting resulted in 

building up in self-confidence men to whom God had given solemn 

warnings. It confirmed Dr. Kellogg in his self-righteousness. Many are so 
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blind that they do not yet discern the misleading character of some of 

the sentiments contained in the book "Living Temple." Such ones, 

whether they be ministers, physicians, or teachers, would better go 

apart and study the Scriptures alone with God.” (SpTB02, p. 27) 

 

“Let us all cling to the established truth of the sanctuary. Those who 

are so shortsighted that they will begin to do the work that some others 

have been doing in advocating the sentiments contained in Living Temple, 

are departing from the living God in spiritualistic, satanic experiences that 

will not do the souls who receive them any good. They are departing from 

the faith, seeking to tear down the foundation of truth. The men who have 

lost their hold on the truths of the sanctuary question as they have 

been presented by men who have been under the Holy Spirit's 

guidance, had better pray more and talk less. I testify in the name of 

the Lord that Elder Ballenger is led by satanic agencies and spiritualistic, 

invisible leaders. Those who have the guidance of the Holy Spirit will turn 

away from these seducing spirits.” (Ms 59, 1905; in MR760, p. 4) 

 

“We are not to receive the words of those who come with a message 

that contradicts the special points of our faith. They gather together a 

mass of Scripture and pile it as proof around their asserted theories. 

This has been done over and over again during the past fifty years. And 

while the Scriptures are God's Word, and are to be respected, the 

application of them, if such application moves one pillar of the 

foundation that God has sustained these fifty years, is a great mistake. 
He who makes such an application knows not the wonderful 

demonstration of the Holy Spirit that gave power and force to the past 

messages that have come to the people of God.” (Lt. 329, to J. A. Burden, 

11-12-1905; in 1SM, p. 161) 

 

“For the past fifty years every phase of heresy has been brought to 

bear upon us, to becloud our minds regarding the teaching of the 

Word--especially concerning the ministration of Christ in the 

heavenly sanctuary, and the message of heaven for these last days as 

given by the angels of the fourteenth chapter of Revelation. Messages of 

every order and kind have been urged upon Seventh-day Adventists, to 

take the place of the truth which, point by point, has been sought out by 

prayerful study and testified to by the miracle-working power of the Lord. 

But the waymarks which have made us what we are, are to be preserved, 

and they will be preserved, as God has signified through His Word and 

through the testimony of His Spirit. He calls upon us to hold firmly, with 

the grip of faith, to the fundamental principles that are based upon 

unquestionable authority.” (Ms. 44, 29-3-1905; in 1SM, p. 209) 

 

“When men come in who would move one pin or pillar from the 

foundation which God has established by His Holy Spirit, let the aged 

men who were  pioneers in our work speak plainly, and let those who 

are dead speak also, by the reprinting of their articles in our 

periodicals. Gather up the rays of divine light that God has given as He 
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has led His people on step by step in the way of truth. This truth will stand 

the test of time and trial.” (Ms. 62, 24-5-1905; in 1MR, p. 55) 

 

“God has given me light regarding our periodicals. What is it?--He has 

said that the dead are to speak. How?--Their works shall follow them. We 

are to repeat the words of the pioneers in our work, who knew what it 

cost to search for the truth as for hidden treasure, and who labored to 

lay the foundation of our work. They moved forward step by step under 

the influence of the Spirit of God. One by one these pioneers are passing 

away. The word given me is, Let that which these men have written in 

the past be reproduced.” (RH, 25-5-1905) 

 

Personal Bible study, prayer, and looking to the fundamentals of the beginning of the 

movement are advocated above. This counsel was the same for both the Kellogg and 

Ballenger crises. Ellen White spoke of the dead speaking through the republishing of 

their writings. W. C. White, A. G. Daniells, S. N. Haskell and others who stood firmly 

for the truth at this time all had the same experience that they had studied the matters 

out carefully for themselves. 

 

God’s Heavenly Sanctuary 

 

We move now to look at the teaching of the Heavenly Sanctuary as found in the Bible 

and which was rediscovered by our early church. They understood the Bible to mean 

what it said in regards to this matter, just as they understood the Bible to mean what it 

said regarding the personality of God and Christ.  

 

“After the passing of the time in 1844 we searched for the truth as for 

hidden treasure. I met with the brethren, and we studied and prayed 

earnestly. Often we remained together until late at night, and sometimes 

through the entire night, praying for light and studying the Word. Again 

and again these brethren came together to study the Bible, in order 

that they might know its meaning, and be prepared to teach it with 

power. When they came to the point in their study where they said, "We 

can do nothing more," the Spirit of the Lord would come upon me. I 

would be taken off in vision, and a clear explanation of the passages 

we had been studying would be given me, with instruction as to how 

we were to labor and teach effectively. Thus light was given that 

helped us to understand the scriptures in regard to Christ, his mission, 

and his priesthood. A line of truth extending from that time to the time 

when we shall enter the city of God, was made plain to me, and I gave to 

others the instruction that the Lord had given me.” (RH, 25-5-1905) 

 

We saw earlier where Ellen White said the sanctuary is the “central pillar” of the 

Adventist faith. We shall look specifically at how the Sanctuary doctrine is 

intertwined with the doctrines of the atonement, and the personality of God and Christ 

(and how the Holy Spirit fits in), or as it was put above, “Christ, his mission, and his 
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priesthood.” We shall see how the mystification of one ultimately waters down and 

leads to the mystification of all.
48

 

 

   I. A Real, Literal Sanctuary 

 

The church believed in a real, literal Sanctuary in Heaven. They understood this from 

such verses as the following: 

 

Hebrews 8:1, 2 “Now of the things which we have spoken [this is] the 

sum: We have such an High Priest, who is set on the right hand of the 

throne of the Majesty in the Heavens; a minister of the Sanctuary, and 

of the true Tabernacle, which the Lord pitched, and not man.” 

 

Only by “private interpretation” can one deny the literalness of the Sanctuary. If there 

is no real sanctuary, then the Bible writer is a liar, since the Lord would never have 

really pitched anything. Also, if there was not a real, literal sanctuary, there would be 

no real, literal throne, and no point in showing that Christ is spatially to the right of 

this. This is exactly what Stephen saw: 

 

Acts 7:55, 56 “But he, being full of the Holy Ghost, looked up stedfastly 

into heaven, and saw the glory of God, and Jesus standing on the right 

hand of God, and said, ‘Behold, I see the heavens opened, and the Son of 

man standing on the right hand of God.’”   

 

To get an idea of the Sanctuary in Heaven, we can look at the Sanctuary specifications 

given to Moses.  

 

Exodus 25:9, 40 “According to all that I shew thee, [after] the pattern of 

the tabernacle, and the pattern of all the instruments thereof, even so 

shall ye make [it]…  And look that thou make [them] after their 

pattern, which was shewed thee in the mount.” 

 

Acts 7:44 “Our fathers had the tabernacle of witness in the wilderness, as 

he had appointed, speaking unto Moses, that he should make it 

according to the fashion that he had seen.” 

 

Hebrews 8:5 “Who serve unto the example and shadow of heavenly 

things, as Moses was admonished of God when he was about to make the 

tabernacle: for, ‘See’, saith He, ‘[that] thou make all things according to 

the pattern shewed to thee in the mount.’” 

 

Here Paul quotes from Exodus, so that we see not only the building, but the things 

within the building are after the pattern of the Heavenly Sanctuary. This is important. 

Many today spiritualise away the Heavenly Sanctuary, denying the literalness. It is 

interesting when it is the earthly tabernacle that is here spoken of as the shadow, not 
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the Heavenly. If the earthly sanctuary was real, and yet a shadow, how much more 

real must the Heavenly be? 

 

The Sanctuary is also seen by David, Isaiah, Daniel and John: 

 

1 Chronicles 28:11-13 “Then David gave to Solomon his son the 

pattern of the porch, and of the houses thereof, and of the treasuries 

thereof, and of the upper chambers thereof, and of the inner parlours 

thereof, and of the place of the mercy seat, and the pattern of all that he 

had by the spirit, of the courts of the house of the LORD, and of all the 

chambers round about, of the treasuries of the house of God, and of the 

treasuries of the dedicated things: also for the courses of the priests and 

the Levites, and for all the work of the service of the house of the LORD, 

and for all the vessels of service in the house of the LORD.” 

 

Isaiah 6:1 “In the year that king Uzziah died I saw also the Lord sitting 

upon a throne, high and lifted up, and his train filled the temple.” 

 

Daniel 7:9, 10 “I beheld till the thrones were cast down, and the Ancient 

of days did sit, whose garment [was] white as snow, and the hair of his 

head like the pure wool: his throne [was like] the fiery flame, [and] his 

wheels [as] burning fire. A fiery stream issued and came forth from 

before him: thousand thousands ministered unto him, and ten thousand 

times ten thousand stood before him: the judgment was set, and the books 

were opened.” 

 

Revelation 4:2-5 “And immediately I was in the spirit: and, behold, a 

throne was set in heaven, and [one] sat on the throne. And he that sat was 

to look upon like a jasper and a sardine stone: and [there was] a rainbow 

round about the throne, in sight like unto an emerald. And round about the 

throne [were] four and twenty seats: and upon the seats I saw four and 

twenty elders sitting, clothed in white raiment; and they had on their heads 

crowns of gold. And out of the throne proceeded lightnings and 

thunderings and voices: and [there were] seven lamps of fire burning 

before the throne, which are the seven Spirits of God.” 

 

The last two are given as representative, for much that Daniel and John were shown 

had deep significance to the Sanctuary. The Revelation given to John shows much of 

the furniture in the Heavenly Sanctuary. The important thing to realise is that to deny 

the literalness of the Sanctuary is to deny the literalness of the accounts that God is in 

a particular place, and therefore personal. This was the argument of the pioneers up to 

and including the time of the alpha and omega, as seen earlier. Of particular 

importance is the quote from Daniel, above, which references the throne of God 

having wheels. This brings to mind a movable throne.  

 

   II. Atonement as a Process, not an Event 

 

One of the greatest implications of the Sanctuary teaching of Adventism is that it 

shows how God deals with sin, rather than just how God deals with the consequences 

of sin. That this understanding was known to the early Christian church can be 
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evinced by the large amount of Sanctuary-type language which can be found in the 

New Testament. We shall see this particularly in the writings of John and Paul as we 

continue.  

 

In the type of the earthly sanctuary, the sinner would confess his sins over the lamb. 

This would then be sacrificed with some being burnt, some being eaten by the priests. 

The priest would then carry the blood of this sacrifice into the sanctuary and sprinkle 

it on the altar of incense. Thus the sin was shown to be transferred from the sinner to 

the lamb, from the lamb to the priest, and from the priest to the sanctuary. Once a year, 

on the day of Atonement, also called the day of Judgement, the sanctuary would be 

“cleansed” from the accumulated sins of the year, and which would be placed upon 

the goat of Azazel, which represented Satan.  

 

This is just a brief synopsis of the process of atonement, which it is not the purpose of 

this study to defend. The process is also seen in the yearly pattern of the Feasts. While 

there were sacrifices at each of God’s Appointed Times, the pattern of the Feasts 

shows the process of Atonement. At the Spring Feasts, which happened to occur when 

the Sun was in what is now called Aries, the Ram, we see the beginning of the 

Atonement process with the Passover, Unleavened Bread and the Firstfruits. This was 

connected to the Feast of Pentecost, rounding off the Spring Feasts. These were 

fulfilled at Christ’s First Advent. 

 

The Fall Feasts, occurring in what is now Libra, the scales, which are Trumpets, the 

Day of Atonement and Tabernacles, all represent events surrounding the Judgement 

and Second Advent of Christ. Christ’s sacrifice, resurrection and ascension fulfilled 

the pattern as to the day. The same is believed to have occurred with regards to the 

Day of Atonement. Coupled with Daniel’s prophecies in chapters 8 and 9, it was 

understood, after the disappointment, that Christ began ministry in the Most Holy 

Place of the Heavenly Sanctuary in 1844. 

 

Our pioneers taught that since 1844, there has been an investigative, pre-advent phase 

of the judgement, during which the Sanctuary in Heaven is being cleansed. Ellen 

White saw in vision that the Father and Son moved from the Holy Place to the Most 

Holy Place in 1844 (remember the wheels). 

 

“I saw a throne, and on it sat the Father and the Son. I gazed on Jesus' 

countenance and admired His lovely person. The Father's person I could 

not behold, for a cloud of glorious light covered Him. I asked Jesus if His 

Father had a form like Himself. He said He had, but I could not behold it, 

for said He, "If you should once behold the glory of His person, you 

would cease to exist." Before the throne I saw the Advent people--the 

church and the world. I saw two companies, one bowed down before the 

throne, deeply interested, while the other stood uninterested and careless. 

Those who were bowed before the throne would offer up their prayers 

and look to Jesus; then He would look to His Father, and appear to be 

pleading with Him. A light would come from the Father to the Son 

and from the Son to the praying company. Then I saw an exceeding 

bright light come from the Father to the Son, and from the Son it waved 

over the people before the throne. But few would receive this great light. 

Many came out from under it and immediately resisted it; others were 
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careless and did not cherish the light, and it moved off from them. Some 

cherished it, and went and bowed down with the little praying company. 

This company all received the light and rejoiced in it, and their 

countenances shone with its glory. 

“I saw the Father rise from the throne, and in a flaming chariot go 

into the holy of holies within the veil, and sit down. Then Jesus rose 

up from the throne, and the most of those who were bowed down 

arose with Him. I did not see one ray of light pass from Jesus to the 

careless multitude after He arose, and they were left in perfect 

darkness. Those who arose when Jesus did, kept their eyes fixed on Him 

as He left the throne and led them out a little way. Then He raised His 

right arm, and we heard His lovely voice saying, "Wait here; I am going to 

My Father to receive the kingdom; keep your garments spotless, and in a 

little while I will return from the wedding and receive you to Myself." 

Then a cloudy chariot, with wheels like flaming fire, surrounded by 

angels, came to where Jesus was. He stepped into the chariot and was 

borne to the holiest, where the Father sat. There I beheld Jesus, a 

great High Priest, standing before the Father. On the hem of His 

garment was a bell and a pomegranate, a bell and a pomegranate. Those 

who rose up with Jesus would send up their faith to Him in the holiest, and 

pray, "My Father, give us Thy Spirit." Then Jesus would breathe upon 

them the Holy Ghost. In that breath was light, power, and much love, joy, 

and peace.  

“I turned to look at the company who were still bowed before the 

throne; they did not know that Jesus had left it. Satan appeared to be 

by the throne, trying to carry on the work of God. I saw them look up 

to the throne, and pray, "Father, give us Thy Spirit." Satan would then 

breathe upon them an unholy influence; in it there was light and much 

power, but no sweet love, joy, and peace. Satan's object was to keep them 

deceived and to draw back and deceive God's children.” (EW, p. 54-56) 

 

The Sanctuary represents three experiences in the journey of the Christian. In the 

Courtyard, the sinner comes to Christ and receives forgiveness. In the Holy Place 

(which we access through Christ, the Way, the Door, etc.), the forgiven sinner walks 

with and partakes of Christ (who is also the Bread, the Light, etc.). In the Most Holy 

Place, the experience is more one of the sinner living in Christ and Christ living in the 

sinner. Thus the Sanctuary reveals the growth of relationship with Christ. The purpose 

of this is that the forgiven sinner is to become so closely identified in Christ that they 

become like Him in every way. This is the necessary experience missed by those who 

failed and still fail to see the distinction that happened in 1844. 

 

   III. One God, One Mediator 

 

The process of atonement, as outlined above, is a process of reconciliation or 

mediation. Paul writes of it this way: 

 

1 Timothy 2:5, 6 “For [there is] one God, and one Mediator between 

God and men, the Man Christ Jesus; Who gave Himself a Ransom for all, 

to be testified in due time.” 
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In the Sanctuary, two personal Beings are represented. God the Father sitting on the 

Throne and Christ, the High Priest. This is not to say that the Holy Spirit is not 

represented in the Sanctuary, for it is. It can be seen in the fire and oil of the 

candlesticks, in the shewbread (bread of the presence), and in the smoke of incense. 

But it is not seen as a personal being in the sense that God and Christ are.  

 

Contrary to what Ballenger believed, the sanctuary did present a throne in the Holy 

Place as well as the Most Holy. The Mercy Seat is clearly the throne of the Most Holy 

Place, but the Table upon which the Shewbread was placed was the exact same height 

as the Mercy Seat, showing a similarity of function.  

 

The Table of Shewbread was also placed at the north side of the building, where 

God’s throne is sometimes represented in Scripture. Upon it were placed 12 pieces of 

bread in two piles, 6 each. Christ has been seen sometimes on the throne with His 

Father, two Persons for the two piles of Bread.  

 

The verse in 1 Timothy tells us that there is one God and one Mediator between God 

and man. Two points we can gain from this. First, if Christ mediates between God and 

Man as High Priest, then He must of necessity be both God and Man in nature, but a 

separate individual from both God and man in person. This fact the first chapters of 

John and Hebrews establish.  

 

Second, if Christ is the one Mediator, then He is a “go-between”. Where there is one 

mediator, both parties need access, and the reconciliation comes about through that 

mediator continually interceding with both parties. This dual work is performed by 

one Individual. We shall examine these two ideas separately below. 

 

   IV. Qualifications for High Priest 

 

In the book of Hebrews, there are two things which the writer dwells upon as 

qualifying Christ to be High Priest – His divine and human nature. The first chapter 

dwells on His divinity, especially contrasting it with the nature of the angels. The 

argument Paul brings forth is that Christ is the Son of God, and therefore “by 

inheritance” has all that pertains to divinity. This theme carries right through the 

epistle. Here are a few examples:  

 

Hebrews 1:1-6 “God, Who at sundry times and in divers manners spake in 

time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath in these last days spoken 

unto us by [His] Son, Whom He hath appointed Heir of all things, by 

Whom also He made the worlds; Who being the Brightness of [His] 

glory, and the express Image of His person, and upholding all things by 

the word of His power, when He had by Himself purged our sins, sat down 

on the right hand of the Majesty on high; being made so much better 

than the angels, as He hath by inheritance obtained a more excellent 

name than they. For unto which of the angels said He at any time, ‘Thou 

art My Son, this day have I begotten Thee?’ And again, ‘I will be to 

Him a Father, and He shall be to Me a Son?’ And again, when He 

bringeth in the Firstbegotten into the world, He saith, ‘And let all the 

angels of God worship Him.’” 
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Hebrews 3:6 “But Christ as a Son over His Own house; Whose house 

are we, if we hold fast the confidence and the rejoicing of the hope firm 

unto the end.” 

 

Hebrews 5:5-10 “So also Christ glorified not Himself to be made an 

High Priest; but He that said unto Him, ‘Thou art My Son, to day 

have I begotten Thee.’ As He saith also in another [place], ‘Thou [art] a 

Priest for ever after the order of Melchisedec.’ Who in the days of His 

flesh, when He had offered up prayers and supplications with strong 

crying and tears unto Him that was able to save Him from death, and was 

heard in that He feared; though He were a Son, yet learned He 

obedience by the things which he suffered; and being made perfect, 

He became the Author of eternal salvation unto all them that obey 

Him; called of God an High Priest after the order of Melchisedec.” 

 

Though holding Christ to have been brought forth of the Father, the early Pioneers 

held that this did not detract from, but rather that it ensured His divinity. The Bible 

does not teach that the Father and Son are interchangeable and that the Father could 

just as easily have been the Son and vice versa. The Father is the Source, even of the 

Son, and Christ, having been brought forth, could also choose to lay down His life. 

This the Father could not do. Nowhere in the Bible does it teach that they are 

interchangeable. The Pioneers saw that to deny the Sanctuary and to deny the sonship 

of Christ both spiritualised away Scripture. 

 

“The Most Holy, containing the Ark of the ten commandments, was then 

opened for our Great High Priest to enter to make atonement for the 

cleansing of the Sanctuary.  If we take the liberty to say there is not a 

literal Ark, containing the ten commandments in heaven, we may go 

only a step further and deny the literal City, and the literal Son of 

God.  Certainly, Adventists should not choose the spiritual view, 

rather than the one we have presented.  We see no middle ground to be 

taken.” (J. S. White, The Parable, p. 16) 

 

“Here is positive testimony that there is a tabernacle which the Lord 

pitched and not man, and that this tabernacle is in the heavens, (not heaven 

itself,) and that of this sanctuary, Christ is the minister.  That there are 

literal things in heaven the Scriptures abundantly testify.  As the great 

offering for the world, made on Calvary was literal, and as our great 

High Priest, Jesus, the son of God, is a real and literal personage, so 

must he have a literal sanctuary in heaven, in which to perform his 

priestly office.” (J. S. White, RH, 18-8-1863) 

 

This is interesting that James White links a denial of the literal Son of God with a 

denial of the literal sanctuary. Ellen White stated in one place, “[m]any times these 

false theories are a jumble of inconsistencies; and if men would use their reason, and 

take the Bible as it reads, they would see the absurdity of their positions.” (ST, 5-8-

1886) Let us demonstrate how the denial of a literal Son of God and literal Sanctuary 

employ the same spiritualistic hermeneutic.  
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In spite of the fact that the Sanctuary in Heaven is said to be “pitched,” and that it is 

the pattern after which the earthly was made, some might point to the fact that the 

plan of salvation was also “pitched” or established “from the foundation of the 

world.” (Revelation 13:8) They might say that the Sanctuary in Heaven isn’t literal, 

but that it is spoken of to represent the plan of salvation. Thus one might read into 

every statement of the literalness of the Sanctuary a mere analogy. This is “private 

interpretation” (2 Peter 1:20), yet it is rampant among those who deny the Adventist 

position. 

 

Now take the statements regarding the Sonship of Christ. The Bible (not to mention 

the writings of Ellen White) is full of places where Christ is called “Son,” and 

“Firstborn,” full of references to His “inheritance,” and to references to Him being 

“begotten,” “brought forth,” etc. As to the Father-Son statements, one might turn to 

the few instances where “son” is used for purposes other than kinship. One might 

explain “inheritance” statements as anticipatory of the incarnation. One might speak 

of the “begotten” statements in the same way, or in terms of the reaching of the plan 

of salvation. Yet what is this but the same method used to deny the literal Sanctuary.  

 

It is interesting that the plan of salvation (also called Covenant) was said by Ellen 

White to have been “devised from eternity in the mind of God.” (GW, p. 116) This 

plan had an origin in the counsels between the Father and Son, yet this origin was 

“from eternity.” The historicity of the forming of the plan is well attested to in the 

writings of Ellen White. Therefore we see that “from eternity” does not mean 

“without beginning.” In the same way, Christ can be “from eternity,” yet “brought 

forth” or “begotten” also.  

 

“The Lord Jesus Christ, the divine Son of God, existed from eternity, a 

distinct person, yet one with the Father. He was the surpassing glory of 

heaven. He was the commander of the heavenly intelligences, and the 

adoring homage of the angels was received by him as his right. This was 

no robbery of God. "The Lord possessed me in the beginning of his way," 

he declares, "before his works of old. I was set up from everlasting, from 

the beginning, or ever the earth was. When there were no depths, I was 

brought forth; when there were no fountains abounding with water. 

Before the mountains were settled, before the hills was I brought forth; 

while as yet he had not made the earth, nor the fields, nor the highest part 

of the dust of the world. When he prepared the heavens, I was there: when 

he set a compass upon the face of the depth."” (RH, 5-4-1906) 

 

“The Eternal Father, the unchangeable one, gave his only begotten 

Son, tore from his bosom Him who was made in the express image of 

his person, and sent him down to earth to reveal how greatly he loved 

mankind. He is willing to do more, "more than we can ask or think." An 

inspired writer asks a question which should sink deep into every heart: 

"He that spared not his own Son, but delivered him up for us all, how shall 

he not with him also freely give us all things?" Shall not every believer in 

the Lord Jesus Christ say, "Since God has done so much for us, how shall 

we not, for Christ's sake, show our love to him by obedience to his 

commandments, by being doers of his word, by unreservedly consecrating 

ourselves to his service?"” (RH, 9-7-1895) 
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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.” (ST, 30-5-

1895)
49

 

 

While it was not perpetrated in the Kellogg-Ballenger crisis, this matter is brought up 

because historically, Adventists such as James White saw the connection between this 

and the Sanctuary as well and the present belief on Christ, which focuses on His 

eternity (without defining this idea Biblically)
50

 to the expense of His begottenness, 

opens the door for spiritualistic (metaphorical reasoning on doctrines such as the 

Sanctuary. 

 

   V. Dual Intercession of High Priest 

 

The Sanctuary type does not represent two High Priests. There was only one High 

Priest at any given time. There is also the work of the priesthood, but this represents 

the Angels and Humanity that is engaged in ministry. To have Christ and the Holy 

Spirit as two separate individuals is too much of a diversion from the type. 

 

It is true that there is a distinction between the Holy Spirit and Christ. This distinction, 

however, has to do with economy and not with individuality. As seen in part 1, Ellen 

White described the Holy Spirit as the presence and power of God and Christ. Christ 

ministers in Person in the Heavenly Sanctuary, yet to be our High Priest, He must also 

work upon our hearts. If the Holy Spirit is a third individual, then we do not have 

someone who has been “tempted in all points as we are” and is able to “succour” us, 

being “touched with the feelings of our infirmities,” for it was Christ, and not the 

Holy Spirit as a third being which partook of humanity.  

 

By forcing the Spirit to be a separate person as God and Christ are, we not only 

destroy the type, but we need to have an internal caveat whenever we read statements 

like, “Christ in you, the hope of glory.” We need to think, “now, this means that 

because Christ and the Holy Spirit are so similar, where one is, it’s as if the other is 

also.” This is the same spiritualistic principle of hermeneutic employed by both 

Kellogg and Ballenger. But the Bible teaches that while there is an economic 

distinction between Christ and the Holy Spirit, there is not an ontological distinction 

such as there is between God and Christ. Jesus’ words recorded by John show this to 

be true. 
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John 14:5, 6, 16-18 “Thomas saith unto Him, ‘Lord, we know not whither 

Thou goest; and how can we know the way?’ Jesus saith unto him, ‘I am 

the Way, the Truth, and the Life: no man cometh unto the Father, but by 

Me…’ 

“‘And I will pray the Father, and He shall give you another Comforter, 

that He may abide with you for ever; [even] the Spirit of Truth; whom 

the world cannot receive, because it seeth Him not, neither knoweth Him: 

but ye know Him; for He dwelleth with you, and shall be in you. I will 

not leave you comfortless: I will come to you.’” 

 

There is sanctuary terminology here, as in other places in John. Christ is the only 

“way” to the Father. If the Holy Spirit is “another” ontologically and not merely 

economically, then there are two ways to the Father. Christ identifies the Comforter 

when He says, “I will come to you.” The Spirit of Truth is His Spirit, as He is the 

Truth. He also says later that we are to abide in Him and He in us. Here are again the 

comments Ellen White had on the above verses. 

 

“It is not essential for you to know and be able to define just what the 

Holy Spirit is. Christ tells us that the Holy Spirit is the Comforter, and the 

Comforter is the Holy Ghost, "the Spirit of truth, which the Father shall 

send in My name." "I will pray the Father, and He shall give you another 

Comforter, that He may abide with you for ever; even the Spirit of truth; 

whom the world cannot receive, because it seeth Him not, neither knoweth 

Him: but ye know Him, for He dwelleth with you, and shall be in you" 

[John 14:16, 17]. This refers to the omnipresence of the Spirit of Christ, 

called the Comforter. Again Jesus says, "I have yet many things to say 

unto you, but ye cannot bear them now. Howbeit when He, the Spirit of 

truth is come, He will guide you into all truth" [John 16:12, 13].” (Lt. 7, to 

Bro. Chapman, 11-7-1891; in 14MR, p. 179) 

 

“[John 14:15-18 quoted] Cumbered with humanity, Christ could not be in 

every place personally; therefore it was altogether for their advantage that 

He should leave them, go to His Father, and send the Holy Spirit to be His 

successor on earth. The Holy Spirit is Himself divested of the 

personality of humanity and independent thereof. He would represent 

Himself as present in all places by His Holy Spirit, as the Omnipresent. 
"But the Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send 

in My name, He shall (although unseen by you), teach you all things, and 

bring all things to your remembrance, whatsoever I have said unto you" 

[John 14:26]. "Nevertheless I tell you the truth; It is expedient for you that 

I go away: for if I go not away, the Comforter will come not unto you; but 

if I depart, I will send Him unto you" [John 16:7].” (Ms. 5a, 1895; in 

14MR, p. 23) 

 

Let us now look at how the different views of God affect the Sanctuary as taught by 

the church. Here again is the chart we saw in Part 1.  
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As can be seen, the first of the above views, the pioneer position, presents no problem 

with the doctrine of a literal heavenly Sanctuary. The Father and Son are two 

personages and the Spirit is their presence which can work upon the hearts of people.  

 

The second and third views, where God is present everywhere, spiritualise away the 

Sanctuary. This is why Kellogg called his book, “The Living Temple.” To him, as 

well as to the others who took the road of pantheism, God was in everything, and 

subsequently, they placed more emphasis on the Sanctuary being humanity.  

 

The fourth view undermines the Sanctuary doctrine in two ways. First, there is still 

the problem of an impersonal person (i.e. a “being” without a form). Second, the 

Sanctuary type gives no place to there being two intercessors. It calls into question 

whether other things about the earthly type apply, such as two apartments, furniture, 

etc.  
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The fifth view, being highly speculative, also undermines the sanctuary as with 

number four, for never is a third being seen in any of the visions, nor is there a third 

throne (or third being on the throne), nor a third person to whom we are to pray and 

give praise. Finally, the last view, the orthodox trinity, being incomprehensible, 

likewise makes the sanctuary incomprehensible. God being mysterious, Heaven 

becomes mysterious, along with the Sanctuary.
51

 

 

Contrasting Conclusions 

 

As was said at the beginning of this paper, many have written on the subject of the 

alpha and omega of heresy, coming to different conclusions. Since this paper presents 

a unique perspective on a matter which has had a plethora of opinions written about it, 

it is necessary to outline some of the reasons why the ratiocination of this paper is an 

improvement over the theories that have gone before. 

 

Here we shall not examine all of the speculations as to the identity of the omega, for 

there have been quite a few. Many of these titles are given in the bibliography at the 

close of this work. Three representative ideas will suffice for a contrast. The first is 

the hypothesis of Lewis R. Walton, from his later work, Omega II: God’s Church at 

the Brink. 

 

In this book, Walton documents the history of the Kellogg-Ballenger crises in an 

excellent manner. He not only shows the interplay of events within Adventism, but 

sets it against the backdrop of the global historical setting. Walton also draws many 

parallels with Kellogg’s day, the circumstances surrounding these apostasies and 

events of the last few decades.  

 

Walton never pins any certain thing down as the omega. Rather, having classed all the 

troubles of the Kellogg-Ballenger crises as the alpha, and pointing to similarities 

today, states the omega is a future (or present) crises which mimics the spirit of the 

alpha. In this, he seems to have been influenced by a statement W. C. White made 

about the alpha and omega. The entire statement is not currently available to this 

author, but one of the sections quoted by Walton is rather revealing.  

 

“Her son, W. C. White, certainly thought it [the omega] hadn’t [occurred 

yet]. As late as the 1930’s, Eld. White (who had served as his mother’s 

administrative assistant during the alpha crisis) issued a statement entitled 

“The Alpha and the Omega,” and catalogued by the White Estate as 

document QA-31-B-7. In it he said that ‘over the past 30 years’ people had 

mistakenly identified various events as omega and that ‘None of the 

matters brought before me as being the omega seemed to me to fit the 

case.’ ‘It has seemed to me,’ he said, ‘that when the omega came it 

would bear two characteristics, somewhat similar to the alpha. The 

movement designated as the alpha, embraced a deep laid plan on the 

part of the great adversary of truth to introduce false doctrine which 

struck at the very vitals of Christian belief. It also embraced a 
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 J. H. Waggoner’s The Atonement: An Examination of a Remedial System in the Light of Nature and 

Revelation discusses the effects the orthodox trinity has on the Atonement. 
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persistent and strongly sustained effort to wrest the leadership of this 

people from the General Conference Committee and place it in the 

hands of other men.’” (p. 122, 123) 

 

Walton’s conclusions, which agree with White, are that the omega “still lay in the 

future,” “would contain some form of doctrinal heresy,” and “would constitute a 

political attempt to gain control of the church.” (loc. cit.) This analysis, however, is 

not fitting with the statements Ellen White herself made concerning the omega.  

 

To her, the entire issue was regarding heresy, not apostasy. Therefore, it was an attack 

on beliefs. Sure, there is interconnectedness between heresy and apostasy, but the 

alpha and omega were both heresies which attacked the pillars of the church. She also 

wrote that “the omega would follow in a little while.” Willie wrote that it was still 

future in 1930 while Walton speaks of events much nearer the present.  

 

The one argument of any strength that Walton brings out to support a later omega is 

that Ellen White never positively identified the omega, nor said that it had come to 

pass. This, though, is an argument from silence, for she never stated that it hadn’t 

come to pass either. As we have seen, there is enough circumstantial and suggestive 

evidence that the omega has to do with the Sanctuary, based upon the fact that Ellen 

White spoke of the Sanctuary in regards to the Kellogg crisis (before the Ballenger 

issue had come to the fore) and spoke of the personality of God when dealing with 

Ballenger’s beliefs. 

 

The second hypothesis we shall consider briefly is that of Vance Ferrell, in his book, 

“The Alpha of Apostasy.” This book also contains helpful information of a historical 

nature, however, from the very title, one can see where confusion might have come in. 

Although he doesn’t quite show a cause-effect relationship between Kellogg and 

Ballenger and their beliefs (Walton does bring some of this out), the majority of 

Ferrell’s book is centred around these men (it also looks at A. T. Jones).  

 

Ferrell also seems to subconsciously see “apostasy” and not just “heresy” as the alpha, 

and hence the omega. He shows how both Kellogg and Ballenger rejected the counsel 

Ellen White gave them and worked against the testimonies, and connects this with 

such quotes as the following: 

 

“The very last deception of Satan will be to make of none effect the 

testimony of the Spirit of God. "Where there is no vision, the people 

perish" (Proverbs 29:18). Satan will work ingeniously, in different ways 

and through different agencies, to unsettle the confidence of God's 

remnant people in the true testimony. He will bring in spurious visions to 

mislead, and will mingle the false with the true, and so disgust people that 

they will regard everything that bears the name of visions as a species of 

fanaticism; but honest souls, by contrasting false and true, will be enabled 

to distinguish between them.” (Lt 12, 12-8-1890; in 10 MR, p. 311) 

 

It is clear that Ferrell has connected the idea of “omega” and “very last deception.” 

This quote, however, is disconnected from the events of the Kellogg and Ballenger 

crises by more than a decade. Also, the context as given in the section that has been 
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published shows that it is more related to false prophets, rather than to the work 

Kellogg and Ballenger did in working against the Testimonies.  

 

The final idea of the omega that we shall examine is the idea that it is the Trinity 

doctrine, which came to be accepted after the death of Ellen White.
52

 This has been 

popularised by independent ministries opposed to the trinity, however the first known 

reference is by J. S. Washburn. 

 

“Seventh-day Adventists claim to take the word of God as supreme 

authority and to have ‘come out of Babylon,’ to have renounced forever 

the vain traditions of Rome. If we should go back to the immortality of the 

soul, purgatory, eternal torment and the Sunday Sabbath, would that be 

anything less than apostasy? If, however, we leap over all these minor, 

secondary doctrines and accept and teach the very central root, doctrine of 

Romanism, the Trinity, and teach that the son of God did not die, even 

though our words seem to be spiritual, is this anything else or anything 

less than apostasy? And the very Omega of apostasy?” (The Trinity, p. 9) 

 

“The false teaching of the personality of God making him simply an 

essence and not a personality was the ‘Alpha of Apostasy.’ Another phase 

of false doctrine on the personality of God, might become the ‘Omega of 

deadly apostasy,’ Series B., No. 2, page 16. ‘Few see the meaning of the 

present apostasy, but the Lord has lifted the curtain and has shown me its 

meaning and the result that it will have if allowed to continue. We must 

now lift our voices in warning.’ Series B., No. 7, P. 37. 

“The apostasy in the days of Dr. Kellogg was in regard to the personality 

of God. Then He was regarded as an ESSENCE pervading all nature. 

Being checked by the powerful Testimony of the Prophet of God, it is 

bound to come back later in a modified form. The Spirit of Prophecy has 

plainly indicated this. ‘THE RESULTS OF THIS INSIDIOUS DEVISING 

WILL BREAK OUT AGAIN AND AGAIN,’ and it HAS BROKEN OUT 

AGAIN, and is still on the personality of God. Now Pro. Prescott, once 

associated with Dr. Kellogg, takes up the subject of the personality of God 

again, but this time, asserts the Father and the Son are ‘one person,’ and 

that the Son of God could not die, Satan’s teaching through heathenism 

and the Papacy, of the doctrine of the Trinity, leading us back to Papal 

theology and darkness, and absolute destruction of all our hope that 

springs from the death of the Son of God. TO KNOW GOD ARIGHT IS 

LIFE EVERLASTING. ‘And this is life eternal, that they might know thee 

the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.’ –John 17:3. A 

false conception or false knowledge of God is eternal death. (ibid, pp. 16, 

17, emphasis original) 

 

There are a lot of “fighting words” in this paper by Washburn. It was written after a 

sermon preached by W. W. Prescott on the Trinity in 1939 and circulated to many in 

the ministry, especially in the Columbia Union Conference. One thing to note is that 
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 It is disputed as to when the introduction of the trinity was made, and what part, if any, Ellen White 

played in this. Froom contends that non-trinitarianism was the minority position in the early Adventist 

Church. Recent scholarship places non-trinitarianism in the majority until a change beginning in the 

1890’s (Burt, Widden, Moon, Reeve) or later in the 1920’s and 1930’s (Hill, Tierney, Stump).   
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Washburn, and his close friend Claude Holmes, had a habit of branding as the 

‘omega’ things they saw as subverting the faith as they understood it.
53

  

 

However, that is not to say we should dismiss this interpretation without examining its 

merits. The major reason for identifying the omega as the Trinity doctrine is presented 

as being that the alpha had to do with the “personality of God.” This is true, and Ellen 

White clearly said so. However, no where does she actually say that the omega would 

be on the same topic. This is an assumption, based on a superficial reading of her 

statements, and has been carried forward by those who have built upon this hypothesis 

without critically examining the reasoning behind it. Ellen White said that the omega 

would be of “a most startling nature.” If it was to be on the same thing as the alpha, 

on the personality of God, then it would not be so startling.  

 

One piece of evidence that is often cited for the omega-trinity hypothesis that is worth 

mentioning is the following statement: 

 

“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 consist in 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. 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.” (SpTB07, p. 

39, 1903) 

 

This quote is often used along with historical evidence, for instance, that books were 

edited, around the 1940’s to remove non-trinitarian sentiments, and books were 

written from the 1930’s onward in support of the Trinity.
54

 It is suggested that this is 

in fulfilment of this warning. However, this statement is intricately connected to the 

events of the Kellogg crisis. This was a conditional prophecy regarding what would 

happen if Kellogg and his supporters had seized control of the church. 
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 Washburn campaigned against the Protestant magazine, of which Prescott was editor; teachers who 

taught things he saw as subversive to the faith; and the presidency of A. G. Daniells with similar 

rhetoric. In an open letter to Claude Holmes, titled The Startling Omega and its True Geneaology (sic), 

dated April 18, 1920, he writes, “This ‘deadly heresy’ will change the original truth and it is a startling 

fact that the new Daily doctrine moves nearly all our prophetic dates, and opens the way for other 

theories that draw men forever away from all the message of 1844.” (p. 15) Washburn intimated that 

the new view of the ‘Daily’ was the omega or the beginning of it. See also, An Open Letter to Elder A. 

G. Daniells and an Appeal to the General Conference, May 1, 1922. 
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 This author is among those who have used this type of argument. 
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It is true that there might be similarities between this statement and what has 

happened regarding the introduction of the trinity. Yet this could also be (and has 

been) claimed for any one of a number of apostasies, such as the atonement, the 

human nature of Christ, etc. This is not necessarily a fulfilment of what Ellen White 

wrote, but merely shows that apostasy generally follows the same pattern.
55

 None of 

the contemporary claims of the fulfilment of this prophecy can legitimately use it as a 

reason for abandoning the conference church structure, for they wrest this statement 

from its historical context.  

 

“Regarding the testimonies, nothing is ignored; nothing is cast aside; but 

time and place must be considered.” (PH116, The Writing and Sending 

out of Testimonies to the Church, 1913) 

 

The Trinity-omega hypothesis is interesting in that it is close enough to the events of 

the alpha to be considered “in a little while.” However, much of the evidence is not of 

an empirical nature. Circumstantial uses of terms are cited as strong evidence, but all 

they amount to is coincidental peculiarity (i.e. nothing can actually be proven from 

them). One such peculiarity often used is the parallel between Ellen White’s calling 

the omega, “most startling” and this statement: 

 

“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… the Trinitarian understanding of God, now part of our 

fundamental beliefs, was not generally held by the early Adventists.” 

(William G. Johnsson, RH, 6-1-1994) 

 

This comparison is intriguing, to be sure, but ultimately inconclusive. 

 

Summary of the Omega 

 

We are about to move on to the statements made since the Kellogg-Ballenger Crises 

which show the persistence with which they have plagued our movement. But first, let 

us review in point form the evidences for the omega-Sanctuary hypothesis. 

 

• The alpha and omega would be heresy, or teaching that was out of line with 

the established truth. 

• Statements made in reference to “the omega” are definite and not necessarily 

linked to the statements which speak of a “train of heresies” which might flow 

from the alpha. 

• “Omega” does not need to refer to ‘last’ in the sense of time, but could refer to 

the ‘finality’ in terms of its effect on the Adventist message. The rejection of 

the Sanctuary would be to remove the central pillar of Adventism. 

• Ellen White repeatedly referred to the Sanctuary as linked to the alpha before 

Ballenger appeared on the scene.  
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 It is logical that if a person or persons were to change the ideology of a state, church or community, 

they would begin by undermining past ideologies, publishing ‘propaganda’ to advertise and educate in 

the new ideology, hold meetings to evangelise the new philosophy, etc. In this sense, Communism, 

Fascism and many other secular movements could be said to follow the same pattern of this conditional 

warning. 
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• Ellen White connected Kellogg’s philosophy to Ballengers beliefs after he had 

appeared on the scene.  

• The “omega” would follow the “alpha” “in a little while” as of 1904 and 

would be received by those who accepted the alpha. This precludes a far 

distant (in terms of time) “omega.”  

• There is a direct cause effect (alpha-omega) between the “personality of God 

and of Christ” and the Sanctuary teaching. This progression was understood 

by the pioneers from the beginning of the 50-year periods Ellen White 

mentions.  

• Both Kellogg and Ballenger employed a spiritualistic method of interpretation. 

 

One final point to be made about the alpha and omega concerns the analogy they 

involve, and which is important if this hypothesis is true for today. Just as the letters 

alpha and omega are the beginning and end of the Greek alphabet, so the alpha and 

omega of apostasies attack the beginning and end of Seventh-day Adventist theology. 

More than that, as in the Greek alphabet, the end derives from the beginning (i.e. there 

would be no Omega without an Alpha). What this means is that the omega needs, or is 

dependent upon the alpha, to be accepted.
56

  

 

If the alpha is taken to be the panentheistic principles which Kellogg espoused, then 

any identification of something as “omega” is required to establish that it was 

logically connected to the alpha. The historic alpha was painfully repelled from the 

church at the time of the Kellogg crisis. Consequently, Ballenger’s Sanctuary beliefs 

did not gain a lot of ground either. If the Sanctuary-omega hypothesis is to hold water, 

and constitutes a continuing threat to Seventh-day Adventism, then it must be first 

shown that the alpha has been, or is in danger of being accepted. This is the purpose 

of the last section. 
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 Here, the Trinity-omega view might appear to carry some weight, since it points out the relationship 

between what we have called Kellogg’s phases one and two of the alpha. However, the Trinity-omega 

hypothesis holds that the Trinity, as the omega, has been accepted in Adventism, while the alpha has 

not. This cannot be the case, since the true omega would depends upon the alpha, just as the alpha leads 

to the omega. 
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Part 3 – The Alpha and Omega Today 
 

Recapitulation 

 

In Part 1, we saw that Kellogg’s “alpha” heresy involved the Personality of God and 

Christ. Some striking similarities were seen between how Kellogg and Ellen White 

described God, and these, rather than adding to the confusion, were helpful in 

defining exactly where Kellogg left the path of truth. His panentheism was seen to 

have two stages.  

 

In the first, pre-Living Temple stage, Kellogg’s understanding of the Holy Spirit led 

him to see God to personally be in everything. This was due to the pioneer 

understanding that the Holy Spirit was the presence and power of God, not a separate 

person. Kellogg philosophised that where the power of God was, God Himself was 

actually present and manifest. Coupled with this was the idea that God didn’t have a 

real form, but was only represented as such for the purpose that finite beings might 

worship Him.  

 

After being challenged on these things, Kellogg assimilated trinitarianism into his 

mode of thinking. To him, this offered the ideal solution. Now it wasn’t God the 

Father or God the Son who was in everything, but a different being, God the Spirit. 

The Holy Spirit was seen to be a separate person in the sense that the Father and Son 

are, but without a corporeal form. Despite the apparent change in explanation, Ellen 

White said that Kellogg “has not changed.” 

 

Both of these phases of Kellogg’s panentheism were seen to destroy “the personality 

of God [and] of Christ,” a “pillar” of the faith. In both forms, Kellogg had a confused 

or impersonal Deity which made a “nonentity” of God. One of the factors that 

contributed to the confusion at the time was the varying definitions of “person” and 

“personality.” 

 

The idea that the Holy Spirit was a separate person in the sense that God and Christ 

were persons, yet all-pervading and without form, was seen to be contrary to the 

descriptions given by Ellen White. Ellen White’s “person” and “personality” 

statements were seen to show economic rather than ontological distinction (i.e. the 

work of the Spirit is different to the work of the Father or Son, yet in identity it has no 

individuality of its own). These statements also tended to compare the Spirit of God to 

the spirit of man in terms of the sanctification process. Further, the Spirit was seen to 

be never spoken of as a personage in the way that the Father and Christ were 

described.  

 

In summary, the principle point of Kellogg’s panentheism in both stages was that 

there was a person (in the sense of a being or personage) that pervaded all space, and 

was without form.  

 

In Part 2, we saw how this belief of Kellogg’s directly affects the belief in a literal 

heavenly Sanctuary. If God is in no place, but everywhere, then Heaven is everywhere, 

and the sanctuary, angels, etc. are all spiritualised away. In fact, the Sanctuary 

becomes wherever God is, hence the title The Living Temple. 
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Clear links in philosophy and sympathies were demonstrated between Kellogg and 

Ballenger, both being involved with the Receive Ye the Holy Ghost movement and 

with E. J. Waggoner a significant acquaintance of them both. Also, it was noted how 

often Ellen White linked the personality of God and Christ with the Sanctuary, 

mentioning the Sanctuary in reference to Kellogg (before Ballenger’s challenge came 

into the open) and the personality of God and Christ in reference to Ballenger.  

 

A short study was presented to show how the pioneer understanding of the Father, 

Son and Holy Spirit complimented the literal understanding of the Sanctuary. Finally, 

some significant interpretations of the alpha-omega analogy were examined, with 

strengths and weaknesses, and the superiority of the Ballenger/Sanctuary hypothesis 

of this paper was shown in contrast to these.  

 

The Alpha in Modern Adventism 

 

When Kellogg introduced trinitarianism to his modelling, he was still within what we 

might consider the “alpha”, for he had “not changed.” We again look at the 

illustration presented in part 1 to see the various concepts of God. To repeat, these 

views illustrate: 

 

(1) The pioneer position 

(2) Kellogg’s phase one of panentheism 

(3) Regular pan(en)theism 

(4) Kellogg’s phase two of Trinitarian panentheism 

(5) Tritheistic Trinitarianism 

(6) Orthodox, ‘one substance’ Trinitarianism 
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It will be seen below that that which is considered “orthodox” in modern Seventh-day 

Adventism fluctuates between the 4
th

, 5
th

 and 6
th

 views.
57

 While many might assert 

that Kellogg’s view is not held within Seventh-day Adventism, quotes will be 

provided which present what we have already seen as his second phase, Trinitarian 

panentheism. We shall now examine a number of quotes which present the Holy 

Spirit as an individual person in the sense that God and Christ are persons, yet who is 

without form and dwells everywhere.  

 

“There is danger of limiting our idea of personality to bodily 

manifestations. It seems difficult to grasp the idea of personality apart 

from the tangible bodily form of humanity—existence with a limited, 

human, bodily shape. But personality and such corporeality are to be 
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(leaning more to the orthodox trinity) or the threeness (leaning more to tritheistic trinity).  
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clearly distinguished, though they are often confused. Personality does 

not require the limitations of humanity.” (L. E. Froom, The Coming of the 

Comforter, rev. ed., 1956)
58

 

 

Here Froom is arguing for the Spirit to be an unseen, unseeable person, lacking in 

form or corporeality. This is an important quote, since Froom is considered one of the 

first to present what many accept today as orthodox Adventist belief.
59

 Again, through 

confusion over the ideas presented by “personality” and “person”, we see an 

impersonal person, similar to how Kellogg described the Spirit to Butler. 

 

“I believe this Spirit of God to be a personality, you don't. But this is 

purely a question of definition. I believe the Spirit of God is a 

personality; you say, No, it is not a personality. Now the only reason why 

we differ is because we differ in our ideas as to what, a personality is. 

Your idea of personality is perhaps that of semblance to a person or a 

human being. This is not the scientific conception of personality and 

that is not the sense in which I use the word. The scientific test for 

personality is the exercise, of will, volition, purpose, without any 

reference to form or material being.” (Kellogg to Butler, 21-2-1904) 

 

The next statement comes from Vance Ferrell, in his book Defending the Godhead. 

This book is considered by many conservative and independent Adventists to be an 

excellent defence of the Trinity (though it might shun the term as extra-biblical).  

 

“While the Father is the recognized head of the universe, and the special 

work of Christ is to redeem mankind—the Holy Spirit quietly, invisibly 

occupies Himself with a large variety of tasks. He never takes visible 

form as a material being of any kind. Not even the ‘purest light’ which 

descended on Christ (DA 112) or the fiery light on the heads of the 
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 It should be noted that Froom, like Kellogg and Ballenger, was heavily influenced by works outside 

of the Adventist church. He states in Movement of Destiny, “[m]ay I here make a frank personal 

confession? When back between 1926 and 1928, I was asked by our leaders to give a series of studies 

on the Holy Spirit... I found that, aside from priceless leads found in the Spirit of Prophecy, there was 

practically nothing in our literature setting forth a sound Biblical exposition in this tremendous field of 

study... I was compelled to search out a score of valuable books written by men outside our faith - 

those previously noted - for initial clues and suggestions, and to open up beckoning vistas to intensive 

personal study. 

“Having these, I went on from there... and scores, if not hundreds could confirm the same sobering 

conviction that some of these other men frequently had a deeper insight into the spiritual things than 

many of our own men had on the Holy Spirit and the triumphant life.” (p. 322) 

Froom here confesses that he began his study by going to learn from those outside of Adventism, and 

that in his opinion, their understanding of spiritual things, including the triumphant life, was more 

superior than those who had been raised to herald the three angel’s messages. Not to say that there is no 

merit outside of Adventism. But that the modern Adventist understanding of the Holy Spirit, which 

owes much to Froom, was not a development from within Adventism, but an influence from without. 
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 It is largely from Froom that the church has inherited its hermeneutic in interpreting the statements of 

Ellen White on the Father, Son and Spirit. He boasted at one time to R. A. Anderson, with whom he 

worked on the compilation Evangelism, “I am sure that we are agreed in evaluating the book 

‘Evangelism’ as one of the great contributions in which the Ministerial Association had a part back in 

those days. You know what it did with men in the Columbia Union who came face to face with the 

clear, unequivocal statements of the Spirit of Prophecy on the Deity of Christ, personality of the 

Holy Spirit, the Trinity, and the like. They either had to lay down their arms and accept those 

statements, or else they had to reject the Spirit of Prophecy.” (Letter dated 18-1-1966) 
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apostles (Acts 2:2-3) reveal what the Holy Spirit is or what He looks like. 

Both are only ‘tokens’ (in fulfillment of promises given earlier), 

evidencing the Holy Spirit’s invisible descent (DA 112, AA 38-39).” (p. 

35, emphasis original) 

 

“This is true because the Holy Spirit never takes any visible or conceptual 

form of being…Of all beings, or inhabitants, of the universe, only Christ 

could enter the councils of Deity. Frankly, the Holy Spirit exists on an 

entirely different realm of existence. He is everywhere, working within 

everything. (Pantheism, in contrast, teaches that everything is God; in 

reality, this concept is radically different. Nothing in nature is God.)” (ibid, 

p. 37, emphasis original)  

 

“The solution would be that the Holy Spirit has the single, totally unique 

type of existence: He is always formless, always invisible…the solution to 

the other two statements (in GC 493 and PP 34) is that ‘the only being in 

all the universe’ would have to be Christ. Only He, of all the visible beings 

in the universe, could enter into the counsels of the Father.” (ibid, p. 38, 

39, emphasis original)  

 

In the above statements, Ferrell is attempting to harmonise certain Ellen White 

statements within a Trinitarian framework. His interpretations, though, lead him into 

Kellogg’s error. This is a case of philosophical reverse engineering. Kellogg moved to 

a Trinitarian understanding to reach his phase two belief, whereas Ferrell has 

reasoned from a Trinitarian understanding and came to the same conclusion.  

 

Two factors likely contributed to this agreement of Ferrell with Kellogg. First, Ferrell 

misunderstood the pantheistic principles at work in Kellogg’s philosophy. This is 

evident by the fact that he mentions the traditional concept of ‘pantheism’ in the 

second statement above without understanding wherein the danger lies, as well as 

from his book The Alpha of Apostasy, where he presents Kellogg’s words, but fails to 

demonstrate where the problem lay. The other reason is that Ferrell’s book 

demonstrates an attempt to fit the facts to a pre-reached conclusion.  

 

Similar to Ferrell’s description is the one from Colin and Russell Standish’s book, 

Winds of Doctrine, below.  

 

“It is not surprising that God’s people have had a deep fascination, and not 

always clear understanding of the Holy Spirit and His ministry because 

the Holy Spirit is never represented as having a bodily form of any 

kind. It is beyond the imagination of man to understand such a 

being.” (p. 55) 

 

Here again, we see the same understanding – an impersonal person. One more set of 

quotes from a prominent independent Adventist thought leader before we move onto 

Conference printed material. The Trinity: The Godhead Dilemma, by Brian Neumann, 

was released in conjunction with a series of talks conducted on the east coast of 



 83 

Australia in 2007. This document accurately portrays what was presented in those 

meetings.
60

 

 

“He is an individual in a different sense, in a sense which is far too 

mysterious and heavenly for our earth-bound imaginations to conceive.” 

(p. 19)  

 

“God said ‘let us make man in our image.’ (Gen 1:26). In this case he 

would be talking to the Son specifically. Man was made in the image of 

the Father and Son – ‘Let us make man in our image.’ We know that man 

was created by the hand of God out of the dust of the earth. In this act, the 

Father and Son are personally and intimately involved. So when God says, 

‘let us…,’ He is referring to a specific task that He and the Son would 

perform. The end result of this task would be ‘beings’ made in their image, 

not in the image of the Spirit, since the Spirit has a completely different 

kind of substance and person which is a mystery to us all.” (p. 20, 

italics and underlining original) 

 

“The Spirit is the representative of the Father and the Son. It is their Spirit, 

in that the Holy Spirit is as much a member of the Godhead as they are. 

He may not be, in substance, as they are, but this fact does not detract 

from His individual membership or status.” (p. 21) 

 

These statements, more than those before, come eerily close to echoing Kellogg. 

Speculation as to the substance of God, despite being placed in the most pious terms, 

is also at the root of the alpha. This we are never given license to ruminate upon.  

 

Now we shall consider the mainstream publications of the church. Most authors 

generally avoid discussing the nature of the Spirit. However, that the popular view is 

that of Kellogg’s can be deduced from the following clues. First, church written 

publications generally describe the Spirit as being omnipresent. Second, they do not 

describe the Spirit as having a form. Finally, they argue for it to be a divine 

person/ality equal with the Father and Son. The only conclusion that can be reached 

from these facts is that they believe the Spirit is a personage, without form, which is 

everywhere.
61

 

 

There are, however, a few statements that explicitly state these things. New by the 

Spirit, by Arnold Wallenkampf, puts it this way: 

 

“Too often we are prone to equate a body with a person. But a physically 

alive body does not necessarily constitute a functional person. A few years 

ago I visited a woman whose brain has ceased to function. This particular 

individual was nearly 100 years old. Her heart was perfect. Her body was 

strong, but her mind had ceased its normal activity. She knew nothing. She 

did not recognize my wife Mae and me, although she had known us well. 

Being without a mind with knowledge, she must be constantly babied. She 
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 It was actually from listening to these meetings that this author realised the link between this 

understanding of the Holy Spirit and what Kellogg taught.  
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 While published statements are difficult to come by, in discussions with thought leaders in the 

church, this author has heard the same view verbalised. 
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never regained the powers of her mind. She was a mere entity, not a 

functional person, although she possessed a healthy body. This 

grandmother had ceased to be a person in any real sense. She died as a 

nonperson (sic).  

“The primary requisites for being a person are to possess a mind with 

knowledge and a will. The texts just quoted show that the Spirit has all 

three. The Spirit consequently is a Person although devoid of a body.” 

(p. 8) 

 

This logic is not stable. It is true that a body without a mind may not be considered a 

person, but this reasoning does not prove the converse, that a mind without body can 

be considered a person. As we have seen, the reference to the “personality of God and 

of Christ,” was clearly in reference to their having a bodily presence as well as being 

everywhere present by their Spirit. The Sabbath School Quarterly for the 2
nd

 Quarter, 

2006, based upon Wallenkampf’s book, stated similar thoughts: 

 

“Christ’s departure would enrich the disciples and all believers rather than 

impoverish them. While on earth, Jesus was geographically limited to one 

particular place at a time. While He was with the three disciples on the 

mountain, He could not be with the others at the foot of the mountain. He 

was limited in space, as we are. But the Holy Spirit was not to be 

cumbered with humanity or limited in space. Being omnipresent, the 

Spirit is not confined by the limitation of a human body. He is equally 

accessible to all everywhere. And it’s through the presence of the Holy 

Spirit that Jesus remains with us, even to the end of the world.” (p. 33) 

 

And so we see in some of the official publications of the church a view which is 

essentially the same as phase two of Kellogg’s panentheism. But what about those 

who have progressed from there into further speculation? Views 5 and 6 of the 

illustration will be considered below. 

 

Beta and Gamma 

 

In light of the alpha/omega analogy, we might consider a “beta” and “gamma” to be 

two further steps in the “train of heresies.” These terms are so used here, though the 

net effect of these views is the same as the alpha, both in destroying the personality of 

God, and in undermining the Sanctuary truth. 

 

While many would shudder at the thought of believing tritheism, this is essentially 

what any Trinitarian view outside of orthodox Catholicism and Protestantism boils 

down to. Even Kellogg’s trinitarianism is a flavour of tritheism, teaching separate 

individual persons rather than three persons of one substance. In the illustration, 

though, pure tritheism is represented by three beings each with both a form and a 

spirit.  

 

While these two views, tritheism and orthodox trinitarianism, might share the 

similarity of triunity, they are mutually exclusive. The fact that both have gained entry 

into modern Seventh-day Adventism has led to a friction within the theological 
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community which is yet to climax. The official explanation of the church, as 

described in Seventh-day Adventists Believe..., is strikingly ambiguous
62

: 

 

“The first advent of Christ gives us a much clearer insight into the triune 

God. John’s Gospel reveals that the Godhead consists of God the Father… 

God the Son… and God the Holy Spirit… a unity of three co-eternal 

persons having a unique and mysterious relationship.” (p. 23)  

 

Despite this ambiguity, most official publications speak of the oneness of the Father, 

Son and Holy Spirit as a relational, rather than ontological oneness, therefore leaning 

to the tritheistic trinity. This view is decried by author Max Hatton, in his book, 

Understanding the Trinity. We shall see Max’s statements later, but first, here are 

some of the more obviously tritheistic statements expressed by the church: 

 

“The term Trinity is applied to the Christian doctrine of God… 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 B. Holbrook, ST, 

July, 1985) 

 

“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. 

“By accepting the roles that the plan entailed, the divine Beings lost none 

of the powers of Deity. With regard to their eternal existence and other 

attributes, they were one and equal. But with regard to the plan of 

salvation, there was, in a sense, a submission on the part of the Son to the 

Father.” (Gordon Jensen, RH, 31-10-1996) 

 

"To me this signifies the interchangeableness of the members of the 

Godhead since they are one in action and purpose." (J. R. Spangler, RH, 

21-10-1971) 

 

“But imagine a situation in which the Being we have come to know as 

God the Father came to die for us, and the One we have come to know as 

Jesus stayed back in heaven (we are speaking in human terms to make a 

point). Nothing would have changed, except that we would have been 

calling Each by the name we now use for the Other. That is what 

equality in the Deity means.” (SSQ, 2
nd

 Quarter, 2008, p. 19) 
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 One thing striking about it is that it allows for any form of trinitarianism, but does not extend to 

include the original, pioneer teaching on the matter. As one author wrote, “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, October, 1993 p.10) 
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These statements all speak of two things. They present the members of the Godhead 

as taking on the “roles” of Father, Son and Holy Spirit. As a result, the members are 

considered to be “interchangeable.” Statements such as these are never backed up 

with Scripture, and detract from the atonement.   

 

Logically, if they each could have done the work of the others, then the Holy Spirit 

must have a physical form, and the other members, must have separate spirits. This 

would lead to a confusing belief that there are three spirits that are holy. While this 

author has actually heard some say this, Morris Vendon presented this perplexing 

concept in his book, Your Friend, the Holy Spirit. 

 

“The Bible teaches that the Holy Spirit is a separate Being. He is not 

simply an influence, an extension of the other members of the 

Godhead, such as the spirit of God or the spirit of Christ. Instead, He 

is the third Person of the Godhead, a separate person who is as fully God 

as God the Father and God the Son... So the Holy Spirit is a member of the 

Trinity, equal with the Father and the Son.” (p. 8) 

 

This goes against clear Scriptural evidence, where “Holy Spirit” and “Spirit of God” 

or “Spirit of Christ” are used interchangeably, for there is “one Spirit.”
63

 This belief is 

completely at odds with a literal sanctuary doctrine, for there are not three beings 

presented in that ministry. 

 

There are some, among the independent Adventist groups, that oscillate between the 

alpha and the beta in describing the Spirit. Others, though, are completely sold out on 

the beta, such as Robert Sessler: 

 

“The Godhead is not a Trinity--not a 3 in 1 God, but inspiration declares 

the Godhead as being made up of a "heavenly trio"--three powerful, holy, 

Divine Persons, Beings, and Gods. Each of these three holiest Beings in 

heaven have an important and distinct job; using Their own God-ship and 

powers in union and oneness with each other to save fallen humanity.” 

(The Godhead: One, Two or Three Gods, p. 19-pdf copy) 

 

Some might be shocked at what Sessler suggests here, yet he is only following 

through to the logical conclusion. This beta presents one evolution of the belief 

popularised by Froom. In contrast to this, we have the gamma, the one-substance 

Trinity, which is expressed by certain theologians at times.  

 

“The ‘oneness’ of God refers to the singleness of His being…The 

oneness of God plays a decisive, systematic role in determining the 

referent for the biblical revelations about God. In other words, since the 

God of the Bible is one and not many, all the various revelations about 

Him presented throughout the Bible refer to the same, one divine 

reality and not to a plurality of divine beings.” (Fernando Canale, ‘The 

Doctrine of God’ in Handbook of Seventh-day Adventist Theology, p. 121) 
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 Ephesians 4:4. Romans 8:9 is a clear example of this interchangeable language. Also, compare 1 

Peter 1:11 and 2 Peter 1:21. 
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Here, in one of the principle explanations of the doctrine which the church has, 

Canale describes the orthodox principle of “one substance.” Most Adventists would 

not agree with this, and certainly Ellen White does not, in that she speaks clearly 

about Christ and the Father as separate in personality and individuality. In stating that 

Christ is the “the only being in all the universe that could enter into all the counsels 

and purposes of God,”
64

 she places Christ as separate to the Father in terms of being, 

but elsewhere sees that in sameness, He is “God essentially, and in the highest 

sense.”
65

  

 

However, Max Hatton is the most popular advocate for this theology. His book, 

Understanding the Trinity, is advertised on the Review and Herald Publishing 

Association and Adventist Book Center websites as below:  

 

“Theologian Max Hatton has written an easy-to-grasp defense of the 

doctrine of the Trinity. Among the questions he tackles are the deity and 

pre-existence of Christ, the Holy Spirit in both Old and New Testaments, 

and the personality and deity of the Holy Spirit. 

“Numerous objections to the deity of Jesus and to the doctrine of the 

Trinity are dealt with convincingly from Scripture. All Hatton's 

arguments are grounded in the Word.” 

 

This might be alright considering the quote from Canale, but Hatton’s book disagrees 

with the position of most Adventists, both in terms of the “one substance” view, and 

in his statements about the error of tritheism. 

 

“Human languages have developed so that humans can describe the things they 

observe and talk about their experiences. Therefore, human language is only really 

adequate to describe things on the human level. We must acknowledge that we are 

incapable of seeing, knowing, or experiencing the completeness of God. We simply 

don’t have the words adequate to describe Him. When we use the word ‘person’ we 

are prone to think of persons in the type we know. When we think of the three persons 

of the Trinity we are likely to think of them as we would three human persons. That is 

three persons of the same sort of substance (essence). But, because there is only One 

God, the three persons must be of the same substance (essence). Three human 

persons would be exclusive – independent of one another. 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. Human language is inadequate, but it is the only 

vehicle we have to talk about God.” (Understanding the Trinity, pp. 19, 20) 

 

After attending a recent meeting of Theologians, Pastors and Administrators 

sponsored by the South Pacific Division which looked at the Trinity doctrine, Max 

Hatton emailed a draft paper entitled, How Many Gods in the Godhead. It appears that 

he is levelling a challenge to the church that its teaching is tritheism.  

 

“Tritheists claim that there are three distinct gods who combine together. 

Christians generally believe in the Trinity doctrine which asserts both the 
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 GC, p. 493. 
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 RH, 5-4-1906. 
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Threeness and the Oneness of God. An over emphasis of the oneness 

results in Modalism while an overemphasis (sic) of the threeness 

results in Tritheism. We must guard them both – the threeness and the 

oneness. 

“Because of the oneness we cannot accept Tritheism and are driven to 

accept the Trinity doctrine. For a few moments I will refer to one of the 

passages of Scripture that insists on the oneness of God:  

[Deut. 6:4, Gen. 2:24 and Gen. 1:26 quoted with comments on oneness] 

“So God is not three as in Tritheism – He is three as in the Trinity teaching 

of Scripture. We will now consider the Trinity and some deviations from 

it.” (p. 4) 

 

“Some Seventh-day Adventists accept the full Deity of the Father, the Son, 

and the Holy Spirit but they do not accept that they all exist in the one 

Substance. They see each of them existing in the same sort of substance 

but try as they may they cannot avoid the charge of Tritheism. This is 

not the true doctrine of the Trinity. Maybe this is why I sometimes hear 

that we should not use the word Trinity but should rather refer to the Three 

Persons as the Godhead. Call it what you like it is not the true teaching 

of Scripture to have Three separate beings combined in a unity of 

character, love and purpose (and this and that) as the True God. I 

cannot escape the conclusion that three separate beings of separate 

substance are nothing less than three separate gods – Tritheism. 

“If we want to be in harmony with Scripture we must accept that 

there are Three persons who occupy the same Substance (sometimes 

described as Essence). It seems to me that Tritheism is really a form of 

Polytheism and I am unable to offer acceptance to either of them. 

“I have noticed for years that many Adventists who have said 

anything to me on the Trinity are really Tritheists. These folk have 

never studied the matter really, they just come away from Scripture 

knowing that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are all God and yet 

there is only one True God. They have accepted the idea that they are 

united in love and goals etc., and this makes them a Trinity they conclude. 

They have read similar statements in some of our literature. Sadly I must 

say that they are mistaken. This concept is not the Biblical doctrine of the 

Trinity. Our Church members need to be much better educated on this 

vital subject. This came home to me in a very clear way when I discussed 

with some a Trinity Congress which I had just attended. When I said we 

discussed what the Bible says on the Trinity for about 25 hours they were 

quite amazed and asked whatever could we talk about for that long?” (p. 5) 

 

This challenge is significant. In the wake of a Congress which was meant to clarify 

the church’s message on the trinity, we see that there is further need for clarification. 

Max believes his position to be the only “Biblical” understanding of the trinity. It is 

not the purpose of this paper to analyse whether this is so, for both are at odds with 

the historic Adventist position on the personality of God, which Ellen White defended 

during the Kellogg Crisis. One of the things Max goes on to say, though, is important. 

 

“Jerry Moon, The Quest for a Biblical Trinity, Journal of the Adventist 

Theological Society, Vol. 17, Number 1, Spring 2006, writes concerning 
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the Heavenly Three from a study of Ellen G. White writings, on pages 143, 

144: 

“‘The concept of God that is explicit in her later writings portrays the 

Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as three eternal Persons of intellect, will, and 

emotions who are united in character, purpose, and love. There is no 

conflict among them, no working at cross-purposes, no competition, not 

even disagreement. Thus they are not three gods (as in polytheism or 

tritheism), but One. Furthermore, their unity is not a mathematical 

paradox, but a relational unity, analogous to the unity seen in a good 

marriage, where husband and wife are united in an ever-growing oneness, 

but without negating their individuality.’ 

“I have enormous difficulty in even seeing possibilities in this kind of 

reasoning and in adopting this type of belief. I cannot call it the Biblical 

Trinity doctrine. The Trinity doctrine requires a physical oneness and not 

just a relational oneness. It is difficult enough believing in a Divine Being 

who has always existed, many who have considerable intellectual capacity 

find this beyond their ability to accept. To say that there is One Divine 

Being is incredible enough, but to say that there are Three such Beings 

who are likeminded in all things and who have decided to cooperate in 

every possible way; stretches the credibility of such an assertion almost 

beyond acceptable limits. Please stop and think about what is being said, I 

have and I find that there is no sound Biblical reason to make such an 

assertion.” (p. 5, 6, italics and bold original) 

 

“The early Ellen G. White seems to have been in harmony with her 

associates who did not believe in the Trinity. The Anti-Trinitarian 

Adventists today try to carry her early concepts through to the end of her 

life. I see a clear reversal in her thinking so that later in life she moved 

from being a non-Trinitarian to being a true Trinitarian. They try to marry 

the old Ellen G. White concepts with her later ones as though there was 

development but no real change. However, as we shall yet see there was 

considerable change many of her old concepts were left behind.” (p. 6) 

 

Here, Hatton declares that there was agreement between Ellen White and the other 

early Adventists on the doctrine of God. Yet he declares that there was a change in 

her belief. We have seen that in the Kellogg/Ballenger crises, she stood by the 

position on the personality of God and Christ that the church held to in the early days. 

In fact, Hatton shows himself to not understand the nature of the Kellogg heresy, for 

he himself advocates similar thoughts in his paper, questioning the form of God.  

 

“In visions or in personal encounters God sometimes takes on a form. 

These are known as Theophanies. People who had seen God in a human 

form might say that they had seen God, but of course they had not actually 

seen Him. They hadn’t seen Him as God in all His glory. The books of the 

Old Testament constantly assert that no man can see God and live – 

examples are Exodus 19:21; 33:20; Judges 13:22. At the same time we 

read of people who had seen God and lived to tell the tale – Genesis 32:30; 

Numbers 12:5-8; Deuteronomy 4:33; 5:24; Judges 6:22, 23. God can 

visit us as an Angel, a Pillar of Fire, a Cloud, and so on. Genesis 18 

provides one such example when God appeared to Abraham apparently in 
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the form of a man. However, we must be content to acknowledge that we 

still do not know what the true form of God is really like. It still remained 

true in New Testament times that no one has ever seen God - John 1:18. It 

is even so today – see 1 Timothy 6:16. 

“The plain truth is that God is spirit – John 4:24. God is not like us for a 

spirit does not have flesh and bones – Luke 24:39. In fact God is 

Omnipresent. In other words, He is everywhere present at the same time 

(this should not be confused with Pantheism – God is everything). Psalm 

139 beautifully describes this attribute of God. Verse 7 asks, “Where can I 

go from your Spirit? Where can I flee from your presence?” Verse 8 

comments, “If I go up to the heavens, you are there. If I make my bed in 

the depths you are there.”” (p. 2, italics and bold original)
66

 

 

“The attributes of God are far beyond our complete understanding really. 

It is clear however that God is everywhere. Yet Scripture says we are 

made in His image (Genesis 1:26, 27). It cannot be physically for God is a 

spirit of immense, even unlimited, proportions. We have, in a limited way, 

some of His characteristics, for example the ability to love and to reason. 

Perhaps when God manifested Himself to the Angels he appeared in a 

form that He later moulded man into?” (loc cit, italics and bold original) 

 

“The early Adventists were concerned with people who apparently wanted 

to deny that there was anything personal about God, I understand that they 

called them Spiritualisers. I don’t know too much about this but the early 

Adventists seem to have locked themselves into a belief that the Father 

and the Son were very much like us humans – they had bodies etc., very 

much in form like ours. They seem to have taken statements of Scripture 

that talk of God having eyes and such things as hands and to have taken 

these statements very literally. I mentioned at the beginning of this paper 

that these are generally understood to be anthropomorphisms. They speak 

of God in human terms so that we can understand some things about God. 

Scripture even reports that He has wings – e.g. Psalm 91:4. Do some 

believe that this is so too? I confess that I do not know the answer to that 

question. I do know however that John 4:24 states clearly that God is 

Spirit. It is also clear that He is Omnipresent. He surely cannot be like us 

physically… 

“Now a further thought. It seems to me that Jerry Moon and others have 

maintained the view that the three Members of the Trinity are human like 

figures. That being so they can’t for a moment think of the Three being in 

the one Substance. No, they think of them being separate but being united 

in such things as character and purpose. This recent thought of mine has 

helped me a lot to understand the reason why some Adventists have a 

Tritheistic type Trinity. If I am correct, and I see no reason to think that I 

am not, I have to also say that this type of Trinity does not come from a 

study of Scripture. Neither do I know of any reason from later Ellen White 

statements to suggest that she still held to the Members of the Trinity 

being humanlike figures. Ellen White certainly progressed and changed, 
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 Hatton further shows ignorance of the inherent problems with Kellogg’s theology, for it was 

panentheism, not pantheism, as this paper has shown, and as he would have heard presented by John 

Skrzypaszek at the 2008 Australian Trinity Congress. 
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yes she changed her understanding of what God is.” (p. 6, italics and bold 

original) 

 

In these statements, Hatton echoes the thoughts of Kellogg in diminishing the 

personality of God and Christ. Yet what is this but the logical conclusion of a three-

person, one-substance God? Such a God would be rightly incomprehensible. Yet this 

is what Hatton would have the church adopt as its official belief. While we have 

called this the gamma, and tritheism the beta, they really are not so different from the 

alpha, for they perpetuate the very problems that Ellen White stood against at that 

time. 

 

Yet Hatton is presenting the logical conclusion that the trinity belief brings. He asks, 

“Is it not true that many are inclined to think of God sitting on a throne in a place 

somewhere out there far beyond the Sun? If it was true that God is limited to being in 

a single place we can’t help wondering about the rest of the Universe.” (p. 3) The 

early Adventists were able to believe in God having a form, which was on a literal 

throne in a literal Sanctuary in a literal heaven, and that He was everywhere by His 

Spirit. By making the Spirit a separate individual person, we have removed the ability 

for God to have a definite form and yet be everywhere at the same time.  

 

The Need for Clarification 

 

As illustrated in this part of the paper, there are three separate views about the 

“trinity” which are all at cross-purposes with each other, and all fitting within 

“orthodox” Adventist belief. This cannot be an ideal situation for the church to be in.  

 

As the rest of this paper has shown, they each, in their own way, perpetuate the 

pantheistic principles of Kellogg’s alpha, making God impersonal and mysterious. In 

fact, this term, mystery, is often used to cloak the whole idea of God, for example: 

 

 “The first advent of Christ gives us a much clearer insight into the triune 

God. John’s Gospel reveals that the Godhead consists of God the Father… 

God the Son… and God the Holy Spirit… a unity of three co-eternal 

persons having a unique and mysterious relationship.” Seventh-day 

Adventists Believe..., p. 23)  

 

“The concept of the Trinity, namely the idea that the three are one, is 

not explicitly stated but only assumed.” (Fernando Canale, ‘The 

Doctrine of God’ in op. cit, p. 138) 

 

“While no single scriptural passage states formally the doctrine of the 

Trinity, it is assumed as a fact by Bible writers and mentioned several 

times… 

“Only by faith can we accept the existence of the Trinity.” (RH, Special 

Issue on Bible Doctrines, 30-7-1981)  

 

“The role of the trinity in a doctrine of God always raises questions. One 

reason is that the word itself does not appear in the Bible, nor is there any 

clear statement of the idea. But the Bible does set the stage for its 

formulation, and the concept represents a development of biblical claims 
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and concepts. So even though the doctrine of the trinity is not part of 

what the Bible itself says about God, it is part of what the church 

must say to safeguard the biblical view of God.” (Richard Rice, The 

Reign of God, An Introduction to Christian Theology from a Seventh-day 

Adventist Perspective, p. 60) 

 

The current church propounds a belief in God which is “mysterious” and “assumed as 

a fact.” It is true that there are things about God which are mysterious, and especially 

about the substance and work of His Spirit, but to expand this to cover the entire 

doctrine of God can do no other than to distance Him from us in a personal way. Ellen 

White spoke directly of this sort of reasoning to Kellogg. Might these same words 

apply to us today who perpetuate the same? 

 

“You are not definitely clear on the personality of God, which is 

everything to us as a people. You have virtually destroyed the Lord 

God Himself.” (Lt. 300, 1903; in 5BIO, p. 292)
67

 

 

The God presented by the Bible and Ellen White is a deeply personal, deeply 

knowable God. Not a confusing “one substance” God. Not a God which is in no 

certain place. Not a God which must be explained contrary to the plain words of 

Scripture. He is a God of relational unity; A God sitting upon a throne, in a sanctuary 

in heaven; A God revealed by Scripture. 

 

The book of Revelation presents two classes of people, each represented as having 

something written on their foreheads. The first class have the name of God the Father. 

This is clear and definite in contrast to the second illustration, which has the name 

“Mystery.” 

 

Revelation 14:1 “And I looked, and, lo, a Lamb stood on the mount Sion, 

and with Him an hundred forty [and] four thousand, having His Father's 

name written in their foreheads.” 

 

Revelation 17:5 “And upon her forehead [was] a name written, 

MYSTERY, BABYLON THE GREAT, THE MOTHER OF HARLOTS 

AND ABOMINATIONS OF THE EARTH.”  

 

The church stands today in a quandary. From the conclusions reached in this paper, all 

of the current options for clarification of their position on the Godhead present 

problems. Many in the church would resist strongly the view of Max Hatton, for it 

would involve acknowledging that Ellen White was in error, and a return to a more 

papal explanation of God.  

 

Yet all of these views do not conform to the church’s teachings on the nature of man 

(in the light of us being in the image of God), nor with the idea of a heavenly 

Sanctuary. It is the opinion of this author that the problems associated with this 
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worship.” (The Living Temple, p. 30) “God is a person, though too great for us to comprehend.” (ibid, p. 

32) Kellogg’s concept, though he intended to make God very near, actually put Him out of reach. 
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theological mess can only be rectified if the church was to consider, along with the 

various trinities, the pioneer position with which the first intrusion of the alpha was 

met, and which was, and still is, to Adventism, “everything to us as a people.”  

 

The Sanctuary, the central pillar of our faith, is coming under increasing attack. The 

ideas of Ford, Cottrell and others (which are modern versions of Ballenger’s 

arguments) have taken hold in our church and led the Sanctuary to be seen as 

mysterious as the God which dwells there (or does He?). Ford hinted at the link 

between the omnipresence of God and his denial of the Sanctuary truth in some audio 

presentations quoted by David Lin in his China Letters. 

 

“Away with "heavenly geography . . . celestial furniture . . . books, 

angelic witnesses" and all such "trappings."” (Based on material in four 

cassette recordings of Desmond Ford, dated 3/2/1979; April 1980 Radio 

Interview; 9/6/1980; and Part I of 3/7/1981. Quotations in this paper are 

not separately indicated; in Lin, China Letters, p. 101) 

 

“There are some that think this is God's way of drawing our attention to 

the Most Holy Place, rather than trying to give a demonstration of a 

heavenly change in geographical location, which is impossible in view 

of the omnipresence of God.” (as above; loc cit.) 

 

Here we see how in recent history, a confused and distorted view of God has led to an 

undermining of the Sanctuary teaching. As shown earlier, the pioneer position shored 

up the Sanctuary message and took the Bible as it read. This is not to say that there is 

nothing to learn or progress with, in regards to the pioneer position, but if we do not 

allow it as an option in clarifying the modern Adventist position, are we not setting 

ourselves up to potentially miss out?  

 

It will not be easy to back track if that is what is necessary. The teaching on the nature 

of God has become as sensitive and volatile as it was at the beginning of the last 

century. A growing number of people have begun to return to the pioneer position in 

the light of Biblical and historical evidence. The rift between this and the various 

trinity views is very real. How did we reach the position we are in now? I will refer 

here to some words from the final speech of Robert Pierson as General Conference 

President on October 15, 1978.  

 

“This will be the last time that in my present role I shall stand before the 

world leaders of my church, your church, our church, and I have a few 

words to leave with you. 

“I take my thoughts from something that Elder and Mrs. Ralph Neall have 

written describing how typically a sect evolves into a church. They say a 

sect is often begun by a charismatic leader with tremendous drive and 

commitment, and that it arises as a protest against worldliness and 

formalism in a church. It is generally embraced by the poor. The rich 

would lose too much by joining it, since it is unpopular, despised, and 

persecuted by society in general. It has definite beliefs firmly held by 

zealous members.  Each member makes a personal decision to join it and 

knows what he believes. There is little organization or property, and there 

are few buildings. The group has strict standards and controls on behavior. 
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Preachers, often without education, arise by inner compulsion. There is 

little concern about public relations. 

“And then it passes on to the second generation. With growth there comes 

a need for organization and buildings. As a result of industry and frugality, 

members become prosperous. As prosperity increases, persecution begins 

to wane. Children born into the movement do not have to make personal 

decisions to join it. They do not necessarily know what they believe. They 

do not need to hammer out their own positions. These have been worked 

out for them. Preachers arise more by selection and by apprenticeship to 

older workers than by direct inner compulsion. 

“In the third generation, organization develops and institutions are 

established. The need is seen for schools to pass on the faith of the fathers. 

Colleges are established.  Members have to be exhorted to live up to the 

standards, while at the same time the standards of membership are being 

lowered. The group becomes lax about disfellowshipping nonpracticing 

members. Missionary zeal cools off. There is more concern over public 

relations. Leaders study methods of propagating their faith, sometimes 

employing extrinsic rewards as motivation for service by members. Youth 

question why they are different from others, and intermarry with those not 

of their faith.  

“In the fourth generation there is much machinery; the number of 

administrators increases while the number of workers at the grass roots 

becomes proportionately less. Great church councils are held to define 

doctrine. More schools, universities, and seminaries are established. These 

go to the world for accreditation and tend to become secularized. There is 

a re-examination of positions and modernizing of methods.  Attention is 

given to contemporary culture, with an interest in the arts: music, 

architecture, literature. The movement seeks to become “relevant” to 

contemporary society by becoming involved in popular causes. Services 

become formal. The group enjoys complete acceptance by the world. The 

sect has become a church!” 

 

This is perhaps a very accurate representation of the evolution of Seventh-day 

Adventism to where it is today. If we were to look at the view of the personality of 

God and Christ in the light of this, we might see that it was established definitely in 

the early days of the movement (late 1840’s to 1860’s). It received less attention in 

the next generation (1870’s to 1890’s), being taken for granted by the first generation, 

and being superseded by practical concerns, such as organisation and the attacks on 

the Sabbath and other doctrines.  

 

The Kellogg-Ballenger Crises fit in about the third generation (1890’s to 1920’s), 

where there was a lowering of standards and a restlessness within the younger 

believers. Many of Kellogg and Ballenger’s supporters came from the second and 

third generation of Adventists. It was in the fourth generation that we see the 

acceptance of the trinity in widespread Adventism. At the beginning of this generation, 

there was a clear split over the doctrine at the 1919 Bible Conference. It was to 

become accepted and reinforced by the 1950’s as a means of Adventism being 

accepted by the evangelical community. Pierson goes on to say: 
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“Brethren and sisters, this must never happen to the Seventh-day 

Adventist Church! This will not happen to the Seventh-day Adventist 

Church. This is not just another church—it is God’s church! But you are 

the men and women sitting in this sanctuary this morning on whom God is 

counting to assure that it does not happen. Already, brethren and sisters, 

there are subtle forces that are beginning to stir. Regrettably there are 

those in the church who belittle the inspiration of the Bible, who scorn the 

first 11 chapters of Genesis, who question the Spirit of Prophecy’s short 

chronology of the earth, and who subtly and not so subtly attack the Spirit 

of Prophecy. There are some who point to the Reformers and 

contemporary theologians as a source and the norm for Seventh-day 

Adventist doctrine. There are those who allegedly are tired of the 

hackneyed phrases of Adventism. There are those who wish to forget the 

standards of the church we love. There are those who covet and would 

court the favor of the evangelicals; those who would throw off the mantle 

of a peculiar people; and those who would go the way of the secular, 

materialistic world.”  

 

These words are more true today than they were in Pierson’s. Sadly, by the time 

Pierson spoke these words, the fifth generation was about to close and since then a 

sixth has come. Today we are probably in the start of the seventh generation since 

1844, taking about 30 years to a generation with some overlap allowed for. Pierson’s 

call for leadership is more crucial now than ever before: 

 

“The Seventh-day Adventist Church had its alpha years ago. You and 

I are the leaders who will face the omega that will be of the same 

subtle, devilish origin. Its effect will be more devastating than the 

alpha. Brethren, I beg of you, study, know what is ahead, then with God’s 

help prepare your people to meet it!” 

“God calls for men who are prepared to meet emergencies, men who in a 

crisis will not be found standing on the wrong side” (RH, November 5, 

1903) 

“We are pressing on to the final conflict, and this is no time for 

compromise. It is no time to hide your colors. When the battle wages sore, 

let no one turn traitor. It is no time to lay down or conceal our weapons, 

and give Satan the advantage in the warfare” (RH, December 6, 1892) 

“And then I call attention to a vision the Lord’s servant had, in which she 

saw a ship heading toward an iceberg. She said: “There, towering high 

above the ship, was a gigantic iceberg. An authoritative voice cried out, 

‘Meet it!’ There was not a moment’s hesitation. It was a time for instant 

action. The engineer put on full steam, and the man at the wheel steered 

the ship straight into the iceberg. With a crash she struck the ice.  There 

was a fearful shock, and the iceberg broke into many pieces, falling with a 

noise like thunder to the deck. The passengers were violently shaken by 

the force of the collision, but no lives were lost. The vessel was injured, 

but not beyond repair. She rebounded from the contact, trembling from 

stem to stern, like a living creature. Then she moved forward on her way. 

Well I knew the meaning of this representation. I had my orders. I had 

heard the words, like a voice from our Captain, ‘Meet it!’ I knew what my 

duty was, and that there was not a moment to lose. The time for decided 
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action had come. I must without delay obey the command, ‘Meet it!’” 

(1SM, p. 205, 206) 

“Fellow leaders, it may be that in the not too distant future you will 

have to meet it. I pray God will give you grace and courage and 

wisdom.” 

 

It is time for leadership on this matter, and support for that leadership. Since the death 

of Ellen White, the Adventist church has been divided into “conservative” and 

“liberal” parties. Today, one can choose one’s congregation according to one’s own 

tastes. Is this desirable? Is this unity?  

 

There is motive for the church to unite. Without it, we cannot finish the work, and our 

present state is such that on many doctrines (perhaps a train that has begun with the 

alpha?) there is need for clarification of the simplicity of the Gospel. If these things 

are not motive enough, then we should consider Christ’s prayer, which will be 

fulfilled, in John 17. 

 

John 17:11 “And now I am no more in the world, but these are in the 

world, and I come to Thee. Holy Father, keep through Thine Own name 

those whom Thou hast given Me, that they may be one, as We [are].”  

 

There is means provided to unite. We have the Scriptures, we have access to the Spirit 

of God. We live in a time where, as never before, we have widely available resources 

for historical study of the times of the founding of our church. The youth of the 

seventh generation are restless and eager. Restless to see Christ’s return and eager to 

play a part in that. The polarisation that has marked the two sides of the church since 

the 50’s is weakening. 

 

What is needed now is leadership and example. Might it begin at the place where 100 

years ago the church left off? Kellogg was defeated at that time, but his philosophy 

was to enter the church not 30 years later. Tough questions now face the church, and 

none tougher than its position on the trinity. A number of questions of importance are 

appended to this paper. We need not ask these questions in a spirit of challenge, or 

accusation. We can all stand together and ask, and search for, the answers to these 

questions, if we have leaders that can be committed to seeing truth prevail, regardless 

of where that might take us. 

 

The prayer of this author is the same as that of Christ. To see a church with the 

relational unity that Christ has with His Father. Yet it must be remembered, that that 

prayer began with the words, “This is life eternal, that they might know Thee the only 

true God, and Jesus Christ Whom Thou hast sent.” (John 17:3) The alpha, and all that 

follows from it, cloud this knowledge. Might the leadership of the church lead the 

way to throwing off the “mystery” (and confusion) which obscures this fact? Might 

we then be led through the prayer to the unity that Christ still prays for? I long to 

stand in support of such leadership, and know that others will also, that we might 

sooner leave this sin-filled world and go home. 
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