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Editor s Preface

This issue of WWN closes with two quotations from the
Writings. They are not only thought provoking in regard
to the first essay on “Monogenes”™, they also call into
question the rationale used to justify some of the doc-
trinal changes in Adventism. When we move from a anti-
Trinitarian position through a Tri-Theistic concept to a
Trinitarian formulation of the doctrine, is this walking
in the advancing light of truth? o©n the other hand, to
bend the Word of God, even the Biblical concept as ex-
pressed in the Greek Text, to conform with a previously
stated position, is this developing that truth on a
higher scale than it has hitherto been done? Both of
these questions must be given negative answers.

When we consider that the doctrine of the Incarnation,
which the reprinting of Questions on Doctrine once again
brings to the fore, is at the heart of the Gospel of
God, we have cause to pause and think. Paul declared
that “the gospel of God” concerned “His Son Jesus Christ
our Lord, who was made of the seed of David according to
the flesh™ (Rom. 1:1,3). Does bending the Writings as
well as the Scriptures to conform to what an Anglican
clergyman called “the Orthodox Doctrine” represent the
development of truth on a higher scale than has hitherto
been done? Do we dare distort historical fact so as to
represent that which we want to personally sustain as
the advancing Tight of truth?

How far dare we go in absurdities, such as asking which
God is older than the other? Is not “God” eternal? Does
the verbal name by which Jehovah designated Himself -
the I AM - convey no definitive concept of Himself, as
the “self-existent” and "ever-existent™ One?




Monogenes

(Movoayevnc)

Can this Greek Word be made the basis
for “the Loud Cry”?

In the February issue of WWN we noted a
booklet which had been included in a packet
sent from Smyrna Gospel Ministries to those
who responded to their card placed in a TriMedia
advertising card deck. This booklet, The Return
of the Fourth Angel, was a reprint of an article in
Old Paths, January 2002, written by David
Clayton. It set forth that the anti-trinitarian
message being proclaimed by Allen Stump, Lynn-
ford Beachy, and himself was “The Return of the
Fourth Angel,” in other words, “The Loud Cry.”
This is a serious and questionable assumption
which cannot be taken lightly.

Clayton lists nine characteristics of the Fourth
Angel’s message. He indicated that he knows of
only one message being given in the Community
of Adventism which bears all these nine
characteristics. He writes:

Many of the independent ministries, as well as the official
Seventh-day Adventist Church, are coming out against
these teachings. But, interestingly, there is one belief that
everybody is opposing above anything else (p. 24).

This one belief is Number 1 of his nine
characteristics of the Fourth Angel’s message,
and reads - “A teaching that Christ is the literal
Son of God, begotten hefore the ages as an
individual Being, separate from the Father.” He
then quoted from ten independent ministry
publications and two official church sources. As
we noted in the February issue of WWN, we
were included in these quotations through a
manipulation of statements by Clayton. It could
be concluded from the quotations chosen by
Clayton that the belief in question was simply
Trinitarianism; however, this is not the issue, but
rather the issue is - the "self-existence” of Jesus
Christ from all eternity. Stump made this very
clear in an E-mail letter to Australia. He stated:

Concerning the honesty of David Clayten’s quoting WHG:
The truth is that the quotation very accurately reflects his
thinking. WHG has stated personally to me that he is a

tritheist. The quotation is accurate and fair. Further, in
Clayton’s article, he never said that WHG was a
Trinitarian or that he believed as any of the others guoted.
He actually quoted from a variety of views, ali of which
denied that Jesus was the literal, begotten Son of God (Feb.
09, 2004 1:44 AM; emphasis supplied).

[At this point two questions should be
interjected: 1) Does not the definitive designation
- “the heavenly trio” - by Ellen White (Series B,
#7, p. 62) to define the Godhead, express a tri-
theistic concept? 2) Why did Clayton not include
her in his statements from Adventist sources?]

In the February 2004 issue of O/d Paths, the
defining issue is again raised by Allen Stump as
he discusses the Adult Sabbath School Bible
Study Guide of the regufar church for the first
quarter's lessens of 2004. Charging that the
lesson on the Gospel of John “muddies the
Gospel waters,” he adds to the murkiness of the
waters by his failure to recognize how the
designation “only begotten Son of God” is first
used by John, as well as insisting on the position
that Jesus Christ is God's “only begotten Son”
in a literal sense. He wrote — “To be begotten
means to be born or brought forth. (This is not
the same thing as created.” p. 4. emphasis his).
But by his use of “born” and “brought forth” he
raises more questions than he answers. Then he
asks - “What does ‘only begotten’ mean?” In
answering this question we must not only make
a careful study of the word used in the Greek
from which “only begotten” is translated, but
also the context in which John first used the
word in his Gospel. This is where the Greek
word povoyevng (monogenes} enters the picture.

In the New Testament, only in the Gospel and
first Epistle of John do we find the word used in
reference to Jesus Christ, [t is used by Luke
{7:12; 8:42; 9:38) to refer to an only child. Paul
uses the word once to refer to Isaac (Heb.
11:17), who was not an “only child,” but a son
of Abraham in a unique sense, inasmuch as the
birth of Isaac was by divine empowerment. This
leaves John's use of the word distinct from both
Paul and Luke. Its meaning in John must be
determined by the law of first use. He used it
four times in his Gospel and once in his First
Epistle. Stump, in his article, does not consider
the law of first use, but seeks rather to transfer
Luke and Paul’'s literal human use to John's




theological application (op.cit., p. B). This can
be forgiven inasmuch as Stump is not a
theclogian but rather a High School Driver
Education teacher turned preacher. This is not
to be considered a “minus,” for in the final work
there will be "young men taken from behind the
plow and from the fields to preach the truth as it
is in Jesus” (Medical Ministry, p. 305).
However, take careful note that in the context of
this promise there is found a warning. It reads:

While the solid truth of the Bible came from lips of men
who had no fanciful theories of misleading science to
present, there were others who labored with all their
power to bring in false theories regarding God and Christ
(ibid.).

This we see being fulfilled before our very eyes.
This is the real issue at stake — the deception of
sincere people who want truth, pure and
unadulterated, which is the righteousness of
Christ (Testimonies to Ministers, p. 65). But
what is taking place? Under the guise of “the
return of the Fourth Angel” *“false theories
regarding God and Christ” are being proclaimed.

John’s first use of the word in his Gospel {1:14}
determines its use in the other four references.
It was affer John had declared “the Word
{Aoyog) was made flesh, and dwelt among us.”
that he writes of Him as “the only begotten of
the Father” {povoyevoug mopo matpos).  John
begins his prologue by placing Jesus Christ as
the Word who was with God “in beginning”
{ev apxn) and declaring that He, too, was God
{xau1 Beog nv 0 Aoyog). | repeat, John did not use
the word, povoyevrc to designate Jesus Christ
until after Bethlehem. The pre-existent Christ,
the Aoyog, was the self-existent Christ, the 1| AM
{eyw eyw) of John 8:58.

Before considering the second use of monogenes
in the final verse of John's preface to his gospel,
let us analyze the word itself. It is a compound
word: a combination of povog{monos) meaning
alone or only, and yevog (genos) meaning kind.
John uses the word, monos, in the high priestly
prayer of Christ - “the only true God” ({17:3},
for the Logos had become a God-man at
Bethlehem!

The word, genos, is used in the LXX in Genesis
chapter one, where it reads that God made living
creatures each “after his kind” {vs. 21, 24-25).
The sense of “begotten” as being “born” as
stated by Stump is not found in this word use.
Thayer cites two other words that John could
have used had he intended, “begotten,” in the
sense of being generated. One, is yevvnolg
{gennesis), a begetting. a birth, and is so used in
reference to Jesus by Matthew {1:18) and Luke
{1:14). The other word is yevvntog {gennetos)
“begotten, born.,” John used neither! (See
Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament, p. 113.)

What then is the meaning of monogenes?
Moulton and Milligan in The Vocabulary of the
Greek New Testament state: “Movoyecvng is
literally ‘one of a kind,” ‘only,” ‘unique,’ {unicus),
not ‘only begotten,” which would be
povoyevvntog (unigenitus), and is common in the
LXX in this sense” {p. 416-417; emphasis
supplied). Thayer comments:

In the writings of John the title ‘o viog tov Bgov is given
only to the historic Christ so called, neither to the Logos
alone, nor Jesus alone, but ‘o Aoyog o evoapkwBeig or
Jesus through the Aoyog wunited with God s
‘0 POVOYEVES LLOG Tou Beov (p. 418).

The conclusion is inescapable that, as stated
above, the designation “the only begotten Son of
God” is apptied in the Gospel of John only to
Christ in the incarnate state and not to the Logos
before Bethlehem. Further, Thayer declares
plainly that this designation - Son of God - is
a “title” and does not indicate a generated Being
from God. This accords with Luke, who quotes
Gabriel as saying to Mary that “the Holy One
which shall be born of thee shall be called (not
“is” or “was”) the Son of God.” He had not yet
been manifest in the flesh, thus the name, “Son
of God,” according to Luke, would become His
designation after, not before, Bethlehem.

John’s second use of mongenes is in the last
verse of his preface to the Gospel, John 1:18. It
reads:

No man hath seen God at any time; the only begotten Son
which is in the bosom the Father, he hath declared him
{(KJV),




