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Directed by the Hand 
of the Lord

HERE is a story from the days of the Millerite movement that is common 
knowledge (at a superficial level) among Seventh-day Adventists, but one to 

which we give little attention. This is evident, among other ways, from our ten-
dency to explain a key element of the story with a casual comment that makes ab-
solutely no sense. Looking back at the recent 2025 General Conference session, I’m 
tempted to believe the story from the 1840s needs revisiting.

T

Cutting straight to the heart of the detail we so commonly get wrong, let’s 
all please stop invoking some crazy, nonexistent “zero year” as any sort of expla-
nation for the shift from William Miller’s message pointing to the second com-
ing of Christ “about the Jewish year 1843,” to the date of “the passing of the 
time,” October 22, 1844.

Miller arrived at his figure through straight forward math: 2300 − 457 = 1843. 
You can try it yourself; the math is simple. But when tracking 2300 years from the 
“going forth of the decree” in the fall of 457 B.C., it’s just a bit more complicated.

That decree was made in the fall, when 457 was about three quarters gone. So 
the 457 “calendar year” only counts for about a fourth of a year. Then there were 
456 complete years prior to the B.C./A.D. boundary. So Miller’s math was good, but 
he was solving the wrong problem. It should be written as 2300 − 456 ¼ = 1843 ¾.

If you count out 1,843 years from the boundary, that gets you to the end of 
1843. Nothing tricky there. Then add three quarters of the next year, and you 
end up in October, 1844. Historians who work with time periods are used to 
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this,  which is why it was so remarkable that from August 1831 when Miller 
started preaching, until August 1844 when Samuel Sheffield Snow lit up the 
Exeter Campmeeting with the beginning of  the Midnight Cry—for thirteen 
years, no one noticed the error!

Particularly odd is the fact that a well known, highly respected historian/
theologian by the name of George Bush (no kidding) who was probably Miller’s  
most persistent opponent, never noticed! He should have! That was his area of  
expertise! But he had never criticized Miller’s chronology; he just took excep-
tion with the idea that the cleansing of the sanctuary had anything to do with 
the second coming. I’ve always kind of hoped that he was suitably embarrassed 
when he finally caught on to his mess up.

But all that is simply background info, so we have enough understanding to 
see what Ellen White was talking about when she wrote:

I have seen that the 1843 chart was directed by the hand of the Lord, and that it 
should not be altered; that the figures were as He wanted them; that His hand was 
over and hid a mistake in some of the figures, so that none could see it, until His hand 
was removed.1

That comment is inspired; it carries the authority of heaven. My comments 
are not inspired, and do not carry that authority.  But having admitted that  
(which should have been obvious, already) let me engage in a little hypothetical 
analysis. Why? Because even though I’m not a prophet, I’m also not stupid, and 
some events just cry out for consideration and comprehension.

One such event was the surprising announcement made the morning of July 
4, 2025, by Elder Ted Wilson, the president of the General Conference. He ex-
plained to the world church that the “Official Statement” on Immunization, 
which had appeared on church websites  and had been published in church 
magazines for ten years, was wrong. It didn’t say what had been voted. It was a  
“preliminary” version, not the “approved” version… and there was a major dif-
ference between the two.

So suppose, just suppose, that the presentation to the world, on just about ev-
ery Adventist web site known to man,2 of a faulty “Official Statement” for nearly 

1. Early Writings, 74
2. Here’s just a partial list of currently “live” Adventist web pages that quote the faulty “preliminary” 

statement:
Adventist Review—https://adventistreview.org/news/adventist-church-adopts-stance-on-vaccines/  
Adventist News Network—https://adventist.news/news/adventist-church-adopts-stance-on-vaccines  
Adventist Health Ministries—https://www.healthministries.com/gc-health-statements-and-guidelines/  
South Pacific Division—https://health.adventistchurch.com/mission/  
Trans-European Division—https://ted.adventist.org/news/adventist-church-adopts-stance-on-vaccines/  
North American Division—https://www.nadadventist.org/news/covid-19-vaccines-addressing-concerns-

offering-counsel  
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ten years… just suppose that this was as God wanted it to be, that the whole thing 
was “directed by the hand of the Lord.” Yes, it’s a stretch. God doesn’t usually 
want inaccuracy in His work. But just suppose, hypothetically speaking.

It’s possible, of course, to imagine all sorts of nonsense, so it’s perfectly fair 
and appropriate to ask why such an idea would even be suggested. Fortunately, 
there’s a readily available answer: maybe God wanted it for the same sort of 
reason He wanted 1843 before 1844. Again, an inspired source fills us in on the 
issues going on behind the big headlines:

God tested and proved His people by the passing of the time in 1843. The mistake 
made in reckoning the prophetic periods was not at once discovered even by learned 
men who opposed the views of those who were looking for Christ’s coming. Scholars 
declared that Mr. Miller was right in his calculation of the time, though they disputed 
him in regard to the event that would crown that period. But they, and the waiting 
people of God, were in a common error on the question of time.

We fully believe that God, in His wisdom, designed that His people should meet 
with a disappointment, which was well calculated to reveal hearts and develop the 
true characters of those who had professed to look for and rejoice in the coming of the 
Lord. Those who embraced the first angel's message (see Revelation 14:6, 7) through 
fear of the wrath of God’s judgments, not because they loved the truth and desired an 
inheritance in the kingdom of heaven, now appeared in their true light. They were 
among the first to ridicule the disappointed ones who sincerely longed for and loved 
the appearing of Jesus.3

So, why did God want an “1843 chart”?
It was a test, one that was “well calculated to reveal hearts and develop… 

true characters.”  Now, character  is  not  always  an easy  thing to  judge.  Ulti-
mately, it’s Christ’s work alone. Which is why it took a special set of circum-
stances to “reveal” character to the point that human beings could see the situa-
tion in the “true light.”

So it’s  in that light that I  invite  you to consider the possibility that the 
“Official Statement” glitch may have been used by God for purposes that we 
might not normally consider.

Adventist Medical Evangelistic Network (AMEN)—https://amensda.org/covid/  
Global Campmeeting—https://www.campmeeting.com/home/covid-19-vaccines-and-your-health/  
Elders’ Digest—https://www.eldersdigest.org/en/2015/4/choices-for-life  
Adventist Youth Ministries—https://www.gcyouthministries.org/wp-content/uploads/AYLM-Issue-1-

2021.pdf  
No slight is intended to church entities not included here. To this short list might be added just about 

every Division, Union Conference, and local Conference in the world. The faulty message made a pretty 
good run at “every nation, tribe, tongue, and people.” 

3. Testimonies, vol. 1, 52–53

https://adventistreview.org/news/adventist-church-adopts-stance-on-vaccines/
https://www.gcyouthministries.org/wp-content/uploads/AYLM-Issue-1-2021.pdf
https://www.gcyouthministries.org/wp-content/uploads/AYLM-Issue-1-2021.pdf
https://www.eldersdigest.org/en/2015/4/choices-for-life
https://www.campmeeting.com/home/covid-19-vaccines-and-your-health/
https://amensda.org/covid/
https://www.nadadventist.org/news/covid-19-vaccines-addressing-concerns-offering-counsel
https://www.nadadventist.org/news/covid-19-vaccines-addressing-concerns-offering-counsel
https://ted.adventist.org/news/adventist-church-adopts-stance-on-vaccines/
https://health.adventistchurch.com/mission/
https://www.healthministries.com/gc-health-statements-and-guidelines/
https://adventist.news/news/adventist-church-adopts-stance-on-vaccines
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Again, to be clear, I don’t know that God had any special purpose in any of 
this. And I certainly don’t have the authority to say that He did. But that possi-
bility gives us a way to do something we should do under any circumstance.

Trials come to us all to lead us to investigate our hearts, to see if they are purified 
from all that defiles. Constantly the Lord is working for our present and eternal good. 
Things occur which seem inexplainable; but if we trust in the Lord, and wait patiently 
for Him, humbling our hearts before Him, He will not permit the enemy to triumph.4

With that  assurance  of  the  Lord’s  “working  for  our  present  and  eternal 
good,” let’s consider the experience through which we have collectively passed 
in recent years. Since I’ve written out the story of both the “preliminary ver-
sion” and the “approved version” of the “Official Statement” on immunization 
(including all the fussy little details of what appeared where and when) else-
where,5 let’s just establish the basic timeline with a chart to illustrate the details 
of Elder Wilson’s explanation.

The simple take-away of this is that the “approved” version was available for 
about four years and seven months on the Health Ministries website (possibly as 
much as five years and one month, but data is missing). Unfortunately, the “pre-
liminary” version was accidentally posted on the main Adventist Church website 
for more than ten years, and then echoed on the Health Ministries website for 
five years, and on the newer GC.Adventist website for more than two years.

The importance of this is that when Covid came along, and the issue of vaccines 
began to attract attention, the preliminary version was all that was to be found. As 
already mentioned, it was Elder Wilson’s speech to the delegates on July 3, 2025, 
that first alerted anyone to the fact that there were two different versions.

But… does all  this  reveal anything? Has  true  character been developed? Is 
there anything to be learned here, anything of value? Again, I’m not a prophet,  
but I think the answer is, “Yes.”

So I invite you to consider a few points. And I invite you to consider them 
in all honesty, in fairness, without personal bias.

4. E.G. White, “The Burning of the Sanitarium,” Manuscript 76, 1903
5. An eighteen-page booklet, Officially Challenged, which covers all that is available in PDF form from, 

AdventistCityMissions.org.

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
HealthMinistries.com

Adventist.org x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x

GC.Adventist.org Website undeveloped

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
HealthMinistries.com x x x x x x

Adventist.org x x

GC.Adventist.org

x Data Missing No Immunization Preliminary Approved Redirect to Redirect to
Statement adventist.org gc.adventist.org
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OK, come on, let’s get real. No one is as pure as the new blown snow when it 
comes to personal bias. And the more an issue has impacted us, or the more po-
tential an issue has to impact us in the future, the stronger the bias is going to 
be. This is, I think, a far more self-evident truth than the assertion of human 
equality or the idea that we have a right to “life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap-
piness.”6 Face it: many people, including Adventists, have been deeply scarred 
by the experience of the last several years. And that company includes far more  
than those whose physical health has been impacted, or those who lost loved 
ones to either the disease or to an “adverse reaction” to the vaccine. That’s trau-
matic, to be sure, but there have been other kinds of trauma as well.

There are those who lost employment due to sincerely held religious convic-
tion, sometimes with drastic financial impact. Compounding the experience, in 
some cases, was the sense of betrayal by the church, when the only measure that  
seemed possible to help them (a religious exemption request) was ruled out as  
inappropriate, and church employees followed “orders” not to assist them.

Think as well of those who have lost friends, not to death or disease, but to 
the division that  developed in their  local  church.  That hurts,  too.  Think of  
those who actually wanted to see God’s church push forward with effective, 
world-wide evangelism, those who had devoted their whole lives working to-
ward that goal, those whom the world church had elected to official position 
for that exact purpose, who then found that the devil’s latest disease, and the 
devil’s latest division, left the church hampered at every level. That’s a different 
kind of trauma, but that hurts, too.

Think of pastors who were left trying to walk a tightrope of different mem-
bers’ opinions on everything from hand sanitizer, to “social distancing,” to the 
closing of churches while bars and casinos remained open. In most cases, they 
were the ones asked first for a letter supporting a member’s exemption request. 
And  they  were  the  ones  instructed  not  to  supply  such  a  letter.  Obviously 
enough, there was a whole range of possible reactions to that situation—but 
none were “good.”

Think of probably every church board (at least in “first world” countries), 
trying to decide how to relate to members who didn’t wear masks to church! 
Think of members whose financial resources or technical know-how weren’t up 
to the challenges of “Zoom Church.”

Think of hospital administrators, of educational institution board members, 
confronted with the ever-changing demands of government, and knowing that 
somewhere, back in that faceless bureaucracy, there was someone who could turn 

6. For anyone who doesn’t recognize the line, it comes from the Declaration of Independence which led in 
time to the United States.
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off the tap of government funding if they didn’t approve of the “level of compli-
ance” displayed. Nobody wants a whole system of hospitals or universities to 
blow up “on their watch.” That’s a lot of pressure… and it’s traumatic, too.

What have I missed? Probably about a hundred more categories! There was 
trauma enough for all, which makes it a hard experience to examine in an unbi-
ased way. If you think you’re an exception to the risk of bias, I’m going to say 
you’re wrong. And you might as well stop reading, because that level of what I 
would call blindness is not going to find anything of value in the rest of this 
booklet. If you can’t empathize enough to see someone else’s trauma, you’re prob-
ably not ready to work in the ER. And that’s where God’s church is right now.

To take that ER metaphor one step further, God’s church is both the patient 
on the gurney, and the ER Doc trying to make a proper diagnosis and settle on 
the best treatment. And, to point out the obvious, amputation is a drastic mea-
sure. Surgery is hopefully a little less so. Medications can range from a placebo 
to a fatal dose of whatever. You can even kill a patient with the wrong or a  
poorly administered “natural remedy.”

So… what is the church going to do? What are you going to do?
It’s in this general setting that I think we can find some help by paying atten-

tion to the mysterious mistake of the “Official Statement.” There’s a good chance 
we won’t solve all the challenges, but even one or two would be a welcome vic-
tory. In that frame of reference, I’m going to limit the discussion to the single 
most  debated element of  the statement:  the role  of  “peer-reviewed scientific 
health literature” as a source of belief. To keep that focus sharp, and to save col-
umn inches, I’ll abbreviate that as “PR.” When used without explanation or qual-
ifier, PR will mean the inclusion of those materials as a source of belief.

Given that the range of situations,  positions,  experiences,  and traumas is  
functionally unlimited, we can’t address each one individually (but never forget 
that God can!). Acknowledging that human limitation, let’s try a categorical 
classification that relates directly to the mysteriously mistaken “Official State-
ment.” I suggest the following divisions:

1. Those who included PR.
2. Those who deleted PR.
3. Those who published PR.
4. Those who defended PR.
5. Those who accepted PR.
6. Those who disliked PR.
7. Those who rejected PR.
8. Those who repudiated PR.
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Since I have previously written critically of PR (yes, I have a bias, just like 
everyone else), I’m going to take up these eight points in reverse order. That’s 
just for psychological reasons, but I’m hoping it does something to demonstrate 
that I’m doing my best to be even-handed in my analysis. So let’s get started.

8. Those who repudiated PR
By far the strongest repudiation of PR came from Elder Wilson on both July  

3 and 4. True, others may have said harsher things about PR, but Elder Wilson 
spoke with the authority of the church’s highest office, and he left no doubt. 
Responding to a motion made from the floor, which he felt “insinuates that the  
General Conference has now put science above or equal to the Bible and the 
Spirit of Prophecy,” he said, “I have to tell you that is unequivocally false. We 
have never done that.” He classed the idea as “a tremendous amount of misin-
formation” and “a highly misinformed view.”

In no way does the Seventh-day Adventist Church put scientific information, peer-
reviewed scientific information, above the Bible or the Spirit of Prophecy or even equal 
to those; absolutely not.7

For those watching live, this was either reassuring, or confusing. For those 
who knew nothing but their belief in Inspiration, this was what they would ex-
pect to hear, and they were happy to hear a clear statement. For those who 
were familiar with the church’s “Official Statement” on the subject, however, 
this much was confusing at best or infuriating at worst. They  knew what the 
statement said.  The delegate who made the motion had read the statement! 
And the statement included PR as a basis of belief,  in parallel grammatical 
structure with the Bible and the Spirit of Prophecy. The statement made them 
equal! And they knew what the statement said.

But Elder Wilson continued, reading the statement verbatim from a paper 
in hand. But what he read was mysteriously different!

What Elder Wilson read stipulated the Bible and Spirit of Prophecy as the 
basis of Adventist belief on health, and clearly assigned PR to a subservient “in-
forming” role. That was different… was it real? Elder Wilson gave no indication 
that it was anything but fact. To him, it was the simple truth.

Oh! That life should be so simple!
It would be fun to know how many thousand Google searches for that Im-

munization statement were done in the minutes following his speech. And, in 

7. ‌https://web.archive.org/web/20250716215936/session.adventistreview.org/session-business/transcripts-
will-be-posted-here/ 

https://web.archive.org/web/20250716215936/session.adventistreview.org/session-business/transcripts-will-be-posted-here/
https://web.archive.org/web/20250716215936/session.adventistreview.org/session-business/transcripts-will-be-posted-here/
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fact,  no matter  where church members  found it  (and it  could be  found in 
dozens of locations), it  wasn’t what Elder Wilson had read. This was the mys-
tery. But how to explain it?

Fortunately, the next morning, Elder Wilson himself offered a resolution to 
that part of the mystery. In a special announcement at the very beginning of 
the day, he told the world church:

The website that has the official statements of the General Conference, for the last 
number of years the particular statement that was about vaccinations, issued back in 
April of 2015, did not represent what was actually voted.

Elder Wilson explained that “some advanced information,” in other words, a 
“preliminary version” of the statement, had been posted to the website instead 
of what was actually voted in 2015. He shared the approved version of the state-
ment—what he had read the day before—and requested that it be displayed on 
the screen for all to see. In closing he repudiated PR once again:

So I hope, brothers and sisters, that no one anywhere around this globe will bring up 
again that the Seventh-day Adventist Church does not place the Bible and the spirit of 
prophecy at the highest level of authority. Yes, we value scientific input. And in fact, I 
could read you quotations from the Spirit of Prophecy that help us to understand that—
when understood correctly—science and the Bible agree. But never do we put scientific 
information above, or even equal to, the Bible and the spirit of prophecy.8

He couldn’t have said it more clearly. This is an absolute repudiation of PR 
as a basis of belief. It should, I believe, be accepted as Elder Wilson’s honest 
sentiment. Had his position—the position intended in 2015—been clearly articu-
lated from the beginning, much would be different in the church today.

But the mystery has many tentacles, and one of them was so obvious that El-
der Wilson addressed it directly:

Now, you might say, “But Pastor Wilson, why didn’t you catch that for 10 years?” 
Now, that’s a good question, and we just have to take the responsibility.

So, I apologize to you on behalf of the General Conference that the actual wording 
has not been available to you on the website. It now is available and that’s what it reads.

Anyone who has ever had a major mistake exposed publicly for all to see has 
to have some sympathy here. Elder Wilson is no fool.  He knew the situation 
looked bad. An overnight correction of the website to make it agree with what he 
had read to the delegates was such an obviously awkward turn of events that he 

8. ‌https://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=oR_cB7qE9bc&list=PL7QHoSK_c_Kk_yDOKYmplvVC5h1MgUFnX&index=24 starting at 1:40:35

Because Elder Wilson’s comment was made at the very beginning of the day, in the announcements 
period, it is not included in the official transcript available at 
https://session.adventistreview.org/session-business/transcripts-will-be-posted-here-2/ 

https://session.adventistreview.org/session-business/transcripts-will-be-posted-here-2/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oR_cB7qE9bc&list=PL7QHoSK_c_Kk_yDOKYmplvVC5h1MgUFnX&index=24
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oR_cB7qE9bc&list=PL7QHoSK_c_Kk_yDOKYmplvVC5h1MgUFnX&index=24
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just had to “take the responsibility.” Right or wrong, the idea of that “the buck 
stops here” sign sitting on the president’s desk is a powerful mental concept.9

Fortunately for both Elder Wilson and the church, evidence corroborating 
the existence of the “approved” version of the statement was quickly found; it 
had appeared on the church’s Health Ministries website as early as August 16, 
2015.10 That took the unwelcome concern of dishonesty off the table. The state-
ment as he had read it, did exist, and it dated from April 2015.

That was the good news. The bad news was that the “approved” statement had 
not appeared on the Health Ministries website for more than five years, and the 
faulty, “preliminary” version had been featured on the main Adventist.org web-
site for more than ten years. Even the more administratively focused GC.Adven-
tist.org had carried the “preliminary” statement for almost two years.

And therein lies a question which will come up repeatedly. As Elder Wilson 
put it in his speech to the delegates: “Why didn’t you catch that for 10 years?” 
He even said, “Now, that's a good question,” and I think it would be monumen-
tally foolish to fail to ask that kind of question. When something goes wrong, 
there are lessons to be learned for the future.

Our focus at the moment is Elder Wilson, the one who most dramatically 
repudiated PR. Why didn’t he catch that?

I can’t speak authoritatively here, but there is one answer that I might offer 
that I think others might not. Perhaps Elder Wilson failed to catch that mistake 
because God held His hand over it.

Why did William Miller (and George Bush) miss the 1843 thing? God held 
His hand over it. That didn’t make the mistake correct; instead it set up cir-
cumstances to reveal something that would help God’s people. Could it be the 
same today?

If so, what is the revelation? What can we learn? This isn’t rocket science, so 
let me make a few suggestions. Some might be off target, so just dismiss those.  
But be careful not to let your bias affect your thinking.

Perhaps we keep our General Conference presidents running wild with so 
many details and committees and pro forma responsibilities that they can’t fo-
cus on what really matters. Perhaps we have allowed a bubble culture to de-

9. Elder Wilson is mentioned quite commonly in this little booklet. So much so that I fear it may strike 
some minds as “picking on” him. Please allow me to flip that idea on its head! Elder Wilson is men-
tioned because he was man enough, and leader enough, to actually address the issue. He is on record. 
We have words from him that we can take to heart. True, we might not see every issue in the same 
light, but was willing to address the issue, so God bless him.

10. The most readily available means of documenting old web pages is the Internet Archive, archive.org. In 
this particular instance, the link is 
https://web.archive.org/web/20150816074559/http://healthministries.com/articles/church-health-
guidelines/immunization-guidelines 

https://web.archive.org/web/20150816074559/http://healthministries.com/articles/church-health-guidelines/immunization-guidelines
https://web.archive.org/web/20150816074559/http://healthministries.com/articles/church-health-guidelines/immunization-guidelines
http://archive.org/
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velop within General Conference circles, the kind of mindset that sees impor-
tance only in what those around us see as important. Perhaps we have a Gen-
eral Conference which is too caught up in a just do something! mentality, churn-
ing out rules, regulations, guidelines, official statements, policy revisions, and 
the like—all with the best of intentions—hoping to quell problems with words 
and paper, but which is then too busy to see to it that all their words and paper 
actually mean something in practice.

I say none of this as accusation. I’ve never worked at the General Confer-
ence, so I certainly can’t claim any insider or whistle blower status. But these  
are common problems in the corporate world, and they deserve consideration. 
Nearly one hundred forty years ago, Ellen White wrote to her good friend and 
General  Conference  president,  George  Butler:  “Your  very  many  resolutions 
need to be reduced to one-third their number, and great care should be taken 
as to what resolutions are framed.”11

For those who may be interested, General Conference Committee minutes 
are available back to 1889.12 You can check for yourself how many resolutions 
they were making back then!

In a somewhat similar vein, although addressing more of a school setting, 
she commented that “Rules should be few and well considered; and when once 
made, they should be enforced.”13 Perhaps it’s a stretch, but it seems like the 
same principle would apply to “Official Statements.” Many would suggest that 
the “well considered” aspect would be best accomplished by the delegates at a 
General Conference session. At the very least, it seems that the “enforcement” 
idea for something labeled “Official” ought to mean enough respect so that a 
counterfeit version would be recognized on sight.

Elder Wilson didn’t attempt to evade the embarrassing responsibility for what 
I presume he knew had caused a great deal of confusion and discord. He said, 
“We just have to take the responsibility.” It might be debated as to whether or 
not he meant that to be a “royal we” or not, but some consideration of “responsi-
bility” is certainly in order. And here lies a basic truth—perhaps so basic as to be 
self evident: the root reality of “responsibility” is the ability to respond.

When we hold someone responsible for this,  that,  or the other,  we want 
them to understand and be able to explain whatever they are responsible for. 
That’s the minimum; that’s where responsibility starts. At this level, the mys-
tery mistake takes on something of a tragic element, because there were many 
repeated efforts made to call General Conference administrative attention to 

11. E.G. White, Letter to George Butler, October 15, 1888; Letter 21a, 1888
12. ‌https://documents.adventistarchives.org/Minutes/GCC 
13. Education, 290

https://documents.adventistarchives.org/Minutes/GCC
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the problematic inclusion of PR as a source of belief. There were personal visits 
to the General Conference headquarters; there were phone calls, emails, and 
letters. Eventually there were YouTube videos and podcasts, and dozens of offi-
cial  rejections  of  the statement carried out through formal church business 
meetings.14 There was even a request from a full Union Conference that peti-
tioned the General Conference to reconsider that statement.15

Those who sought responsibility, got little to no response.16 It is unfortunate 
that these voices were not listened to. If they had been, much might now be 
different in God’s church.

7. Those who rejected PR
As was just mentioned, there were many church members who rejected PR 

as inappropriate for a basis of belief. It’s hard to claim Sola Scriptura and then 
clearly say otherwise. Elder Wilson and all who voted the “approved” statement 
must surely agree with those who have rejected PR, for they did so themselves 
in the editorial process. PR was there in the preliminary version, and gone in  
the final version. It got eliminated. It was rejected.

But the experience of the committee was very different from that of individ-
ual church members who rejected the statement. The former simply published 
as position statement that should have been—at least on that one point—as 
vanilla as can be. We had always claimed Sola Scriptura; surely there would have 
been no excitement in doing so once again.

Church members who rejected the statement, however, found the issue any-
thing but vanilla. For those who can stomach an ice cream metaphor, it was a lot 
more like “rocky road.” Adventists simply don’t reject what the General Conference 
says! Yes, the church is full of  disingenuous inattention, but  rejection is a different 
thing. It escalates rapidly. Rejection is seen as a dangerous contagion. After all, if 
one member is free to reject this, what’s to stop someone else from rejecting that?

Now, this is not to imply that all such members, and all such acts of rejec -
tion, were pure, holy, and above reproach. For one thing, the concerns of the 
rejecters came too late.  The statement came out in 2015,  but it  wasn’t  until 
Covid disrupted things almost five years later that it became an issue. There’s a 
lesson in this: church members should pay attention to what their church is do-
ing.  By August of 2015 there was already a discrepancy between the Health 

14. See https://sdapearl.com/ 
15. ‌https://record.adventistchurch.com/2025/06/25/auc-requests-review-of-immunisation-statement/ 
16. The simplest measure of this is the glaring fact that the primary element of the statement to which 

they were robjecting, wasn’t even supposed to be in the statement. It is difficult to escape the conclu-
sion that no one had listened enough to even know what they were concerned about.

https://record.adventistchurch.com/2025/06/25/auc-requests-review-of-immunisation-statement/
https://sdapearl.com/
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Ministries  website  and  the  Adventist.org  website.  The former  had  the  “ap-
proved” statement, the latter had the “preliminary” statement. If anyone had 
noticed at that stage, it seems likely that a simple phone call could have had the 
whole mess straightened up quickly.

The probable reality is that no one was paying much attention to either ver-
sion. Let’s just say it wasn’t “present truth” at the moment. That sort of inatten-
tion prevailed until well after the “approved” version had been dropped from 
the website and the only thing to be seen was the “preliminary” statement.

Aside from timing, though, there have been efforts to reject the statement 
that have been flawed—in my opinion—by the display of unChristlike elements 
and attitudes. That will never be a winning combination.17 The name “Christian” 
should mean something as Christlike as is humanly possible. To the degree that 
we fall short of that, we take the name of Christ in vain.

Perhaps on the other end of the spectrum, there are those who “rejected” the 
statement, but couldn’t be bothered to help the church they professed to love.  
There is a time, there is a place, there is a way, to speak up. If it happened on a 
more regular basis, perhaps it could come to resemble a friendly conversation 
rather than something akin to Armageddon.

6. Those who disliked PR
We brushed up against  one manifestation of this  group a moment ago—

those who privately rejected PR, but couldn’t bring themselves to do anything 
to help others dealing with the question. True enough, not everyone is called to 
fight every battle, and we need to choose our battles wisely. I get all that. But 
on something as foundational as  Sola Scriptura, I’m going to argue that most 
well-established,  well-grounded  church  members  should  have  found  some 
means of registering concern.

Human behavior is most often a spectrum, a continuum, and this issue is 
right in there with the rest. You’ll be able to picture all manner of gradations 
across the range of “dislike.” For brevity’s sake, let’s jump down the scale a ways.

I want to be as sensitive as possible on this, because this tends to be the 
arena in which some of the greatest tragedies tug at our hearts. But there is a 
lesson here, which might serve to guide us all in the future.

There were people who disliked the practical effect of including PR in our 
church’s “Official Statement.” With a religious exemption ruled out—often be-
cause their employer or their government had located the Immunization state-

17. With the exception of ginning up support for a YouTube channel or a podcast. Sadly, there seems to be 
a booming market for “clickbait indignation” aimed at every mistake (real or imagined) of the church.
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ment and/or the Reaffirmation Statement of 2021—they faced the loss of their 
job. They didn’t like that. I can’t blame them.

But they chose to accept vaccination rather than risk the loss of employment. 
As a simple risk/benefit analysis, it’s easy to see how they might have come to that 
conclusion. There’s a certain amount of gamble in everything we do, from walking 
down the street to getting on an airplane, so why not play the odds of a hopefully 
rare adverse event as compared to the seeming certainty of losing their job? I un-
derstand. I sympathize. And fortunately, most came through reasonably well.

Those cases where such calculations back-fired are among the most disturb-
ing aspects of the whole venture.  We should—even as a corporate church, I  
would argue—treat them with compassion. We should seek to help them in 
their affliction. Even if the lawyers tell us we must not accept any responsibility 
for urging that which did them harm, we could at least “weep with those who 
weep.”18 Job set a good example in this kind of thing:

I delivered the poor who cried out, the fatherless and the one who had no helper. 
The blessing of a perishing man came upon me, and I caused the widow’s heart to sing 
for joy.… I was eyes to the blind, and I was feet to the lame. I was a father to the poor, 
and I searched out the case that I did not know. I broke the fangs of the wicked, and  
plucked the victim from his teeth.19

In short,  we should be Christians,  and not hide ourselves from our own 
flesh. I believe God would approve.

5. Those who accepted PR
You might think the last scenario is what I mean by this heading, but I have 

a slightly different, more philosophical, kind of acceptance in mind. 
At  the  recent  General  Conference  session,  data  was  shared  showing  that 

nearly one third of Adventist church members hold to a non-Adventist position 
on the state of the dead. That was rightly noted as alarming, especially inasmuch 
as we have been specifically warned that that issue is to play a prominent role in 
closing events. We have been warned, but many haven’t taken warning.

Now, just imagine the percentage of the church that was content to hold to 
a non-Adventist—in reality,  a  non-Protestant—position on Inspiration.  Let’s 
make a  mental  adjustment,  and toss  out the admittedly large percentage of 
church membership that was insufficiently engaged to even be aware of the 
faulty statement. I don’t know how many that leaves, but just try to do a hip-
shot projection of the percentage that knew of the statement, and thought it 

18. Romans 12:15
19. Job 29:12–17
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was fine. Those are the ones who genuinely accepted the PR argument that the 
committee deliberately edited out, and that Elder Wilson was pleading with the 
church to never repeat again.

What is revealed here? What can we learn?
The most obvious lesson is that complacency is dangerous. While no one 

wants  a  church in which every sermon or article  is  relentlessly  scoured for 
something that can be construed as error, surely we can see reason to wake up 
and recognize that we are in the middle of a war zone.

4. Those who defended PR
It’s very common that, when you feel attacked, you seek to defend yourself.  

This is true on an institutional or corporate basis as well. And so, when people  
started complaining about the Immunization statement, when they said they 
rejected it  outright,  it  was natural that those with a sense of loyalty to the 
church switched to defensive mode. That’s good… sort of.

We want a loyal church. We want the sense that if someone attacks us, our 
brothers and sisters will have our backs. That much is good. What isn’t good, is  
defending something you don’t know doesn’t deserve defending!

Perhaps the most unfortunate aspect of this defensiveness was the tendency 
to “tune out” anything that sounded like criticism. Elder Wilson spoke of this 
in his talk on July 3:

We attempted to try to answer some of those questions back in 2022. In fact, ques-
tions and answers were provided, et cetera, for people. Unfortunately, people like to 
twist and misuse anything you say. In fact, it might even happen with what I’m saying 
now. So, we stopped trying to explain.

That “we” there, it seems, included many, many people in denominational 
administration. Those who were, in fact, arguing for the concept the “Official 
Statement”  was  meant to  express,  were  left many times  feeling  like  no one 
would listen to them. There were occasions when church employees were di-
rected not to cooperate in any way with those who objected to the statement as 
it was published to the world. Legitimate defensiveness had crossed the line to 
the point that so little hearing was given to the concerns, that denominational 
leaders failed to understand the mix up on their own website.

Something was clearly out of hand. Of course, if the ones objecting to PR had 
known that the committee who had approved the statement actually agreed with 
them, they could have said, “Hey! Your website is messed up! You don’t even be-
lieve what it says! That’s what we want to talk with you about!” But, perhaps, 
God had His hand over that mistake, so that something could be revealed.
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In this case, I’d say that the revelation likely had a lot to do with blindly as -
suming we as a church always have our ducks in a row. And, add to that, a les-
son in patiently listening. There’s a place for it. In fact, in my humble opinion, 
the failure to remain open to discussion was the single most regrettable mistake 
of the whole episode.

Fortunately, the principle of the foot washing service can fit into larger vistas 
than one-on-one. Humility, repentance, confession, and restoration are realities in 
the Christian life! There is guilt and need enough all around, I suspect, such that 
we have the makings of a “What Might Have Been” moment,20 if we care to take ad-
vantage of the opportunity. Who, I wonder, will take the lead in such a movement?

3. Those who published PR
Under this heading I would include people much like the previous group, but 

I’m specifically thinking of those who were content to echo and amplify the mes-
sage of the faulty “preliminary” version. Something approaching “countless” Ad-
ventist websites and publications copied the unintended “Official Statement,” I 
suppose without ever thinking, “Hmm… how does that fit with Sola Scriptura?”

I wouldn’t accuse them of intentional heresy, but the case for negligent mis-
leading is strong. What strange blindness could overshadow so many editors, 
conference officers, web managers, article authors, ministry heads, and pretty 
much every other known position in the Adventist church, that so few would 
take the time to critically read what they so readily quoted? Or was it reluc-
tance to speak, rather than blindness of mind? Either is a very real concern in 
the circle of Adventist “leading lights.”

2. Those who deleted PR
The “approved” version of the Immunization statement came with two dif-

ferent attributions (and two different dates, though I suspect that was an irrel -
evant clerical issue). From August 2016, until February 2020, the Health Min-
istries website read: “This guideline was reviewed and approved April 13, 2015, 
by the General Conference of Seventh-day Adventist Public and Official State-
ments Committee.”21

20. The reference is to an account Ellen White wrote out in Testimonies, vol. 8, starting on page 104. A video 
presentation based on that passage was prepared by the church some years ago. You may find it at 
https://youtu.be/G9FhqIOVv3E 

21. ‌https://web.archive.org/web/20150816074559/http://healthministries.com/articles/church-health-
guidelines/immunization-guidelines 

https://youtu.be/G9FhqIOVv3E
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When the statement reappeared July 4, 2025, on the GC.Adventist website,  
the attribution read: “This statement was voted by the General Conference of 
Seventh-day Adventists Administrative Committee in Silver Spring, Maryland, 
April 15, 2015.”22

I haven’t made any special effort to determine if the two committees are in 
fact one and the same, but I suspect they are. Nor have I gone looking to deter-
mine exactly who sat on the committee that day. In any case, this is the group 
to whom the honor of “getting it right” goes. They’re the ones who took PR 
back down to its proper place. Kudos to them!

But what might this  whole mystery of  the hidden mistake reveal  to this 
group? Maybe something like, “Follow through is important, too.” It shouldn’t 
be  a  common  occurrence,  but  just  because  you’ve  deliberated  and  voted, 
doesn’t mean the conclusion of your work is going to be handled properly. Mis-
takes happen. So if it’s worth fussing out the details on statements of belief, you 
might want to follow through and keep track of it all down the road.

If that had been done by just one committee member… but, perhaps God 
had His hand over the mistake. I wouldn’t fault anyone here. They did their 
part, and somehow something slipped up down the line. But what can it hurt 
to follow through? Maybe we could call it a “Pro Tip,” I guess, even though I’m  
not a pro.

1. Those who included PR
The very first time the “preliminary” statement was published to the world, 

it carried the attribution: “This guideline has been reviewed by the Ellen G. 
White Estate, Biblical Research Institute, and the General Conference Office 
of General Council.”23

This list is of interest since it seems to be quite a different group than pro-
duced the “approved” version. As much as I dislike the inclusion of PR in this 
version of the statement, I have to admit that I know so little of the circum-
stances of its origin that I see no value in casting blame on this group.

If it were the case that these three entities were well represented, and had 
lots of time to work on the statement, let’s just say that I would be seriously  
disappointed in the product of their effort. But I don’t know that to be the 
case. Maybe the initial statement was scribbled down by a summer intern, who 

22. ‌https://web.archive.org/web/20250704183936/https://gc.adventist.org/official-statements/
immunization/ 

23. ‌https://web.archive.org/web/20150304063456/http://healthministries.com/articles/church-health-
guidelines/immunization-guidelines 

https://web.archive.org/web/20250704183936/https://gc.adventist.org/official-statements/immunization/
https://web.archive.org/web/20250704183936/https://gc.adventist.org/official-statements/immunization/
https://web.archive.org/web/20150816074559/http://healthministries.com/articles/church-health-guidelines/immunization-guidelines
https://web.archive.org/web/20150816074559/http://healthministries.com/articles/church-health-guidelines/immunization-guidelines
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showed it to a librarian, a preacher, and a lawyer over lunch and then handed it 
off to others to refine. I can hope so, at least.

What’s to be revealed here? I honestly don’t know what to say. I’m not even 
going to try, since there are simply too many possibilities to deal with. I’m ab-
solutely confident that the Lord can reveal whatever He may wish, to those 
who were included in this process.

What can we learn?
Many things, no doubt. But the short list is simple. This is what I would say.  

You might add or subtract a lesson or two. That’s OK.
1. “Let every man be swift to hear, slow to speak, slow to wrath; for the 

wrath of man does not produce the righteousness of God.”24

2. “The discretion of a man makes him slow to anger, and his glory is to 
overlook a transgression.”25

3. “Test all things; hold fast what is good.”26

4. “These were more fair-minded than those in Thessalonica, in that they 
received the word with all readiness, and searched the Scriptures daily 
to find out whether these things were so.”27

5. “Let us hold fast the confession of our hope without wavering, for He 
who promised is faithful.”28

6. “For a bishop must be blameless,… holding fast the faithful word as he 
has been taught, that he may be able, by sound doctrine, both to ex-
hort and convict those who contradict.”29

7. “Do not  receive  an accusation against  an elder  except  from two or 
three witnesses. Those who are sinning rebuke in the presence of all, 
that the rest also may fear. I charge you before God and the Lord Jesus 
Christ and the elect angels that you observe these things without prej-
udice, doing nothing with partiality.”30

g
24. James 1:19–20
25. Proverbs 19:11
26. 1 Thessalonians 5:21 
27. Acts 17:11
28. Hebrews 10:23
29. Titus 1:7–9
30. 1 Timothy 5:19–21


