
The silent editing of past literature

A couple of weeks ago on the Facebook page ‘Seventh-day Adventism -
Defending  the  Pillars  of  the  Faith’,  I  was  sharply  criticised  for
‘misquoting’  from an article  written by Ekkehardt  Mueller.  This  article
(which was actually a Bible study on the Godhead) was published in the
July 2008 edition of ‘Reflections’. The latter is the monthly newsletter of
the Seventh-day Adventist Biblical Research Institute.

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  I  was  not  misquoting  anyone.  The
allegations, just like the other accusations hurled at me on Facebook
over the past few months, were completely false.

Allow me to explain.

A trinity congress

From May 1st -  May 4th 2008,  a trinity  congress was held in  Sydney
Australia. It was convened because of the continuing challenge, in that
area of the world, of the non-trinitarians to the current trinity theology of
the Seventh-day Adventist Church. It appears the church leadership was
becoming increasingly worried over the influence of the non-trinitarians.
It is, I believe, the same today. They are still very worried.

Many of our leading theologians from around the world were invited to
attend the congress but as it said in the newsletter

“The  congress  was  for  invitees  only  and  limited  to  a  certain
academic level.” (Reflections, Biblical Research Institute Newsletter,
July 2008, page 4, ‘Trinity Congress in the South Pacific Division’).

Contained  in  the  newsletter  were  reports  of  the  congress,  also  the
conclusions drawn at the end of the convention. Needless to say it was
concluded that the Seventh-day Adventist version of the trinity doctrine
was correct. This was hardly surprising.

Included in the newsletter was a Bible study by Ekkehardt Mueller of the
Biblical Research Institute. This study was called ‘Our God’. Mueller was
also then, in July 2008, the outgoing editor  of  the newsletter.  Clinton
Wahlen took his place.



Mueller’s study is also found on the Biblical Research Institute’s website.
It was my quotation from this study (as quoted in the newsletter) that
brought about the sharp criticism on Facebook.

So what had I quoted that was so 'very wrong'? Here it is

“There is only one God (Deut. 6:4), however, Father, Son and Holy
Spirit are all called God (Matthew 27:46, John 20:28: Acts 5:3-4).
Consequently,  we do not worship three Gods, but  one God who
reveals  Himself  in  and  consists  of  three  “persons”.  The  three
persons share one indivisible nature.”(Ekkehardt Mueller, Biblical
Research  Institute,  Reflections  newsletter,  July  2008,  Page  8,
‘Scripture Applied, - A Bible Study’, ‘Our God’)

This is the trinity doctrine. It is that the “one God” consists of the three
divine persons in “one indivisible nature”.

Without this  ”indivisible nature” (one substance) reasoning there would
be  no  such  teaching  as  a  trinity  doctrine.  As  a  result,  this  teaching
forbids any of the three persons becoming separated from each other. It
also forbids any of the three from going out of existence. In other words,
because they constitute the  “one God”, the three persons are deemed
inseparable, also, in their oneness of being, indissoluble. Such is any
version of the trinity doctrine. If it did not say these things, it would not be
a trinity doctrine.

The accusations

In the above quotation I would particularly ask you to note the words
“one indivisible nature”. This is because I was told in no uncertain terms
on Facebook (I shall refer to my accuser as DW)

“May I suggest, Terry Hill, that you are categorically inaccurately in
presenting what Ekkehardt Mueller wrote in the newsletter of July
2008! He NEVER wrote "indivisible"!! You, sir, have added that in.
See below my screenshot of the downloaded copy of the article:”
(DW,  8th February  2017,  Facebook,  ‘Seventh-day  Adventism  –
Defending the Pillars of the Faith)

I did look at it – and what a surprise I received. The word “indivisible”
was not there. Here is a screenshot of the current archived copy of the
newsletter on the BRI website. 
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I must admit that after looking at the screenshot I was astonished. I know
that like everyone else I can make a mistake but it still came as a shock
to me that I had included a word that was not there. I could not imagine
how I did it. The only thing I could think of was that because I know this
“indivisible nature”’ idea is basic trinity theology I had inserted the word
‘indivisible’ by accident. 

Anyway, whatever had happened, in the light of the evidence I could do
nothing else except reply to DW saying

"You  are  perfectly  correct.  Thank  you  for  pointing  that  out.  I
appreciate  it.  I  will  edit  the  quote.  It  does  not  alter  the  overall
premise though - which is that the three are inseparably connected
to each other - which is of course the essence of any trinity doctrine.
As we all know, this is not Scriptural. Thanks again."  (Terry Hill to
DW, Ibid)

A little while later, also after discussion between certain members of the
Facebook page (not including myself), DW added

“My point,  as you can all  see, is that our brother, Terry Hill,  has
been  misleading  and  deceptive  by  adding  the  word  "indivisible"
where E. Mueller never did” (DW, Ibid)

The  word  “misleading” can  be  a  reference  to  something  done
accidentally but the word  “deceptive” has connotations of a deliberate
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act to deceive. Needless to say I did not like what was being implied.

In hindsight, my reply to DW’s remarks was somewhat sharp but under
the circumstances I believe it to be understandable. I replied saying 

“Do you  think  I  was being deceptive  where  I  quoted Mueller  as
saying that the three share “one nature” and that each of the three
is  “inseparably  connected  to  the  other  two”?  If  not,  tell  me
something. Where in Scripture does it say such a thing? If it cannot
be found, is Mueller being deceptive?” (Terry Hill to DW, Ibid)

I also added

“BTW, here is the rub. We have been repeatedly told through the
SOP that if Christ had sinned, which was possible, He would have
lost His eternal existence. In the light of this, would you say that
Mueller was being deceptive?” (Ibid)

As you probably know, the spirit of prophecy is very clear in revealing to
us that in the making of the decision for Christ to become incarnate, a
risk was taken concerning His existence. In other words, in partaking of
humanity, Christ could have sinned. It also means, if He had sinned, that
like Adam He would have forfeited His eternal life. Such was the infinite
risk in the plan of salvation. How can this risk be measured? It cannot be
measured but it does show the depth of love that both the Father and
the Son have for each one of us.

On this score alone we know the trinity doctrine is wrong. The trinity
model of God forbids any of the three persons of the Godhead even
becoming separated from each other let alone any of them losing their
eternal existence. In trinitarianism, the idea that any one of the three can
go out of existence is impossible. This is why we know for certain that
Ellen White was not a trinitarian. Never in her writings did she promote
trinity reasoning but she did say a great deal concerning the risk that
was taken concerning Christ’s existence.

You can read of this here

Ellen G. White - The risk taken concerning Christ’s existence

DW replied by saying

"Terry  Hill  thanks for  editing your  original  comment,  which,  as  it
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reads now, changes your meaning somewhat, and makes it  look
like I was having a go.

I'd prefer to converse with honest individuals, sorry sir" (DW, Ibid)

It appeared to me that DW had an agenda. It also appeared to me that
he was attempting to show that what I had written could not be trusted. I
also concluded he was trying to ‘pick a fight’ but I do not like allowing
myself to be dragged down to this level of communication. This is why
DW’s reply was the last of the conversation between us. I thought it best
not to respond again.

I reasoned instead that what I needed to do (and very quickly) was to
edit the documents on my website that included Mueller’s quote. As you
can imagine, it took me hours to complete the task but I knew I had to do
it.  If  I  hadn’t  then  I  would  be  guilty  of  deliberately  misrepresenting
Mueller.

Another shock

The following day (this  was after  changing the documentation on my
website) I had the strong impression that what I had done was wrong. It
was just as though something inside of me was saying, “check it out”,
“check it out”.

It  was then that  it  suddenly dawned on me that  when I  quoted from
Mueller’s  study,  I  probably  had,  for  future  reference,  saved  the
newsletter to my computer.

I knew it was not on my current computer because the hard drive was
too new. Now and again I  change my hard drives before they break
down (as anything electronic or mechanical will do in time).

I did find the relevant drive. It was the one I had used in 2011. On it I
also found a copy of the original newsletter. The time stamp on the file
was 06:51 3rd May 2011. Here is a snapshot of the section in question
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As you can see, the original newsletter (from which I had quoted) did say
“The  three  persons  share  one  indivisible nature”  (so  I  had  not
misquoted Mueller) but the one in the BRI archives has been edited to
read  “The  three  persons  share  one  nature”.  In  the  current  archived
version, the word ‘indivisible’ has been removed.

Whilst I  was delighted that I  had not misquoted Mueller,  I  was rather
disturbed to find that the newsletter (published almost 9 years previous)
had quite recently been edited. This editing made it look as though the
word ‘indivisible’ had never been there. After all, unless anyone had an
original copy (or a very good memory) then how would a person know?
Anyone looking at the archived copy on the BRI website would think that
this is how it was originally.

As I said, I was rather shocked that the Seventh-day Adventist Church
was now doing this sort of thing. It leads me to wonder how much more
editing has been done to past literature. It also makes me wonder if the
church would do this sort of thing to Ellen White’s writings.

I do not know the exact date when the editing was carried out but what I
do know is that that on the BRI website, the original was there on the 3 rd

May 2011. This was when I had saved the file. This means that it has
been edited since that time.

I  then  thought  about  the  original  study  (‘Our  God’)  by  Mueller.  I
wondered if  that  also had undergone change? Here is a snapshot of
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what is on the BRI website today.

It says exactly the same as the edited newsletter. The word ‘indivisible’
is not there. So what did the study say prior to it being edited? It said
exactly the same as the original newsletter. Here is a snapshot of it.

Just like the original newsletter, the study on the BRI website had once
said, “The three persons share one indivisible nature” but now the word
‘indivisible’ is missing.
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Very interesting is that the date stamp on this particular file is 09:37 18 th

October 2015. I would assume therefore that the editing must have been
done after this date. It is quite possible therefore that this was when the
editing of the newsletter was also carried out (after 18 th October 2015). It
is not too much to imagine that they were both changed at the same
time.

The  removal  of  the  word  ‘indivisible’  is  not  the  only  editing  done  to
Mueller’s study in the newsletter. In the same article it had originally said
(this was under the heading of ‘Results’)

“We do not believe in three Gods but one God in three persons.
These three personalities participate in one substance. In the divine
unity there are three coeternal and coequal persons, who, though
distinct, are the one undivided God.” (Ibid page 9)

This was edited (changed) to read

“We do not believe in three Gods but one God in three persons. In
other words, God has revealed his nature as Trinity, that is, three
coeternal persons, who, though distinct,  constitute the one divine
Trinitarian being.” (Ibid page 9)

Here is the original 

Here is the edited version now on the BRI website
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The wording that has been removed is where it had said that the “three
personalities participate in one substance”, also where it had said that
together they constitute “the one undivided God”. It seems therefore that
the indivisibility (the one substance) of this trinity God has been ‘edited
out’. Has the BRI therefore begun to realise that this trinity reasoning is
wrong? This is something that the non-trinitarians have been saying for
decades.

The following two snapshots show that exactly the same was done to
Mueller’s ‘Our God’ study on the BRI website. The first snapshot is the
original. The second is the edited version
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So as we can see, the Seventh-day Adventist Church today has taken to
obscuring what it once wrote in its denominational publications – and this
is the Biblical Research Institute.

There is one more interesting observation.

I did search the internet looking for ‘original’ copies of the newsletter but
the only success I had was on the Upper Columbia Conference website.
In their archives they did have the original one. It can be found here
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http://www.uccsda.org/files/communications/BRI%20newsltr%20207-
08.pdf

Here are the snapshots of where the alterations have been made. As
can be seen, the wording is as it was originally (prior to it being altered).

I have asked some friends living in various parts of the world to save
copies. It may be that very soon, like the original one on the BRI website,
it will be replaced with the edited version.
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So there we are. At least if nothing else I have cleared my name of the
false  allegations  levelled  at  me.  I  have  now  changed  all  my
documentation  on  my  website  back  to  read  how  it  was  originally.
Admittedly it  took me another few hours to do it  but it  did give me a
certain satisfaction.

The downside of all of this of course is that people like me are accused
of doing things they have not done. This was something that could have
easily been avoided. As it  happened, no serious consequences came
about but It could have turned out differently.

There  is  one  question  though  that  does  remain.  Why  did  someone
deem it necessary to remove the word  “indivisible” (to make it look as
though it was never there) – and why was the “one substance” and “the
undivided God” wording deleted to make it look as though it was never
there?

For  a  long  time  amongst  the  ministry  I  have  insisted  that  the  trinity
doctrine denied the risk taken by Christ in agreeing to become incarnate.
This is my main contention with this teaching. It takes away from Christ
all that He achieved in the incarnation. I could say more.

Was  this  wording  removed  to  make  the  SDA  version  of  the  trinity
doctrine more compatible with the risk belief of the non-trinitarians? Was
it changed to remove the ‘one [indivisible] substance reasoning that is
absolutely necessary for a teaching to have that allows it to be called
trinitarian? One is left  to wonder. What I  do know is that without this
reasoning, that the three divine persons share one indivisible nature (are
of one single substance) and comprise the one undivided God, there is
no such thing as a trinity doctrine. That much really is for sure.

God bless you as you give consideration to these things.

Terry Hill

25th February 2017
Last edited 18th January 2021 

© T. M. Hill 2017 

Website: http://theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk

12

http://theprophetstillspeaks.co.uk/

	 A trinity congress
	 The accusations
	 Another shock
	 The following day (this was after changing the documentation on my website) I had the strong impression that what I had done was wrong. It was just as though something inside of me was saying, “check it out”, “check it out”.

