A Review of

“Life and Death — The Consequences of Adam’s Sin

and Their removal in Christ”
(by Chris Maddocks)

Reviewed by Eric Cave

Editorial Note

In the four months June to September 1999, the “Testimony” magazine published a series of four
articles written by Chris Maddocks entitled “Death and Life — the consequences of Adam’s sin and
their removal in Christ.”

The Reviews by Eric Cave, of which this booklet consists, were first published in the Nazarene
Fellowship Circular Letters, July to November 1999. After publication we had requests to see these
reviews in booklet form especially as the original articles by Chris Maddocks are now available in a
booklet with the changed title :-

“The Defilement of Human Nature
and its Cleansing in Christ.
The Christadelphian Position Vindicated.”

We leave readers to judge for themselves whether or not the Christadelphian position has
been vindicated - yet again!

Preface

It is often overlooked that the first century preaching of the gospel was accomplished before any
creeds or statements of faith existed. Even the New Testament was not completed until circa AD 96,
long after the apostles had “turned the World upside down.”

Perhaps it is no coincidence that when John Thomas resuscitated so much of ‘true’ Christianity
last century, sadly with one conspicuous blunder which led to many minor contradictions, he never
envisaged the formation of an organization of his followers such as we see today. His successor
Robert Roberts, wrote in “The Christadelphian” shortly before his own death:

“Our present system (democracy) was disapproved of by John Thomas... | erred from too great
confidence in human nature on the side of too great conformity to the republican spirit of the age.
Experience has proved John Thomas right in the matter, and my own views crude and unsuitable.
An electoral system that reduces our ecclesias, as it does, to the level of a political constituency or a
money club, ought to be modified in harmony with the divine model of the first century as far as we
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can.

But it was too late, the original Christadelphian organism had degenerated to an organization
which had already developed a life of its own requiring the rules and regulations specifying what its
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members should believe and teach. In response to his first English tour John Thomas published
“Elpis Israel” in 1850, he died in 1871. Robert Roberts took charge and formulated the rules.
Misunderstanding and ignoring inconvenient Scripture he became obsessed with the doctor’s error
that all men, including Jesus, must be unclean because they are born of women, and that common or
natural death is the reward of sinning.

Believing himself to be the only man capable of understanding the Word he reverted to the
Platonic theory of Christendom that subsequent to the Edenic transgression we all inherit ‘Original
Sin’ (Compare what is now clause 5 of the B.A.S.F. with article 9 of the 39 articles of the Anglican
communion) and decided that because God had given Adam a law which forbad the man to eat of the
tree of knowledge of good and evil, then:

“Adam broke this law, and was adjudged unworthy of immortality and sentenced to return to the
ground from which he was taken - a sentence which defiled and became a physical law of his being
and was transmitted to all his posterity” (Clause 5, B.A.S.F.).

This definition clearly implies that because Adam sinned, whilst in his ‘very good’ nature, then
God planted in his flesh a ‘bias to sin” which made him (and us) ‘very bad.” And so he was made to
sin further and was punished for breaking a law which God had made impossible to keep, i.e. a
‘devil’ implanted in us prompts us to sin - according to Robert Roberts.

The results were predictable; the meetings split and many drifted back to their former churches
and chapels dismayed at the contentious and divided state of Christadelphia. But the organization
grew and prospered believing that the pronouncements of Robert Roberts accorded with Scripture,
despite the (still) persistent draining away of those who applied the Berean techniques to the so-
called “Truth literature and pronouncements.” Ask any ‘establishment’ brother why God should
WANT to implant a bias to sin in human flesh, when Adam could quite competently sin whilst in his
“very good” nature? You will be ignored, or referred to the works of the ‘pioneers,” but you will
never get an intelligent answer. Yet the truth about the sacrifice of Jesus Christ is at the heart of the
Gospel and until Christadelphians abandon ‘sinful flesh’ and ‘the condemned line of Abraham and
David’ they can never hope to understand the Atonement.

Eric Cave
(March 2000)

Reply to Christ Maddocks article entitled

“Death and Life - the Consequences of Adam’s Sin
and their Removal in Christ”

I have rarely read such a farrago of unwarranted generalizations than those that appear in “The
Testimony” article for June 1999 under the above heading.

Chris Maddocks begins with what he terms “the culmination of 6000 years of man’s rebellion
against God” when the truth is that as the majority of mankind throughout history have been ignorant
of the God of the Bible, they can hardly be said to have rebelled against Him. And of those men and
that nation to whom God revealed Himself there were many, even at times the whole nation who
obeyed their God and sought to do His will. Ezekiel in his 18th chapter makes it clear that God does
not impute to the children the sins of their fathers. But regrettably Chris Maddocks does not seem
able to distinguish the different ways in which the Bible uses the word “Sin” and chooses to believe
in a man-made so called “Statement of faith” rather than the true teaching in the Word of God.
When Adam sinned he placed himself in the position of a servant of Sin, King Sin, the devil, for “his
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servants ye are to whom ye yield yourselves servants to obey.” He forsook his position as a child of
God and became a bond slave to ‘Sin’, an abstract conception and not a real entity, as was his
Creator. But being a bond slave he and all his possessions, including his children and their progeny
belonged to their new master ‘king sin’. This was their legal situation for which their only wages
were ‘death’ another word which Chris Maddocks misunderstands, blinkered as he is by his faulty
Statement of Faith and its assumption that because Adam in his “very good” nature chose to sin, then
God implanted into his ‘flesh’ a principle which would cause Adam and all his progeny to do the
same and continue to sin.

He quotes Paul in Romans 8:22 “For we know that the whole creation groaneth and travaileth in
pain together until now” apparently ignorant of the way in which the words “creation” or “creature”
are used elsewhere by the apostle, when in 2 Corinthians 5:17, Galatians 6:15, Colossians 15:23, the
Greek ‘ktisis’ can only mean ‘mankind’ as it also does in Mark 16:15. To conclude that in Romans it
is used to denote all living creatures when the word is not so used elsewhere is an unwarranted
generalization and certainly the saints in Rome, whether true or false, were far from groaning and
travailing, the record shows that the false brethren were enthusiastically feasting with the licentious
Romans and the true saints rejoicing in their new found salvation, even those who suffered for
Christ’s sake “counted it all joy,” so where was the groaning and travailing except in the minds of the
few righteous who like Lot vexed their righteous souls at the deeds of their neighbours?

Chris Maddocks claims in this first section that:

“the consequences of Adam’s offence affected the whole of creation, not just man, for we read
cursed is the ground for thy sake... thorns and thistles shall it bring forth...”

If that generalization were true, how is it that the spies needed two men and a pole to carry one
bunch of grapes from the land? Or why does Joel speak of the land being as the garden of Eden
before the invader? Or why does God speak of the land as a land of milk and honey wherein the
people would be blessed with the fruits of the womb and with corn and oil and wine? Or Jesus of the
land of a certain rich man bringing forth plentifully? Common sense requires that just as those
thorns and thistle would cause Adam to perspire and just as the land would fail to yield her increase
to Cain, then those punishments for sin were personal to the ones who sinned and not universal as
Chris Maddocks assumes. Did not God say in Genesis 8:21 that He would never again curse the
ground for man’s sake? Even sillier is Chris Maddocks’ assumption that all the animals were cursed.
If that generalization were true then God rewarded Job with a heap of curses when he gave him
14,000 sheep, 6,000 camels, 1,000 yoke of oxen and 1,000 she asses. When the angels declared that
“the man is become as one of us to know good and evil” Chris Maddocks must read it as “the man is
become as one of us to know evil.”

Sadly such conclusions are only what we might expect to receive from a writer who has
enthusiastically embraced the old Platonic ties concerning mankind, those notions of “original sin”
so assiduously taught by Augustine when in the 3™ century he “married Christianity with Paganism”
and fully accepted by the Roman church and all her harlot daughters - a lie firmly rejected by John
Thomas and even by Robert Roberts himself until after the death of the former he performed his
doctrinal somersault and cunningly introduced it as Clause 5 of his unnecessary Statement of Faith.

To continue with Chris Maddocks’ second section headed “Adam Before The Fall” extending
his assertions that Adam’s transgression had a profound effect on all creation and that a process of
decay hitherto unknown began to bring ‘death’ as its end product. Elsewhere Chris Maddocks quotes
from an article written by John Thomas in 1855 on the subject, which he must have read without
understanding the opening premise of its author which reads:-



“Moses tells us that when the terrestrial system was completed on the sixth day, that God
reviewed all that he had made, and pronounced it ‘very good.” But in what sense was it ‘very
good’? In an animal and physical sense; for it was a natural and animal system, not a spiritual
one. Such a system is essentially one of waste and reproduction and was organized with
reference to what God knew would come to pass.”

This system operated from the very beginning: it was a very good system inasmuch as what John
Thomas terms “waste and reproduction” provided the essential food for all those living creatures
classified as omnivores and carnivores and without which the balances of creation could not have
been maintained and without which many species of life could not have obeyed that first
commandment to “be fruitful and multiply.” And there is no hint in the Bible that it was not “up and
running before Adam sinned.” Only the tunnel vision of those who have been deceived by Clause 5
requires a rejection of that simple truth.

It is in this section that Chris Maddocks quotes from Elpis Israel and the strange conclusion of
John Thomas that God created Adam with a “very good” nature which was capable of death and
capable of endless life which could “merge into mortality or by a physical change be clothed with
immortality - apparently because he thought that Adam was in an “intermediary state” (C. Maddocks
words) which scarcely agrees with what he wrote in 1855 that Adam was created as part of a “natural
and animal system” unless at that earlier time the doctor believed that the animals were also in that
state of limbo. How much simpler to believe what the editor of the Christadelphian wrote in March
1969 in his editorial when he quotes from the more mature writings of John Thomas in Eureka where
he says:

“Seeing that man had become a transgressor of the divine law, there was no need for a
miracle for the infliction of death. All that was necessary was to prevent him eating of the Tree
of Lives, and to leave his flesh and blood nature to the operation of the laws peculiar to it.”
(L.G.Sargent).

As the editor points out the important facts to be gleaned are that —

“there was no need of a miraculous change to bring death, the man had merely to be left to
the working of his animal nature.”

It was of that physical animal nature that John Thomas had said in Elpis Israel that “Death and
corruption then, with reproduction... is the fundamental law of the physical system of the Six Days.”

If then Adam’s natural physical body was subject to death and corruption then stripped of the
rhetoric all that John Thomas is telling us is that Adam’s nature is just the same as ours. There was
no miraculous change from an imaginary intermediate limbo to that mortal state common to every
creature. But of course if one is obsessed with the idea that ‘‘very good” means “not subject to
death” and that after his transgression God miraculously implanted corruptibility and a bias to sin
within Adam and ensured that was genetically transmissible forever, then there are problems which
only the Word of God rightly divided can solve. Sadly Chris Maddocks suffers from the delusion
that as he reveals in this section it is the B.A.S.F. which must be upheld rather than the Scripture,
hence the “What if” suppositions in the remainder of this section.

Under “Mental Change” C, Maddocks says we need

“to reflect upon the changed circumstances brought about by sin” and claims that this
consisted of



“looking upon each others nakedness in a carnal way” having previously

“only fulfilled their desires in legitimate ways”! and “consequent to eating of the tree of
the knowledge of good and evil they had the capacity to satisfy their lusts unlawfully and this
they duly did.”

When? And where is it recorded? This is purely the imagination of Chris Maddocks’ mind.
And again,

“Having embraced the mind of the serpent they naturally sought out that which was evil”!

Absolute rubbish unknown to the Word of God- When did Adam sin again? The Bible is silent.
Did he teach Abel to sin? Was not the serpent also created “very good”? When has nakedness
between husband and wife been evil? Were they not created to be fruitful and multiply? | suggest
that Chris Maddocks should read Genesis again and retract such nonsense.

This writer claims no infallibility such as Chris Maddocks claims for the B.A.S.F., but would
suggest that the idea of a mental change is foreign to Scripture and that Adam who was not deceived,
would recognize when he realized that Eve had eaten of the forbidden tree that because God had said
“In the day thou eatest thereof thou shall surely die” then Eve was due to die THAT DAY. (Genesis
3:3 proves that Adam had instructed her) and Adam loved his bride, as does Jesus; He therefore
could not bear the thought of being parted from “flesh of his flesh and bone of his bone” and
consequently partook of the fruit also if by any chance his death might substitute for Eve’s. Had God
carried out His law they would both have perished and there would have been no human race to
inhabit the earth, but “Mercy rejoiceth against judgment” (James 2:13) and God accepted the lamb(s)
blood as a substitute for that of the guilty pair.

The next section is headed “Physical Change” and continues the same mentally inept
generalizations as before. Constrained by Robert Roberts doctrine he invents the peculiar theory that
because Adam’s nature was not changed (which is what Clause 5 implies by the supposed
implantation of the sin principle) then it was the “condition” of that nature which must have changed;
a theory which he seeks to justify in this next section.

Chris Maddocks begins this section with the statement that

“Adam’s nature was not changed, the nature was the same, it was the condition of that
nature that altered”

and men seeks to justify his fantasy by quotations from John Thomas and R. Roberts which to
any normal intelligent reader actually do no such thing and confirm that the only change which
occurred was a change in Adam’s relationship with his Creator and even specifically deny any
physical change and | quote: -

“What was the difference between his (Adam’s) position before disobedience and his
position after? Simply this, that in one case he was a living soul or natural body on probation
for immortality; and in the other, he was a living soul or natural body under sentence of death.
He was a living soul or natural body in both cases.”

And then comes the most amazing Alice in Wonderland contention of all, and how it got past the
magazine editor’s scrutiny is inexplicable - | quote:-



“But although there was no new entity infused into the nature of man to make him become
mortal (so what price Clause 5?) there was a distinct physical difference between Adam before
the fall and Adam afterwards. The nature was the same, as Robert Roberts shows, but the
condition of that nature was dramatically changed. If we were to analyse Adam before and after
the fall under a microscope the difference we would see is a principle of decay at work, we
would see cells dying. That is, we would see the inworking of death, a process commenced
because of disobedience.”

How on earth does the mind of Chris Maddocks work? So Adam had no dying cells before he
sinned! So God created him without hair, or finger nails or toe nails or even any outer skin. What a
peculiar creature he must have been, unable to sneeze or moisten his lips, incapable of shedding a
tear, incapable of even movement in case he activated his body fluids. Surely Chris Maddocks
should know that there can be no life without death. To what amazing contradictions can idolatry of
a false thesis take the human brain.

Chris Maddocks final section is headed “Essential Principles” and his first paragraph rightly
declares that “Unless we can understand what it is that we are saved from, we will not understand
how, or why we need salvation.” What a pity he puts his faith in a man made concoction by Robert
Roberts who did so much good and yet so much harm. A man who looked upon himself as the
conscience of the brotherhood; he alone decided what it should believe and anyone who disagreed
was branded as a heretic. Far better to listen to what the apostle Peter had to say, a man divinely
inspired who had the keys of the Kingdom on behalf of his and our Saviour and who clearly states
what we are saved from and how that salvation was accomplished, “Forasmuch as ye know that ye
were not redeemed with corruptible things as silver and gold, from your vain conversation (manner
of life) received by tradition (i.e. handed down) from your fathers, but with the precious blood of
Christ, as of a lamb without blemish and without spot.”

I can only conclude this critique with the prayer that Chris Maddocks should cease to try and
defend the indefensible and read his Bible without the blinkers of those preconceived ideas which
render his writings so puerile.

Eric Cave.

Further to the foregoing commentary Eric Cave wrote the following Review of Chris
Maddocks article and sent it to Tony Benson, Editor of “The Testimony” magazine:-

May | correct some of the inaccuracies and unwarranted generalisations in the article by Chris
Maddocks in the June “Testimony”?

He begins with what he terms the “culmination of 6,000 years of man’s rebellion against God”
when in fact the majority of mankind throughout history have been ignorant of the God of Israel and
therefore can hardly have rebelled against him. And of those men and that nation to whom He
revealed Himself, there have been many, and even the whole nation at times, who obeyed God and
merited the terms righteous, obedient and blameless, as they sought to do His will- Ezekiel in his 18"
chapter makes it plain that God does not impute to the children the sins of their parents.

He appears to have misunderstood Romans 8:22 by making the Greek “ktisis” refer to the whole
natural world which God created, whereas the New Testament always uses it in relation to
‘mankind.” Vine says “It is a significant confirmation of Romans 1:20,21 (“For the invisible things
of him from the creation (ktisis) of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are
made, even his eternal power and Godhead; so that they are without excuse: because that, when they
(the Jews) knew God they glorified him not as God, neither were thankful, but became vain in their
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imagination (Cp. 1 Peter 1:18,19) and their foolish heart was darkened”) that in all nonchristian
literature these words are never used by Greeks to convey the idea of a creator or of a creative act by
any of their gods. The words are confined by them to the acts of human beings.”

This restriction of ‘ktisis’ to those who knew the truth and against whom God reveals His wrath
is well argued in chapter 6 of “Romans in the Light of John’s Gospel.” But C. Maddocks claims that
“the consequences of Adam’s offence affected the whole of creation, not just man, for we read
“cursed is the ground for thy sake... thorns and thistles shall it bring forth.” If that generalization
were to carry such a meaning how is it that the spies needed two men and a pole to carry one hunch
of grapes, or why does God speak of the land as a land of milk and honey wherein die people would
be blessed with the fruits of the womb in man and beast as well as corn, wine and oil? Or Joel say
that the land was as the garden of Eden before the invader? Surely common sense requires that as
the thorns and thistles would cause Adam to perspire and the land fail to yield her increase for Cain,
then those punishments were individual to Adam and to Cain for their sins and not universal as C.
Maddocks imagines. Even stranger is his contention that God cursed all animals because of Adam’s
sin! Did He reward the perfect and upright Job with all those thousands of cursed animals when he
gave him 14,000 sheep, 6,000 camels, 1,000 yoke of oxen and 1,000 she asses? | trow not.

Chris Maddocks is heading in the wrong direction when he declares that following Adam’s sin
“A process of decay hitherto unknown began to bring ‘death’ as its end product.” John Thomas
disagrees and wrote in 1855:-

“Moses tells us that when the terrestrial system was completed on the sixth day, that God
reviewed all that He had made and pronounced it ‘very good,” but in what sense was it ‘very
good’? In a natural and physical sense; for it was an animal and physical system, not a spiritual
one. Such a system is essentially one of waste and reproduction and was organized with
reference to what God knew would come to pass,” (“Herald of the Kingdom” - July 1855).

John Thomas also said;-

“Seeing that man had become a transgressor of divine law there was no need for a miracle
for the infliction of death: all that was necessary was to prevent him eating of the tree of lives
and to leave his flesh and blood nature to the operation of the laws peculiar to it.” (Eureka,
Volume 1, pp 210,211, 1869 Edition).

L.G.Sargent, commenting on this later writing of the doctor said in an editorial,

“There was no need of a miraculous change to bring death: the man had merely to be left to
the working of his animal nature.” (“The Christadelphian” - March 1969).

John Thomas calls the creation of our terrestrial system one of “waste and reproduction” and so
it always has been; far more seeds and eggs and births are produced than are needed to maintain any
species, but it was a ‘very good’ system inasmuch as the surplus production provided the essential
sustenance for the omnivorous and carnivorous species which Job reminds us were created in the
beginning when all the sons of God shouted for joy and which was unquestionably functioning
perfectly before Adam sinned. As the doctor claimed it was part of the fundamental law of the
physical system of the six days.

Chris Maddocks declares that “We need to reflect upon the changed circumstances brought
about by sin” which he declares for Adam and Eve consisted of “looking upon each others nakedness
in a carnal way” having previously “only fulfilled their desires in legitimate ways” and “Consequent



to eating of the tree of knowledge of good and evil they had the capacity to satisfy their lusts
unlawfully and this they duly did.”

But when and where is the evidence for such speculation? C. Maddocks claims that “having
embraced the mind of the serpent they naturally sought out that which was evil” - again no evidence
Is offered. When are we told that Adam continued to sin? Did Adam teach Abel to sin? Was not the
serpent also created “very good”? Since when has nakedness between husband and wife been evil?
How could the only man and woman in the world fulfil their physical desire for each other in “an
illegitimate way”? Scripture tells us that God said IN THE DAY thou eatest of the fruit of the tree of
knowledge of good and evil THOU SHALT SURELY DIE (dying thou shall die) and the use of the
infinitive absolute, the doubling of the Hebrew, confirms the certainty that IN THAT DAY Eve was
worthy of death, yet the only death recorded in Scripture was that of the Sacrificial lamb(s) for
“mercy rejoiceth against judgment” (James 2:13) and God accepted the blood of an innocent animal
as a substitute and temporary covering of their sin; whose skins provided a daily reminder to the
guilty pair that the covering was only temporary and surely Adam, who was “not deceived” yet loved
Eve even as Jesus loved His Bride, and could not bear the thought of being separated from his
helpmeet, bone of his bone and flesh of his flesh therefore took also of the fruit of the tree that he
might share her punishment, whatever it might be. Life without his lovely bride was unbearable.
Had God carried out His law there would have been no human race to inhabit and multiply hence
Adam and Eve were allowed to live out their natural span (930 years) when “mercy rejoiced against
judgment.”

Presumably it was to support his speculations that Chris Maddocks invents the idea that whilst
acknowledging that there was no change in the nature of the man and the woman it was the
“condition” of that animal nature that altered! and claims that

“If we were to analyse Adam before and after the fall under a microscope the difference we
would see is a principle of decay at work. We would see cells dying. That is, we would see the
inworking of death, a process commenced because of disobedience.”

What a peculiar creature God created. A man without hair or nails or outer skin, unable to move
or breathe lest he activate his body liquids, unable to moisten his lips or blink his eye. Surely Chris
Maddocks is aware that even the cells of a foetus in the womb divide and perish and our outer skin,
our epidermis consists of dead cells waiting to be shed as is also the case with hair and nails etc- Was
the editor ‘nodding’ when he allowed such nonsense to be printed in the Testimony?

With love in the Lord Jesus Christ. C.E.Cave.

Tony Benson’s first reply to Eric Cave, dated 30th July 1999:

Thank you for your letter... | think you have raised some significant points regarding what Chris
Maddocks has said, though I don’t think there are any proven inaccuracies in the article that call for
correction. Now that you have rejected part of the Statement of Faith, thereby rendering it necessary
for you to be disfellowshipped, I’'m not in a position to publish a letter from you, especially on
matters relating to the aspect of the Statement of Faith that you no longer accept...

I have not received any other letters about the article. There are three more, the first of which
you’ve probably seen by now. No doubt you will have further points of disagreement as the series
progresses.



At the end of the series | may decide to review some aspects of it in an article, taking into
account the points you made and others received.

May 1 also say that | very much regret that your thinking of the subject has gone along the lines
that it has and hope you will yet reflect farther and withdraw from your present position.

Sincerely your brother in Christ, Tony Benson.

A Review of Chris Maddocks’ second article: -

Thank you for your reply to my criticism of the first article by Chris Maddocks and your
acknowledgement that I have “Raised some significant points which need to be taken into account.”

I trust you will indeed “take these into account” because it is on the basis of false premises that
“the consequences of Adam’s sin affected the whole of creation, and not just man” and that “A
process of decay, hitherto unknown, began to bring death as its end product” that Chris Maddocks
builds all his false conclusions in this second article.

His opening paragraph declares “Adam was formed in a ‘very good’ state (correct) and was
therefore free from any form of defilement (correct) or decay (false).” Decay, or corruption was
fundamental to the animal and natural system which God created as John Thomas and all believers
understood from 1850 until after the death of the doctor (and many continued to believe, and still
do). I quoted Lou Sargent, in March 1969, “There was no need of a miraculous change to bring
death; the man had merely to be left to the working of his animal nature” and (here are many such
admissions in Christadelphian literature.

Chris Maddocks says “We demonstrated that he (Adam) was not created a dying creature” - but
he hasn’t, it is a false supposition. The death that God decreed as the penalty if Adam disobeyed his
law had nothing to do with the common or natural death of all living creatures as the end of their eco
cycle, or as Moses confirms in Numbers 16:29, by visitation of famine, and Ezekiel 14, wild beasts,
sword or pestilence. The death decreed as the penalty for breaking God’s Law was a legal, judicial,
violent taking away of human life as even Robert Roberts subsequently admitted and wrote “It was
typical of a violent manner of death.”

I quote from a former Christadelphian: -

“This is put beyond any question by the rite of clothing the man with the skin of the victim,
signifying that the death of the animal sacrificed was the death from which he had been
delivered. He died in a legal sense when he transgressed the commandment: he was legally
restored to life, after confession and repentance, with the life of the sacrifice. This principle is
defined in connection with the prohibition of eating flesh with the blood. “The life of the flesh is
in the blood; and I have given it to you on the altar to make atonement for your souls: for it is the
blood that maketh an atonement for the soul.”

Thus when Paul says “By man came death” he is speaking in what may be called a doctrinal
sense, of the death that really matters; that sentence which “passes upon” all men when they become
responsible sinners, and which will be executed upon such as remain under condemnation when the
secrets of all hearts shall be revealed in the second death.

That this is correct is proved by the fact that the condemnation can be individually removed or
remitted by faith and obedience - “He that heareth my word, and believeth on him that sent me, hath
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everlasting life, and shall not come into condemnation, but is passed from death unto life”” and Paul
confirms his Lord with “There is therefore NOW no condemnation to them which are in Christ
Jesus.” If the Christadelphian supposition that the condemnation resulting from sin was ‘natural
death” then those “in Christ” are still under condemnation, for they are still corruptible and dying,
and so both Jesus and Paul are contradicted.

If ‘death’ in scripture is always the common or natural death, then Christ’s words are falsified,
because he says that believers have passed from death into life.” This is not ‘prolepsis’ (speaking of
the future as though it were the present). Jesus is speaking of a death-state and a life-state which
exists independently of our physical life or death.

Paul says “Death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned.” His use of the words “passed
upon” implies that he is dealing with something in the nature of a law or of a sentence. Our natural
death, what Moses calls the common death of all men, is not a sentence or a law passed upon us - we
are corruptible and dying because we were so created as John Thomas declared (but which Chris
Maddocks and the Statement of Faith deny).

“The wages of sin is death.” If this does indeed mean natural death, then God is unjust, because
those wages are paid to good and bad alike, saints and sinners. Furthermore an additional payment is
required of the wicked - “the second death.” Even human law does not punish a man twice for the
same crime. Is God less just?”

I find it astonishing that Chris Maddocks is allowed three pages of the Testimony to prove that
God does not mean what He has plainly said in Genesis. ‘“Nowhere in scripture” says Chris
Maddocks ““are we told that Adam actually ate of the tree of life.” Neither are we told that he didn’t
and the Hebrew “Eating thou shalt eat” carries the same certainty as “dying thou shalt die” as John
Adey in his analysis of Genesis 3:22 published in the “New Bible Student,” Sept/Nov- 1998, and
Alan and Margaret Fowler in “Exploring Bible Language” have declared. The use of the infinitive
absolute in Genesis 2:16 implies ‘surely,” ‘without doubt,” ‘certainly’ just as it does in 2:17.

Chris Maddocks says “The tree of life was not formed for Adam to feed upon either” - so why
didn’t God put a prohibition upon it? How does he know it was not for eating? Chris Maddocks
says “God allowed Adam to eat of any food bearing tree, but this did not include the tree of life or
the Tree of knowledge of good and evil” - so why did God thrust out the man from the garden lest he
eat of it? Why does Chris Maddocks himself say in the next column “had Adam overcome he also
would have been permitted to eat from the tree as a reward for his faithfulness”? Why does Chris
Maddocks go to such wresting of the Word to defend the indefensible when clearly the tree of life
was on ‘open access and its existence the only intimation we have of the means by which God
maintained Adam and Eve as mature non ageing mortals to fulfil the express command to dress and
till the garden?

God had said “IN THE DAY thou eatest of it (the tree of knowledge of good and evil) dying
thou shalt die” - Oh no, says C. Maddocks, God meant to say “After 930 years thou shalt die” - all
because he fails to understand, or refuses to accept that John Thomas was wrong in supposing that
eating of the tree of life would confer immortality.

What sort of exposition is it that adds to scripture and claims that Adam was not permitted to eat
of the tree of life when God had said “Of every tree of the garden thou mayest freely eat” (Except the
one forbidden tree)?

| await with sadness the next episode in this series. Eric Cave.
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Tony Benson’s second letter to Eric Cave, dated 17" August 1999:-

Dear Brother Eric, Thank you for your letter (30" July), not received until 14" (August). | have
still received no communication on the series except yours.

You have a long quotation in it from an unidentified ‘former Christadelphian’ but you do not say
whether he wrote it when he was a Christadelphian or after he ceased to be one. Nor is the source of
the quotation identified.

If you look at my previous letter again, you will see that | did not make the statement which you
quote me in your latest letter as making. | hope you will be more careful in future.

Your letter contains a brief quote from Robert Roberts for which no source is given. Unless this
can be considered in the context in which it was made it is not very useful,

1 will add your letter to the previous one and consider them again when the series is ended.

Your sincerely in Christ Jesus; Tony (Benson)

Eric Cave to Tony Benson, 3rd September 1999:-

I am a little puzzled at the statement in your acknowledgement of my protest against the second
article by C.M.Maddocks where you say that | have misquoted your comments in your previous
communication of July 27"

You said in that letter “I think you have raised some significant points regarding what C.
Maddocks has said” and in the third paragraph of that letter you say “At the end of the series I may
decide to review some aspects of it in an article taking into account the points you made, and others
received” (my underlining).

My response was to refer to your acknowledgement that “I have raised some significant points
which need to be taken into account” which would have been better put as “which may be taken into
account” for which slightly pedantic error 1 apologize, and to repeat the object of the paragraph that |
hope you will take my significant points into account. As far as the quotation from Robert Roberts is
concerned | think it was during his debate with J.J.Andrew but will try and confirm. However
Brother Fry in “Echoes of Past Controversies” certainly said the same thing.

Herewith my protests against the third article by Chris Maddocks.

With love in Jesus our Redeemer and Saviour. Eric Cave.

Review of Chris Maddocks’ third article: -

So now the secret is out, the mystery has been solved. All is clear. When Paul wrote in Romany
4:15 “Where there is no law there is no transgression” and when he wrote in Romans 5:13 “But sin is
not imputed where there is no law” then he must have been deceiving us because on the authority of
C. Maddocks sin is an inherited factor in all flesh, Paul must have been lying.
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Equally Jesus has deceived us when He said “Except I had come and spoken unto them, they had
not had sin, but now they say, we see; therefore their sin remaineth.” And again, “This is the
condemnation, that light is come into the world and men love darkness rather than light.” If sin is in
the flesh how could Jesus say they would not have had it at all except He had come and spoken to
them? Was Jesus also lying?

What the Bible teaches is that only those who are under the law are scripturally sinners. To
claim as C. Maddocks does that “Just as we inherit death so we inherit sin” is a clear contradiction of
what God is telling us and only if he rids himself of the damnable doctrine of physical condemnation
can he hope to understand the clear and simple doctrine of atonement. If the condemnation is
physical the coming of light into the world could neither add to it nor remove it. But if the
condemnation is as Paul teaches a ‘legal enactment’ by which Adam sold himself and all his progeny
in his loins to the bondage of ‘Sin’ or ‘the Diabolos’ then this legal enactment passed upon, or hangs
over all the human race, but only becomes operative upon those, and only those, amenable to it
because they know of it. Then it opens up a conception of God’s purpose at once meeting the facts
and satisfying the mind.

Paul says “Without the law sin was dead. For I was alive without the law once (before his Bar
mitzvah) but when the commandment came, sin revived and I died (figuratively).” Until Paul had
been baptized into Christ and therefore delivered from the state of bondage under Adam to the state
of freedom in Christ he was not able to declare “There is NOW no condemnation to them which are
in Christ Jesus who walk not after the flesh but after the Spirit.” Now in the year of our Lord AD
33/4 those who had been baptized into the Name of Jesus Christ had that legal condemnation of
bondage to Sin removed and became Christ’s FREE men and women.

| warned in my previous protests where the false premises of C. Maddocks would lead your
readers. Consider some of the confusing contradictory passages in this third instalment:

Page 299 - C. Maddocks says death is the wages of sin and was not therefore inherently in Adam
from creation, and follows it up with the statement that it passed upon all men which does prove it to
be an hereditary condition and concludes his first section with the assertion that the dissolution of our
entire being into dust is the culmination of the “death” (presumably because of sin) we physically
inherit from Adam. Yet as | pointed out in my critique of his first article John Thomas, Robert
Roberts and all Christadelphians preached and understood at least for the first 25 years of their
preaching that mere was no change in the nature of Adam when he sinned.

Under the heading, “The Law of Sin and Death,” C. Maddocks asserts,

“As a consequence of Adam’s offence, all his progeny are born into a state of affairs
whereby it is inevitable that they also become sinners, since they inherit his sinful nature.”

John Thomas knew better and wrote in “The Ambassador,” August 1869, page 216: “Our flesh
is constitutionally no worse than Adam’s flesh before the fall.” Chris Maddocks also states in that
section, “It is a principle of scripture that God rightly requires that all who share Adam’s sinful
nature be condemned to the grave,” but offers no scriptural proof of that silly supposition. Perhaps he
should read 1 Corinthians 15:51 “We shall not all sleep, but we shall all he changed, in a moment, in
the twinkling of an eye, at the last trump; for the trumpet shall sound and the dead shall be raised
incorruptible, and we shall be changed. For this corruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal
must put on immortality... O death, where is thy sting? O grave, where is thy victory?”
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But I have forgotten C. Maddocks knows better than Paul and his oracle has brain washed him to
assert “We have a nature which is physically defiled by sin in the sight of God, a NATURE which is
under condemnation.” Strange that God created that nature and Jesus shared it.

Under the heading, “Defiled by sin” C. Maddocks declares, ‘The truth of the matter is that
wicked works such as those the Lord enumerates come from submitting ourselves to the law of sin,”
which was true enough of our situation as well as Paul’s before he put on Christ and the diabolos fled
from us, but then asserts the weary old lie ‘We have something which the Lord views as
‘uncleanness’ within us, for our flesh is hereditarily defiled.” Obviously for C. Maddocks his
baptism merely released him from the consequences of his own former sins and the sacrifice of
Christ was not as 1 John 2:2 tells us for the sins of the whole world, to release the faithful from the
bondage of slavery to King Sin into which Adam’s transgression caused all in his loins to legally
belong, for his servants ye are to whom ye yield yourselves servants to obey.

Under the heading, “Unclean from Birth”:- The same false premise expresses itself in the silly
conclusion that children are unclean because they have “the law of sin and death within them,” but
fails to explain why Paul could assert in 1 Corinthians 7:14 “The unbelieving wife is sanctified by
the husband: else were your children unclean; but now they are holy,” or even why Peter should say
in Acts 10:28, “God hath shewed me that I should not call any man common or unclean.” Nor does
his quotation from Job help his false doctrine for when Job says “Who can bring a clean thing out of
an unclean? Not one” the Hebrew word so rendered only refers to those ceremonial and temporary
conditions occasioned by issues or contact with unclean animals or food, etc. The uncleanness of
which Job speaks has nothing to do with the moral relationship which transgression of God’s Law
brought about. The poverty of C. Maddocks understanding of the divine word is clearly
demonstrated in this section by his tearing out of context the phrase in the Psalm 58, “The wicked are
estranged from the womb, they go astray as soon as they be born speaking lies” and seeking to claim
as literal that which is to any of normal intelligence a figurative passage. Did C. Maddocks or any
man that ever lived witness a new born babe “speak lies”? Let him read vv 4 and 5 and hang his
head in shame at such misuse of the Spirit Word. How dare he entitle his next section “The power of
the Word” when he so demeans it?

Under the heading, “The Power of The Word”:- More contradictions, more untruths. We now
have serpent minds within us which even the powerful influence of the Scripture to assist us we
cannot overcome! Even Paul was drawn captive by sin, the innate impulses to disobey are too strong
for us; we are without strength to save ourselves from sin! Obviously C. Maddocks has never read
Paul’s testimony that “There is therefore NOW no condemnation to them which are in Christ Jesus,
who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit. For the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus
HATH MADE US FREE FROM THE LAW OF SIN AND DEATH.”

Once again obsession with his oracle requires him to deny the Word and in effect accuse Paul of
lying. And not only Paul but John also in his first epistle asserts that “If we walk in the light (of
God’s revelation)... the blood of Jesus Christ His Son CLEANSETH US FROM ALL SIN” and lest
we should doubt this scriptural Truth applies it to little children, fathers and young men because the
darkness has passed and the true light now shineth. But the power of the Word can have little effect
on those who deny the present tense in which the Apostles write and are required by tradition to push
all the wonder of salvation into the future.

Under the heading, “The Lesson from The Law”:- Here again unsound exposition deriving
from obsession with condemned and unclean flesh and an inability to recognize when the records
must be understood metaphorically leads C. Maddocks to ignore the difference between the two
Hebrew words tahor and Zakah. The one relating to ceremonial uncleanness from which a man was
cleansed at eventide after the appropriate washings or which prevented specified animals from being
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acceptable sacrifices or food, and the other that moral alienation of mind and heart from fleshly as
opposed to spiritual attitudes. But to speak of “the disease of sin” is mere rhetoric when the facts are
so plain- The voluntary offering of the Lamb of God was not for Himself but for us, unlike the High
Priest under the Mosaic Law Jesus needed not to offer for His own sins, for He had none. Were
animals slain under the Law for their own sins? The Mosaic High Priest was not, and had nothing in
common with the Melchizedec priest, Jesus came to redeem His people, not to display the just
reward of sinful flesh. His crucifixion was the greatest offence of wicked men as well as the
supreme act of filial love to redeem Adam and his progeny from the bondage into which Adam had
sold the human race.

Under the heading, “Jesus Christ of our Natures”:- More false premise. The adjective ‘sinful’
nowhere occurs in Romans chapter 8. C. Maddocks is fully aware of the fact that the phrase “God
sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh” should properly be rendered “God sending his
own Son in the likeness of Sin’s flesh (or flesh of sin)” and all expositors have pointed out this error
in the Authorized Version. C. Maddocks quite deliberately seeks to deceive us into believing in
Original Sin rejected by the brotherhood until 1873. Jesus was made of a woman that he might share
our Adamic very good nature and be tempted in all points like His brethren but He Himself was
never ‘in Adam’. God was His Father and no man ever had two fathers. He was never in bondage as
were and mostly still are the children descended from Adam. Had He been so He could never have
been a sacrifice for us. Yet C. Maddocks obsession compels him to write of “the diabolos m Jesus”
which to any sober unbiased reader amounts to blasphemy. How could God be in Jesus reconciling
the world to Himself if the diabolos was in that ‘Holy thing’ born of Mary? Peter says that Jesus has
redeemed us from our vain conversation (manner of life) RECEIVED BY TRADITION FROM
OUR FATHERS (i.e. ‘handed down’ from our fathers) neither we nor our Saviour were born with
any bias or tendency to transgress. We, but not Christ, acquire that tendency by association with the
‘world’ from our environment, and until C. Maddocks and others who follow the platonic lie of
‘sinful flesh’ and reject it, they will continue to deny and distort and twist the Spirit Word and ignore
| Peter 1:18.

Under the heading, “Christ’s overcoming of Sin”:- More confusion. On page 299 C.
Maddocks tells us that the law of sin and death is a principle of moral corruption we have within us.
Now in this section he has decided that it is ‘physical’ and can never be removed until the
transformation of nature at the judgment seat. “O what a tangled web we weave when first we
practice to deceive.” He begins this malodorous muddle with an attempt to explain Hebrews 7:27
which in context reads “For such an high priest became us who is holy, harmless, undefiled, separate
from sinners and made higher than the heavens: who needeth not daily, as those high priests, to offer
up sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for the people’s, for this he did once, when he offered up
himself.”

Only one brainwashed to believe that Jesus was under the control of the ‘diabolos’ could fail to
see that the whole of chapter 7 of Hebrews is contrasting the Melchizedec priesthood of Jesus with
the priesthood under the Mosaic order, and not seeking parallels. But contexts have to be ignored
when seeking to deceive and so Chris Maddocks asserts that Jesus had to offer for His own ‘sin
nature.’

Scripture says:-

1. He died for our sins.

2. He died for our transgressions, our iniquities.
3. He gave His life for the sheep.

4. He was delivered for our offences.

5. He was sacrificed for us.
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6. He tasted death for every man.
7. He suffered for us, the just for the unjust,

And these are but a few of the testimonies, and neither C. Maddocks nor any man can point to
one verse in Scripture which testifies otherwise. Not one single verse tells us that Jesus Christ died
for Himself or that He was included amongst those for whom He died, or that He Himself needed
redemption, or that He was a constitutional sinner. The very verse preceding the one under
consideration states that Jesus was holy, harmless UNDEFILED and separate from sinners. Daniel
9:26 is conclusive:- “And... Messiah shall he cut off, but not for himself’. To assert, as C.
Maddocks does that Jesus “had the diabolos within himself’ can be nothing less than blasphemy
against the Holy Spirit.

Under the heading, “Our Involvement in Christ’s Victory”:- More lies. C. Maddocks writes,

“The cleansing work of the Lord Jesus was enacted under the Law by a sinner who did need
a sacrifice for transgression. How appropriate then in the shadowy representation of the Law,
for the sinner to be cleansed for his own sin first, in order that he might then fulfil his office for
the people.”

How can “The Testimony” print such blasphemy? When did Jesus ever transgress? When did
He ever sin? How can a sinless man be a sinner? How can one of whom the chapter itself records as
being separate from sinners yet be numbered amongst sinners? Even under the Mosaic priesthood an
unclean sacrifice was rejected. The writer to the Hebrews says the High Priests of that Law had
infirmity, but the word of the oath, which was since the Law, maketh the Son who is consecrated for
evermore. What a mockery of the holy child of Mary undefiled and separate from sinners is now
identified as a ‘sinner.” Abraham Lincoln once said “You can fool all of the people some of the time,
and some of the people all of the time, but you cannot fool all of the people all of the time.” Sadly
Chris Maddocks has fooled even himself

| write in sorrow, Eric Cave.

Tony Benson’s third letter to Eric Cave, dated 10" September 1999:-

Dear Brother Eric, Thank you for... the letter commenting on the third of Chris Maddocks’
articles.

Regarding your ‘quotation’ from my earlier letter, you took some actual words from the earlier
part of the letter, added to them an inaccurate summary of what | said in the later part of my letter
and put it all in quotation marks as though it was one continuous quotation from what | actually said.
As you seek to justify this in your letter it follows that | cannot be sure that anything which is
presented by you as a quotation is in fact the actual words of the document quoted.

Shortly after your last letter Brother Maddocks sent me a copy of your comments which
appeared in the Nazarene newsletter about his first article...

I am sending him a copy of your latest letter and will do so with anything you may send on his
fourth and final article.

Your letters remain the only comments received from readers. Whether anything further will he
published, and if so when (we may want to wait and see what the Nazarenes publish in later
newsletters) remains to be decided.
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Sincerely your brother in Christ, Tony Benson.

Review of Chris Maddocks’ fourth article:-

This final letter on the subject of Brother Maddocks deplorable series is written in the spirit of
love for all who have put on Christ in baptism however misguided they may be in their
understanding of the nature of man and of Christ, as welt as in the spirit of Isaiah 58 “Cry aloud and
spare not, lift up thy voice like a trumpet, and shew my people their transgression, and the house of
Jacob their sins.”

Firstly then a quotation from Elpis Israel which you dare not print. Page 115 in earlier editions
and page 128 in my 1973, 14th edition (my underlining):

“The apostle says, “Levi, who receiveth tithes, paid tithes in Abraham.” Upon the same
federal principle all mankind ate of the forbidden fruit, being in the loins of Adam when he
transgressed. This is the only way men by any possibility be guilty of original sin. Because they
sinned in Adam therefore they return to the dust from which Adam came “in whom” (Greek é¢
o), says the apostle, “all sinned” (margin rendering: see comments in Emphatic Diaglott).
Mankind being born of the flesh, and of the will of man, are born into the world under the
constitution of Sin. That is, they are the natural born citizens of Satan’s kingdom... There are
two states or kingdoms in God’s arrangements, which are distinguished by constitution. These
are the Kingdom of Satan, and the Kingdom of God. The citizens of the former are all sinners,
the heirs of the latter are saints. But men are not only MADE or constituted sinners, but they
become sinners even as by actual transgression. Having attained the majority of their nature,
they become accountable and responsible creatures. At this crisis, they may be placed by the
divine arranging in a relation to His Word. It becomes to them a tree of life, inviting them to
take and eat and “live for ever.” If however they prefer to eat of the world’s forbidden fruit, they
come under the sentence of death in their own behalf. They are thus doubly condemned. They
are condemned already to the dust as natural born sinners and secondarily condemned to a
resurrection of judgment for rejecting the gospel of the Kingdom of God: by which they become
obnoxious to the second death. (Note: John Thomas uses the word ‘obnoxious’ in its Victorian
meaning of ‘liable to punishment).”

This extract from the founder of the Christadelphian community is quite contrary (though sadly
mixed up with the doctors misunderstanding of human nature) to what Chris Maddocks would have
us believe. As I have claimed, for the first 25 years of the community both John Thomas and Robert
Roberts believed and taught that the “law of sin and death” was that constitution into which Adam
sold himself and all his progeny by transgression; that state of legal bondage, the “sin of the world”
(1 John 2:2) from which men are unable to escape until the Lamb of God paid the price of the release
of His brother Adam and his progeny from the bondage of King Sin by voluntarily offering Himself
as a substitute. Indeed John Thomas referred to “the death of the substitutional testator” on page 213
of the original edition of Elpis Israel. But after the death of the doctor the text was tampered with
and some miscreant at the Christadelphian Office deleted the words “substitutional testator” and
replaced them with the single word “mediator” and as one observer said in 1957, “It seems likely that
this alteration is of comparatively recent date: it was certainly not made in the doctors lifetime or
with his consent and surely to remove words having a clear and precise meaning and replace them
with another having a different meaning is nothing short of forgery. A footnote in “The Declaration”
referring to the notorious Trinitarian fabrication in 1 John 5 says “It is evidently spurious... but by
whom forged is of no great moment, as its design must be obvious to all”’!
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John Thomas further wrote on page 132 (14th edition):-

“As the constitution of sin hath its roots in the disobedience of the first Adam, so also hath
the constitution of righteousness root in the obedience of the second Adam. Hence the apostle
says, “As through one offence (sentence was pronounced) upon all men unto condemnation; so
also through the righteousness (sentence was pronounced) upon all men (that is Jews and
Gentiles) unto a Justification of life. For as through die disobedience of the one man the many
were constituted sinners; so also through the obedience of the one the many shall be constituted
righteous.” “The two Adams are two federal chiefs, the first being figurative of the second in
these relations. All sinners are in the first Adam: and all the righteous in the second, only on a
different principle. Sinners were in the loins of the first when he transgressed; but not in the
loins of the latter when he was obedient unto death; therefore the flesh profiteth nothing. For
sons of Adam to become Sons of God they must be subjects of an adoption which is only
attainable by some divinely appointed means”

Perhaps Chris Maddocks would like to explain why, if Jesus was under Adamic condemnation,
He would need adoption? Dare he claim that the only begotten Son needed adoption into His
Father’s family?

The “divinely appointed means” ordained for sons of Adam to become Sons of God is of course
by faith. The reward for faith replaced the reward for obedience when God accepted the blood of the
lamb which pointed forward to Christ instead of and as a substitute for the blood of Adam, and
Hebrews 11 lists the various aspects of faith by which righteousness is imputed to those who believe
and obtain a “good report.”

Now let me quote from Robert Roberts’ writing in “The Ambassador” for March 1869:-

“SIN IN THE FLESH”. That phrase is metonymical. It is not the expression of a literal
element, or principle pervading physical organisation. Literally, sin is disobedience, or an act of
rebellion. The impulses which lead to this reside in the flesh, and metonymically came to be
called by the name of the act to which they gave birth. In defining first principles, we must be
accurate in our conceptions. The impulses which lead to this existed in Adam before
transgression as much as they did afterwards, else disobedience would not have occurred.”
“There is no such thing as essential evil or sin.”

Robert Roberts also says on page 85, referring to David Handley, who had applied for baptism
but was deemed deficient in understanding:

“Our friend imagines there was a change in the nature of Adam when he became
disobedient. There is no evidence of this whatsoever, and the presumption and evidence are the
contrary way. There was a change in Adam’s relation to his Maker, but not in the nature of his
organisation.”

That declaration by Robert Roberts exempts the Lamb of God from every curse, every
defamation that Chris Maddocks and Clause 5 have thrown at Him. Jesus was neither sinner, or
possessed by a diabolos. His flesh was as clean as Adam’s before his transgression and as the flesh
of every babe born in the image of ‘elohim.” What tempted Robert Roberts to renounce those
beliefs? What prompted him to accept John Thomas’s false teaching that sin is a synonym for human
nature is to be found in the events of 1873. Having previously had his own house swept and
garnished he went out and returned with the seven devils of the B.A.S.F. since when
Christadelphians have been faced with the impossible problem of reconciling a morally sinless
Saviour with a physically condemned and defiled sacrifice, which could have redeemed no one.
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| find it deplorable that a magazine which purports to exist for the study and defence of Holy
Scripture should be more concerned for the study and defence of the Birmingham Amended
Statement of Faith when it comes to the central facts of salvation. “Come let us reason together saith
YHWH: though your sins be as scarlet they shall be as white as snow; though they be red like
crimson, they shall be as wool.” ‘Not so,” claim the leaders of the Christadelphian community.
‘Truth is to be found in the B.A.S.F., it was all reasoned out for us by our pioneers last century.’

I am eternally grateful to Eric Phipps who first provoked me into checking the brief piece which
you published from me in the February 1997 Testimony and which resulted in the publishing of “The
Divine Plan - re-appraisal of some Christadelphian Traditions” and even to Chris Maddocks whose
delusions prompted the recent despatch of “It shall come to pass in the last days” to warn my friends
of the scriptural consequences to which they are supposedly committed. Although as my
correspondence over the last 12 months has proved, only a tiny minority are aware of that
commitment. Even last month one well known second generation Christadelphian and valued
speaker admitted to me that he had never even possessed a copy of the B.A.S.F. and had no idea
what Clause 5 was about! “Let him that is taught in the word communicate unto him that teacheth in
all good things” (Galatians 6:6), but surely not bad things which demean and dishonour and
denigrate the Author of our salvation, which derive from that false Statement of Faith.

There is much more | would like to say on the subject, but as you intimated in your letter of July
21st “I’'m not in a position to publish a letter from you” on account of my disfellowship so it would
appear to be a waste of time and sadly, leave your readers unaware of the beauty and simplicity of
the Atonement.

With love in Christ Jesus our Lord, Eric Cave.

We now reproduce Tony Benson’s Editorial for June 2000 in which he gives his summing
up in relation to the articles of Chris Maddocks: -

“The Nature of man and the work of Christ - some passages
considered”

In the past year or so the question of the correct interpretation of various passages of Scripture
has cropped up in various items of correspondence received. These are all generally to do with sin,
the nature of man and the work of the Lord Jesus Christ in dealing with sin. Having been caused to
think or rethink the meaning of these passages, | decided to write up my conclusions in the form of
this article. The passages are dealt with in the order of their occurrence in Scripture and not in
relation to any particular piece of correspondence received. | have tried to deal with each one
without any preconceived ideas as to what they mean, considering carefully each verse in its context.

Psalm 58:3. “The wicked are estranged from the womb: they go astray as soon as they are born,
speaking lies.” Is this speaking in general terms of mankind and therefore establishing the general
principle of the innate wickedness of human nature? It appears not, for, “the wicked” here contrasts
with “the righteous” later on in the Psalm (w. 10,11), and consists of David’s enemies. Moreover,
verse 3 is not literally true, for new-born babes cannot speak either truth or lies. It surely refers to
the fact that children brought up in a wicked environment themselves grow up to be wicked;
wickedness comes out in their characters from the earliest age. Nevertheless, although David is not
here making a general point about human nature, his words do support the idea that there is nothing
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good about human nature, otherwise sin would not come out so readily in those brought up in an evil
environment.

Ezekiel 18:4,20 “The soul that sinneth, it shall die.” s this making a general statement about
the human race? It does not appear so, for the following verses speak of one who does right,
concluding with the words, “he is just, he shall surely live” (v.9). Likewise verse 21 says that if the
wicked turns from his evil ways “he shall surely live, he shall not die.” Amongst the Jews there were
those who were wicked in their ways, who would die eternally, and those who sought in faith to do
God’s will who would live eternally. These verses are not parallel to Romans 6:23 (see below).

John 15:22 “If I had not come and spoken unto them, they had not had sin: but now they have
no cloke for their sin”. This verse is quoted to show that only those who have knowledge of God’s
law are sinners. However, it is clearly not talking about this; the Jews to whom Christ referred
certainly would have known the Law of Moses and would have broken it at some stage. The passage
goes on to say; “If [ had not done among them the works which none other man did, they had not had
sin” (v.24).

If the passage is establishing a general principle, then the principle would be that only those who
actually heard Christ speak and saw his miracles are sinners - a conclusion which would mean, for
example, that those who broke the Law in Old Testament times were not sinners. This is clearly
wrong. The passage must be referring to the particular culpability of those who rejected Christ after
hearing his preaching, backed up by miracles.

Romans 4:15 “For the law worketh wrath, but where there is no law, neither is there
transgression” (RV). Again this passage is quoted to show that only those under God’s law are
sinners. However, this verse is not talking about sinning but transgressing, the breaking of the law.
The two are not synonymous; to transgress means to break a commandment which you have
knowledge of, and that is what the Greek word parabasis always means in the New Testament.
Clearly people cannot break a law if there is no law to break.

Romans 5:13 “For until the law sin was in the world: but sin is not imputed when there is no
law.” The second half of this verse is quoted for the same purpose as the two previous quotations,
yet the whole verse proves the opposite, for the first part of the verse shows that sin was in the world
prior to the giving of the Law of Moses.

People sin when their conduct is not in accordance with God’s standards of righteousness,
whether they are aware of these standards or not. However, those who were not under God’s Law did
not sin “after the similitude of Adam’s transgression” (v.14); they were not guilty of breaking laws
that they knew about, in contrast to Adam, who did. The word translated “imputed” in verse 13
means ‘to lay to one’s charge,” and must refer here to responsibility before God at the judgment seat.
Those who live in ignorance of God’s laws are sinners but not transgressors, and are not accountable
to God at the judgment seat.

Romans 5:19 “For as by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by the obedience
of one man shall many be made righteous.” The question here is. What is the significance of the
word ‘made’?

The Greek word translated ‘made’ here is not one of the common words for ‘made.” People are
not literally made sinners by Adam’s disobedience, nor are they literally made righteous by Christ’s
obedience. Those in Christ will ultimately become truly righteous beings, but this is not what the
verse is talking about,
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The word is kathistemi, and it literally means “to place, or set down, permanently.” What the use
of this word seems to indicate is that men and women are set down in a constitution or order of
things in which sin is inevitable. This is primarily because all mankind has a weak, sin-prone nature
inherited from Adam. Also, all have to grow up in an environment that is inherently sinful, in a
world of sin where sin reigns supreme. Jesus, by his perfect obedience unto death, brought into
being a new order of things in which righteousness is possible, because through him there is
forgiveness of sins and the counting of people as righteous through faith.

Romans 6:23 “For the wages of sin is death; but the gift of God is eternal life through Jesus
Christ our Lord.” The question here is, Can the words, “the wages of sin is death” be applied to all
mankind in general, or do they apply only to those who continue in sin after baptism? Are the wages
of sin awarded specifically at the judgment seat to the unworthy, or does the phrase refer to the death
that comes upon all mankind?

There is no doubt that the passage of which this is the conclusion is addressed to believers, who
are being warned that if they continue in their old sinful ways after baptism they will die eternally.
However, the sin of this passage is not solely sin which is committed after coming to a knowledge of
the Truth, for the first verse of the chapter says: “Shall we continue in sin, that grace may abound?”’
‘Sin’ therefore exists prior to baptism; people sin when they do that which is not right before God,
whether they are aware of it or not.

The phrase, “wages of sin,” is of course linked to the idea of being a servant of sin, which occurs
right through Romans 6. Does the idea of being a servant to sin apply only to those who, having
been baptized, live a sinful way of life, or are people the servants of sin before they are baptized?
The latter is the case, for Paul says in verse 6 that at baptism “our old man was crucified with
(Christ), that the body of sin might be done away, that so we should no longer be in bondage to sin”
(RV). Believers were servants of sin before baptism, are released from this at baptism, but if they
continue in a sinful life go back to that bondage. Paul says the same thing in verse 17:

“God be thanked, that ye were the servants of sin, but ye have obeyed from the heart that form of
doctrine which was delivered you.” Believers were the servants of sin before their baptism.

The conclusion is that, since all sinners are the servants of sin, not just those who live sinful
lives after baptism, the phrase “wages of sin” refers to the death that comes upon all men and
women, and not to the additional condemnation placed upon those liable to judgment.

Romans 8:3 “For what the law could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending
His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh.” \What does the
phrase “likeness of sinful flesh” indicate here? Is the word “likeness” included to draw a distinction
between Jesus and ourselves, that he was like us but not the same as us, or is it, there to indicate
similarity between Jesus and ourselves? If it is the former then “likeness” indicates that Jesus, unlike
us, did not sin. If the latter then “likeness” indicates that Jesus inherited the same tendency to sin that
we have (though of course he always resisted it).

Both from the context and Scripture elsewhere, | believe the latter to be the case. In sending His
Son “in the likeness of sinful flesh,” God “condemned sin in the flesh.” Sin had to be condemned in
the place where it takes place, where it is committed, that is, in human flesh, “Sinful flesh,” or “flesh
of sin” as the Greek literally means, therefore refers to human nature in which there is a natural pull
towards sin. This was fully possessed by Jesus, but the pull towards sin was always resisted by him
and so was condemned.
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The same word is used of Jesus in Philippians 2:7, where it says that he was “made in the
likeness of men.” Was Jesus actually man? Certainly he was. Was Jesus “sinful flesh”? Yes, but
not in the sense of being a sinner, only in the sense of having a nature with a natural tendency
towards sin which had to be overcome, and was overcome. Hebrews 2:17 says that Jesus was “in all
things... made like unto his brethren,” and this includes having the nature which we bear, with its pull
towards sin.

Romans 8:19-22 “For the earnest expectation of the creature waiteth for the manifestation of
the sons of God. For the creature was made subject to vanity, not willingly, but by reason of Him
who hath subjected the same in hope, because the creature itself also shall be delivered from the
bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of the children of God. For we know that the whole
creation groaneth and travaileth in pain together until now.” The question here is, is “the creature”
in this passage referring to the whole of the natural creation or just to the new creation in Christ?

The first point to note is that, though the AV has ‘creature’ in verses 19- 21 and ‘creation’ in
verse 22, the Greek word ktisis is used in all cases. The word is used in the New Testament both of
the natural creation in general (MKk. 10:6; 2 Pet. 3:4) and of the new creation of men and women in
Christ, both collectively (Rev- 3:14) and of individuals (2 Cor. 5:17; Gal.6:15). Which meaning
applies in this passage? Both the context and the wording of the passage indicate that Paul is talking
here about the new creation.

The verses preceding the passage are talking about the children of God and in particular their
sufferings (vv. 16-18). The passage we are looking at begins with the word “For” and surely
therefore continues in that theme of the sufferings of the children of God in this present life. The
“creature” or ‘“creation” of these verses is therefore the new creation in Christ.

The wording of these verses is consistent with this. Verse 19 says that the creation “waiteth for
the manifestation of the sons of God.” This is not true of the creation in general or even of mankind
in general. In verse 20 the creation is said to be “subjected” to “vanity” but “in hope.” It is believers
in Christ who live in hope for the future (vv.24,25), not creation as a whole. Verse 21 speaks of the
creation being “delivered from the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of the children of
God.” 1t is only believers in Christ who will be delivered from corruption to glorious liberty,
freedom for ever from the bondage of sin and death.

When we consider verses 22 and 23 together, however, it looks at first sight as though the
apostle is contrasting creation in general, “the whole creation,” with believers in particular. However,
to whom does the phrase “ourselves also, which have the firstfruits of the Spirit” relate? Surely not
to believers as a whole but to the Spirit-guided eldership of the ecclesias in the first century, of which
Paul was part. The phrase “firstfruits of the Spirit’ is the equivalent of “the earnest of the Spirit” in 2
Corinthians 1:22:5:5; that is, the foretaste of “powers of the world to come” (Heb.6;5). Paul is
saying that those who possessed these miraculous powers in the first century, which will be
possessed by all the saints in the Kingdom, still suffered the travail that comes as a result of Adam’s
Sin.

2 Corinthians 5:21 “For He (God) made him (Jesus) to be sin for us, who knew no sin; that we
might be made the righteousness of God in Aim.” In what sense was Jesus “made, -, sin”? Does it
refer to the fact that he had our sin-prone nature, or is there some other explanation?

To say that Jesus was made sin in the sense that he had our sin-prone nature does not seem to
make much sense here. To say that Jesus was “made... sin... who knew no sin” indicates that he
“knew no sin” before being “made... sin.” This would only be true if Jesus existed before his birth
by Mary, which of course he did not. He was first born of our sin-prone nature, then overcame that
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nature, knowing no sin. We have to find an explanation of the verse that involves Jesus first
knowing no sin and then being made sin.

One explanation sometimes given is that the word translated ‘sin’ here (hamartia) can mean ‘sin
offering;’ Jesus, who committed no sin, was made the offering for our sins. Hamartia is the word
used in the Septuagint for ‘sin offering,” and probably carries this meaning in Romans 8:3, where the
phrase “for sin” should probably he rendered “for a sin offering.”

Another explanation is that Jesus was made sin in the sense that he suffered death as though he
were a sinner, whereas he was in fact sinless and did not deserve to die. This balances well with the
rest of the verse, and overcomes the difficulty stated above regarding “sin” meaning “sin-prone
human nature.” First he lived a sinless life, he did not know sin, then he suffered as though he was a
sinner, in order that we, who are sinners might be made (counted or reckoned, as in Romans 4)
righteous. In this interpretation, the verse balances out nicely, though it may seem to be stretching
the meaning of “made... sin.”

Hebrews 2:14 “Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he (Jesus)
also himself likewise took part of the same; that through death he might destroy him that had the
power of death, that is, the devil.” Does “the devil” here represent sin or the Jewish authorities who
were responsible for killing Jesus? The word translated “destroy” here is katargeo, which means
literally ‘to reduce to inactivity,” or, less literally, “to make of none effect.” It can be argued that
Jesus made the role of the Jewish leaders of no effect by his death; but, on the other hand, did the
Jewish authorities have the power of death? The fact that they had to get the Romans to put Jesus to
death shows that they did not.

There has to be a connection between that fact that Jesus was a partaker of our nature, as the first
part of the verse states, and the destroying, or making of none effect, of the devil. If the devil here
represents the Jewish authorities then it is difficult to see what the connection is. (The same point
applies to the orthodox Christian view of the devil as a super-natural evil being). If the devil stands
here for sin, then there is such a connection. Jesus had our nature that he might be “in all points
tempted like as we are,” and that for the first time sin might be defeated in human flesh, and its
power to bring death made of none effect for those who are the “many sons,” Christ’s ‘‘‘brethren”
and “children” of the preceding verses.

Also, if the devil destroyed or brought to nought in verse 14 was the Jewish authorities, how did
this “deliver them who through fear of death were all their lifetime subject to bondage,” as the
following verse says? If, however, the devil of verse 14 was sin in general we can see that bringing
to nought sin does indeed deliver people from bondage and the fear of death.

Hebrews 7:26.27 “For such an high priest became us, who is holy, harmless, undefiled,
separate from sinners, and made higher than the heavens, who needeth not daily, as those high
priests, to offer up sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for the people’s: for this he did once,
when he offered up himself.” 1s there a comparison here between the high priest under the Law, with
Jesus in some sense offering for himself, or is there a contrast here, with Jesus as the sinless one not
needing to offer for himself, only for the people?

The question revolves round what the word “this” in verse 27 refers to; is it the whole of “first
for his own sins, and then for the people’s,” or just “the people’s”? There would seem to be little
point in referring to the high priest offering “first for his own sins” as well as “for the people’s” if
this was not part of the type fulfilled by Jesus. There is clearly a contrast here, but the contrast is
between the high priests under the law offering “daily” and Jesus offering “once,” and between the
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fact of the high priest having to offer separately for himself and for the people whilst Jesus made one
offering, himself.

This view of the verse is consistent with the overall teaching of the epistle, which culminates in
Jesus being “brought again from the dead... through the blood of the everlasting covenant’ (13:20).
Chapter 5 begins;

“For every high priest taken from among men... is compassed with infirmity,” and the point
being made is that this is so that he can “have compassion on the ignorant, and on them that are out
of the way.”

The chapter goes on to say that such a priest “ought, us for the people, so also for himself, to
offer for sins.” Again we ask, is the writer making a comparison between Jesus and the high priests
under the Law, or a contrast? The context shows it is the former, for in the previous chapter Jesus is
presented as being “not an high priest which cannot he touched with the feeling of our infirmities,
but was in all points tempted like as we are, yet without sin” (4:15).

Later in chapter 5 Jesus is spoken of as having prayed earnestly for salvation “out of death” (9
v.7, RV mg.). The conclusion is, again, that Jesus in some sense fulfilled the type by making an
offering for his “sin.” This “sin” was nor, of course, sins which he committed, for there were none,
so it must refer to the infirmity of human nature which he bore, mortality and a capacity for sin.
Scripture presents Jesus as one who bore our nature and needed to be saved from it. He not only had
our mortality but he had also our capacity to respond to temptation by sinning, though he never
actually sinned. Through his life of perfect obedience, culminating in his willing offering of himself
upon the cross, he secured both his own salvation from our nature and also the salvation of his
followers, which Scripture presents as one work. | do not believe that we diminish him by speaking
of him in such terms; rather, we exalt him, for what a wonderful thing it was that one who suffered
all the temptations that we have should triumph over them all under such difficulties, and all so that
we might be saved from the consequences of our sins!

Tony Benson.

In response to the above article, Eric Cave wrote to Tony Benson as follows: -

Dear Brother Tony, | have been asked to comment on your article in the June Testimony under
the heading “The nature of Man and the Work of Christ - Some passages considered.”

May | first say how pleased | am to see that you distance yourself from the objectionable, and in
my view blasphemous views on the nature of Christ, so intimately connected with His work, as
expressed in the series by C. Maddocks last year. Yet at the same time | am bound to say that |
believe your considerations to be more notable for what is omitted than for what you have written.

There are no secrets about the nature of man as God created him. He was “very good,” nor is
there any proof that his progeny are born different from Adam in any way, but as John Thomas
declared, that ‘goodness’ was of an animal and physical nature, for God created him as a terrestrial
and not a celestial creature. There are no other categories of ‘life.” We can choose evil or we can
choose good, we can reject our Creator, or we can obey His laws. If we reject Him and choose evil
we perish. If we obey Him (Biblically expressed as ‘walking in spirit’) then we are promised a
change of nature from terrestrial to celestial in a moment, in the twinkling of an eye, when our Lord
returns. These are the simple scriptural facts about human nature. Sadly Christadelphian eyes have
been shut and ears closed by a Statement of Faith which requires them to understand that their
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Redeemer whilst sinless and undefiled must at the same time be a physically condemned and defiled
sacrifice, aided and abetted by editorial policies which suppress all expression of doubt and refuse to
publish any criticism of their faulty Statement of Faith. You may believe that you have considered
the selected passages of your article “in their context’ but in this writers opinion you have omitted
many other relevant Scriptures which testify that our present sinful characters (not our corruptible
nature) acquired rather than genetically inherited as the Statement of Faith requires. What is the
point of divinely granted freedom of choice, if that freedom is overruled by a genetically implanted
‘physical law in our members,” which causes us to do evil?

You have chosen to begin with Psalm 58:3, “The wicked are estranged from the womb, they go
astray as soon as they be born, speaking Zies” and whilst your facts are correct it is not true that
David’s words support the idea that there is nothing good about human nature. Are the righteous
evil? Sin is matter of choice; it is not inherent within man, although continual yielding to Sin might
make it appear so. But surely the words “as soon as they be born” should suggest what Jesus said
about ‘little children’ namely “suffer little children to come unto me, for of such is the Kingdom of
heaven” yet according to the BASF little children are ‘born sinners.” So who is right? The Scripture,
or the BASF? Why not admit that the truth that the work of Jesus was to redeem mankind from that
“vain conversation received by tradition from our father’s” as expressed in 1 Peter 1:18.

Ezekiel 18:4 “The soul that sinneth it shall die” and verse 20, “The son shall not bear the
iniquity of the father, neither shall the father bear the iniquity of the son.” How many times have we
all heard verse 4 bracketed with “All have sinned and come short of the glory of God” from
Christadelphian platforms? Despite the ambiguity of your comments on these passages in Ezekiel |
am pleased to note that the soul that sins, it shall die, is not a general statement about the human race.
But | have never heard a Christadelphian speaker ask, “Which death does the prophet refer to?”
Never have I heard anyone suggest that it could be the ‘second’ death rather than the common death
of all men clearly defined by Moses in Numbers 16:29.

John 15:22 “If I had not come and spoken unto them they had not had sin:.. If I had not done
among them the works which none other man did, they had not had sin.” You correctly conclude
that the passage is referring to the particular culpability of those who rejected Christ after hearing his
preaching backed up by miracles. But that is only half the story, the complete picture is outlined for
example in Romans 2; the whole of that chapter is relevant and none more so than the verse which
says “For as many as have sinned without law shall also perish without law: and as many as have
sinned in the law shall be judged by the law.” Add to that Galatians 3:22, “The scripture hath
concluded all under sin, that the promise by faith of Jesus Christ might be given to them that believe”
or Romans 11:32, “God hath concluded them all in unbelief that He might have mercy on all.” then
the inevitable conclusion must be that our destiny is in our own hands and we are not constrained by
some implanted ‘bias to sin’ as required by the BASF. God knows those who are His and He is
engaged in taking out of the Gentiles a people for His Name. The Scriptures are provided for that
purpose and those who don’t want to know will be laid like sheep in the grave. These comments
apply also to Romans 4:15 and 5:13.

Romans 5:19 “As by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by the obedience of
one shall many be made righteous.” This passage raises the obvious question in relation to
Christadelphian teaching that God implanted a ‘bias to sin’ within the flesh of mankind subsequent to
Adam’s sin to make us all sinners. So why does not the obedience of one make us all righteous?
You query the significance of the word ‘made’ and claim that kathistemi literally means ‘to place, or
set down permanently’ and that what the word seems to indicate is that men and women are set down
in a constitution or order of things in which sin is inevitable, which cannot be true otherwise Christ
could never have been sinless. Nor is it true that this occurs because mankind has a weak sin-prone
nature inherited from Adam, and has to grow up in an environment inherently sinful. Scripture says,
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“Reject the devil and he will flee from you.” Vine says that the word ‘made’ is used in the same way
as in Acts 2:36 to mean “appoint.” When Adam sinned he yielded himself servant (bond-slave) to
Sin.  He appointed himself and all his subsequent progeny to that condition, a legal technical
situation in which his only wages were ‘death’ and from which there was no escape unless a near
kinsman purchased his freedom by suffering that same judicially inflicted death. The divine plan
involved God concluding all under sin that the promise by faith of Jesus Christ might be given to
THEM THAT BELIEVE.” John tells us that Jesus is the propitiation for our sins and not for ours
only, but also for the sins of the whole world.

Romans 6:23 “For the wages of sin is death, but the gift of God is eternal life through Jesus
Christ our Lord.” The mistake you made here is in printing the word ‘Sin’ with a lower case ‘s’ as if
it were a verb instead of a name personifying the diabolos.

Compare:-

Verse 16, “Know ye not that to whom ye yield yourselves servants to obey his servants ye are to
whom ye obey.”

Verse 20, “For when ye were the servants of Sin ye were free from righteousness.”
Verse 22, “But now being made free from sin (having been purchased [redeemed] by the blood
of Christ) and become servants to God.”

Romans 8:3 Really Tony you know quite well that the phrase “sinful flesh” in this verse is
incorrect. It should be Sin’s flesh, or flesh of Sin, as Brother and Sister Walker were so careful to
point out in “Romans In The Light Of John’s Gospel” and as John Thomas recognized subsequent to
publishing “Elpis Israel,” and both corrected and contradicted in “Eureka.” Nowhere in Scripture are
we told that Jesus inherited a bias to sin, any more than we do. Sin is acquired as we grow up.
Every human child is born as Adam was created “very good” as 1 Peter 1:18 proves, and especially
of believers Paul says “the unbelieving wife is sanctified by the husband, else were your children
unclean, but now are they holy” and Peter says “God hath showed me that I should not call any man
common or unclean.” Why complicate Scripture by assumptions without proof. Of Jesus it was
prophesied “butter and honey shall he eat that he may know to refuse the evil and choose the good.

Romans 8:18-23. If you look more critically at this passage and also at Mark 10:6 and 2 Peter
3:4 you will find that ktisis does not necessarily refer to the whole natural creation. Vine asserts that
“it is a significant confirmation of Romans 1:21 that in all none Christian literature the word is never
used by the Greeks to convey the idea of a creator or of a creative act by any of their gods - the word
is confined by them to the acts of human beings.”

2 Corinthians 5:21. Please consider - the only written Scriptures possessed by the recipients of
this letter would be the LXX where the word harmartia is rendered over 120 times as ‘sin-offering’
as well as ‘sin.” They would therefore understand that Paul was saying “For he hath made him to be
a sin-offering for us, who knew no sin; that we might be made the righteousness of God in him.”

Hebrews 2:14 “Forasmuch then as the children (His brethren, see v 11-13) are partakers of
flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same that through death he might destroy
him that had the power of death, that is, the devil, and deliver them who through fear of death were
all their lifetime subject to bondage (until Christ purchased them with His own blood).” Paul says in
9:26 “but now once in the end of the aonion hath he appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of
himself.” He also says “The law of the spirit of life in Christ Jesus hath made us free from the law of
sin and death.” John confirms with, “The blood of Jesus Christ cleanseth us from ALL SIN” which
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should surely be sufficient to dispense with speculations about Jewish authorities or defeating sin in
human flesh which you have introduced.

Hebrews 7:26,27. O dear! O dear! Having gone so far in admitting the significant points in my
reviews of Chris Maddocks’ work you now revert to tradition and ignore what I wrote about Jesus
having to offer for Himself. The contrast is between the two offerings of the Levitical priesthood
and the one offering of our Saviour, who in any case would not even have been eligible for the office
of Levitical priesthood as He sprang from Judah. It is not between the daily offerings of the Mosaic
priests and the once for all offering of His own body to redeem those who choose to grasp that
salvation. How could Jesus have to offer for Himself when Daniel testifies that His ‘cutting off” was
“not for himself”? There is no verse in Scripture to even suggest that Jesus had to offer for His own
sins. You are illogical in suggesting that because Jesus could be touched with the feelings of OUR
infirmities then He must also have shared our sinful characters. For your suppositions to be
admissible you would need to demonstrate as equation between a Levitical priest and a Melchizedec
priest, which you cannot do.

With love in the Master’s service, Eric (Cave)

We leave the final word to Tony Benson:
Dear Brother Eric, Thank you for your letter of 10" July.

| have read your points carefully in conjunction with my article but nothing in what you say
convinces me that | need to alter what I wrote.

Whilst it is true that | have offered a different interpretation of several verses to that offered by
Brother Maddocks, | have, despite what you say, not distanced myself from his views on the nature
of Christ, nor have | admitted the significant points in your review of his articles. The articles were
published on the basis that they were doctrinally sound and this remains my view.

Sincerely your brother in Christ, Tony Benson.
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