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“It Is Finished” 
 

- Jesus Christ on the Cross. 

 

“Merely Suffering Death” 
 

- John Carter. 

 

The first of the quotations above is taken from the Gospel of John; it was the last utterance of 

our Saviour before He expired, after He had hung for many hours on the Cross enduring a slow and 

agonising death, the horrors of which it is impossible for ordinary people to imagine.  The second 

quotation is taken from the Editorial in “The Christadelphian” for January 1946 (page 9) and is 

applied by its author to the same terrible event; it is repeated on page 10, “Jesus merely suffered 

death,” so that there can be no doubt that this is his appraisal of the Crucifixion. 

 

The avowed purpose of the article in question is to answer certain criticisms we had made of the 

Christadelphian doctrine of the Atonement; we are well content with the way J.Carter succeeds in 

exposing the illogical and unscriptural nature of his own views and emphasising the soundness of the 

arguments advanced by the heretics.  What can he have been thinking about to so belittle the Sacrifice 

of the Saviour and speak of it as “merely the suffering of death”?  One wonders if he had shared the 

vigil in Gethsemane or had been amongst those who stood beneath the Cross he would have dismissed 

it all so lightly.  He reproaches us for what he calls the necessities of a theory; to the present he has 

failed even to come to grips with our theory much less shake it; but what of the theory which betrays 

him into such a tragic disparagement of the most heart-rending event in history?  No part of our 

explanation of the Atonement leads to so shameful a conclusion and the fact that, even indirectly and 

in defence of what some may regard as an advanced point of doctrine, the Editor should so speak of 

Christ’s death is in itself sufficient to condemn his theory. 

 

In answering him and showing where and why he is so far astray, we shall pass over the fact that 

he twice misquotes things we said in our reply to Islip Collyer; but he attributes to us a statement we 

did not make and do not believe, and by quoting the head and tail of several of our sentences and 

omitting the middle part which contained the real point he managed to provide the appearance of a 

defence.  Anyone who cares to read carefully and compare what we actually say with what we are 

represented as saying, will recognize his effort for the sickly apparition it really is. 

 

Both he and Islip Collyer are dismayed at our uncompromising exposure of their confusion on 

the subject of sin and death, but we did at least reproduce each statement correctly and in context; had 

we resorted to J.Carter’s method of picking and piecing we should have expected to be charged with 

dishonesty at least.  Some correspondents have admonished us severely for the sharpness of our 

criticism and no doubt such admonitions are deserved.  We do not offer it as an excuse but it should 

not be overlooked that as a group we have been judged as heretics, excommunicated, and our views 

characterized as fables to be refused: the first time J.Carter favoured us with mention it was as “a 

renegade brother,” whilst the fairness or otherwise of his treatment of our work we leave to the 

judgment of others. 

 

We have no personal feeling whatsoever, but we do not think it right to mince words on such 

vital matters or compromise with error; if we think their arguments are nonsense we think it right to 

say so and give our reasons and we wish they would treat us the same way; we do not appreciate the 

circumlocutory references which characterizes much of their writing. 

 

If we point out that on one page Islip Collyer says one thing and on the next a thing which 

directly contradicts it, it is no answer to make us appear to do the same by omitting the vital part of a 

sentence, and people who have a good case do not need to resort to such practises.  These are not 
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inexperienced men nor are they ignorant of the usages of controversy and however bitterly they may 

resent our teaching they should observe to treat our arguments as fairly as we do theirs.   

 

The issue between ourselves, The Heretics, and those who have excommunicated us, the 

Christadelphians, is concerned with the Sacrifice of Christ and the Nature of Man.  They affirm that 

Christ had to die for the purpose of destroying His sinful flesh.  When we point out that human flesh 

is as God made it and that there does not seem to be much sense in making it sinful and then 

destroying it because it is sinful, and that furthermore Christ’s flesh was not destroyed in any case, 

they raise the cry of “agitating matters which are not according to the Lord's will” (I.C. Page 8).  We 

think he has unintentionally hit the nail on the head here and that these matters are indeed not 

according to the Lord’s will; which seems a good reason for agitating them and getting them put right.  

Is it according to the Lord's will to search out the hidden things of God?  To strive after a more perfect 

understanding of His will, and purpose?  To contend earnestly for the faith delivered unto the saints?  

Or is it the Lord's will to close our minds to reason and scriptural investigation and smite and cast out 

those who refuse to sink into the prevailing lethargy and compromise with error for the sake of 

comfort? 

 

We affirm that on account of their erroneous doctrine of Sin-in-the-flesh they can offer no 

reasonable explanation of why the death of a sinless man was necessary or what it accomplished; we 

also affirm that when that error is renounced the whole question is wonderfully simple and results in a 

different and altogether better and deeper appreciation of the love and mercy of God. 

 

It must be remembered that in “The Christadelphian” of August 1945, Islip Collyer asserted that 

Jesus did not suffer the penalty of sin; that His death was not the payment of a debt and that it was not 

on behalf of others.  The object of J.Carter is to defend and justify these assertions and he attempts to 

do this by showing that Jesus “merely suffered death” whereas if he had borne the penalty of sin He 

ought to have perished.  It is a matter of the utmost simplicity to show where and why he is wrong. 

 

It will be generally agreed that the Bible defines the penalty of sin as death – “The wages of sin 

is death.”  Some people think that when the Bible says death it means transition to another state, either 

of blessedness or misery; others think it means the same as if it said, “The wages of sin is to fall 

asleep and perish.”  Few of those who read this would countenance the first, and recognize it for the 

myth it is, but the second is just as mistaken - the Bible says neither - it simply says that the wages of 

sin is death.  What does it mean? 

 

Suppose we take a man and hang him; he dies or suffers death and we say he is dead.  He 

remains dead - but does his death continue?  No, his death finished as soon as he was dead, and then 

to speak correctly, he ceased to be.  This is a mere A.B.C. to a Christadelphian; so that to speak of 

temporary death and permanent death really is nonsense; death either is or is not; one either dies or 

does not die; anything which happens subsequently is a separate matter entirely.  If then a man is 

hanged, he goes through a process which has a definite end, he suffers death and ceases to exist.  It 

may be objected that his body remains dead and therefore his death is a continuing condition; but the 

dead body is not the man and in a very short time even that, as a result of corruption, will cease to 

exist and will form part of other bodies and things; so we conclude that the person who died remains 

dead but his death or dying finished when life was extinct. 

 

We do not wish to seem to labour a simple point but because of its bearing upon the subject in 

hand, it is important to understand clearly what the terms life and death really convey.  The Apostle 

Peter tells us, “Christ also hath once suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he might bring us to 

God, being put to death in the flesh but quickened in the spirit.”  Now, the simple and obvious 

meaning of this text is that Christ suffered the penalty of sin for us, on our behalf or in our stead.  

J.Carter argues that we cannot accept this meaning, because the penalty of sin is to eternally perish 

and as Christ did not eternally perish but rose again, therefore He did not suffer the penalty of sin.  He 

says “all logic requires that in such a case (Jesus dying instead of Adam. E.B.) he should, by taking 

Adam's place have remained dead.”  This would be perfectly sound logic if his premises were correct; 
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unfortunately for him they are quite wrong and therefore his conclusion is wrong.  As we have already 

shown, the Bible does not say that the wages of sin is to eternally perish or remain dead; it says the 

wages of sin is death and if J. Carter had stuck to that he would not have landed himself in his present 

difficulty.  He tries to make it appear that we are in the same quandary by asserting that we defined 

the penalty Adam incurred as complete and utter destruction.  He is either quite unscrupulous in his 

tactics or a singularly careless reader, for we most certainly never did so define the penalty.  If he will 

refer again to page 9, “Islip Collyer and the Heretics” he will find the words “The Bible knows only 

one penalty for sin - namely death, without degrees or qualification” and again on page 10, “all that is 

necessary is to keep in mind that it is ‘death’ that is the penalty, the actual suffering of death.”  But we 

explained with some care how that the suffering of such a penalty could have different results in the 

cases of Adam and Jesus; this explanation J.Carter omitted and we must confess we find it difficult to 

believe he could have done this if he had been disinterestedly concerned to establish the Truth or even 

to refute our argument by legitimate criticism.  Is he afraid lest if he quoted us fairly his readers might 

perceive the better sense of what he is combating than of his own theory? 

 

We wrote, “If Adam had borne the penalty himself he would have remained dead, he would have 

perished because he was a sinner, whereas Jesus could suffer it for him and not perish, because he 

was a righteous man.  The grave would have held Adam; it could not hold Jesus.”  The italicised 

portions of that sentence J.Carter left out and the result is apparent, if not the motive.  We did not say, 

as he affirms, that the penalty of sin is complete and utter destruction, but that the effect of that 

penalty upon a sinner is complete and utter destruction; which is a different thing entirely. 

 

This does not appear to some of us to be a particularly obscure point; we can see that if death as 

the penalty of sin is inflicted upon a sinner, he perishes, because, having reaped the just reward of his 

deeds God has finished with him.  There is nothing further due to him either of punishment or reward.  

On the other hand, we can understand that a righteous man, whose life is in no way forfeit, could 

suffer the same judicial death and not perish, because God could justly raise him to life again. 

 

This we believe to be the principle on which Jesus suffered death, the just for the unjust, and by 

reason of His having retained by His personal righteousness His right to life, He could endure exactly 

what was due to His brother Adam and yet rise again.*
 see note below. 

 

Let no one be misled by J. Carter’s jibe that Christ, in order to escape the consequences must 

have cheated the Devil; it originates in his own misconception of the Atonement as “merely the 

suffering of death,” whereas His death was in reality the endurance of the most extreme punishment 

that could be inflicted upon the worst sinner.  In truth Jesus escaped none of the consequences of sin 

but bore them all - not for Himself but for us; what He received afterwards, His resurrection and life, 

was not a lessening of the penalty but the reward of His righteousness.  If this seems hard to grasp we 

can only say that obviously a moderate level of intelligence is essential to a comprehension of these 

matters and simplification beyond a certain point is not possible; from experience we can say that so 

far we have not met a case where, given the desire, a little patient thought and explanation could not 

make it clear.  The following illustration should be sufficiently simple for most ordinary people to 

follow. 

 

 
* This answers the objection originally formulated by R.Roberts and repeated by W.F.Barling in the February 

1946 Christadelphian Magazine, page 23, column 1 that, if Jesus died as a substitute He should have remained 

dead, while his suggestion that in such a case the redeemed ought not to die is dealt with in detail in the 

following pages.  It is worth remembering that some of the redeemed will, in fact, not die. 
 

 

We must suppose two men, brothers; one a sinner and the other righteous.  Let both alike be put 

to a slow painful death.  Now we ask, is there any difference between what each suffers so far as 

physical suffering goes?  It is clear there is not.  Now again, when both are dead, is there any 

difference between them?  They are both unconscious, all their thoughts have perished, all their 
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sufferings past.  Let us consider the sinner first.  Can he suffer anything further?  Is the fact that he 

remains dead of any moment to him?  Is the fact that he has perished for ever the cause of any sorrow 

or suffering, either mental or physical?  Of course not.  So that his punishment ceased with the 

cessation of life?  Undoubtedly.  Now let us consider the righteous man.  There was no difference 

between what he suffered and what the sinner suffered up to the point of death.  Now he is dead can 

he suffer anything further?  Is the fact that he is dead of any moment to him?  While he remains dead 

will he ever be conscious of any loss, sorrow or deprivation?  If he remained dead for a day or a 

thousand years or for ever can he suffer anything further after he is dead?   He cannot.  So that 

whatever a sinner can suffer ceases with death and whatever a righteous man can suffer ceases with 

death.  Death as such is alike to both.  Is there any difficulty?  And is there any substance in J.Carter’s 

objection that because Jesus rose He could not have suffered the same penalty as Adam incurred? 

 

Let us return to our illustration and apply it; suppose as a reward for his righteousness, the one 

man is raised; has that in any way altered the fact that the death he suffered was identical in nature 

and extent with what the sinner suffered?  The righteous man has received, not a diminution of what 

he suffered; that is past and can never be altered or undone, but a reward which the sinner is not 

entitled to and does not receive. 

 

Now for the purpose of exhibiting the true parallel, we imagined both the two men being put to 

death; but since only the one was a sinner, only he was justly liable to die; but they both know (we 

will suppose) that if the sinner bears his penalty he will perish.  Can we stretch our imagination far 

enough to conceive of the righteous one - who loved his brother and wished to save him, saying, “If 

only my brother can be spared, in order that the law may be met, I will take his place and bear the 

penalty in his stead -- I shall not perish because I have done nothing worthy of death”?  Is it too great 

a strain to imagine that there could be anyone found thus willing to lay down his life for his friend?  

Does it seem so utterly unthinkable that a just and merciful God should have accepted the loving 

sacrifice of One who was not under condemnation as a means of reconciliation? 

 

Consider how much was involved - not “merely” Adam’s life, but the life of the whole of 

humanity, for had Adam suffered death as a sinner and thus perished, we would have had no existence 

nor hope of life.  In a universe where law, justice and reason, as attributes of the Creator, are supreme, 

how could he be delivered apart from some means of upholding justice? God desired to show mercy 

and love towards mankind, and has done so, but not at the expense of violating the principles of law. 

These two opposing elements are equally met and harmonised in the Sacrifice of Christ.  He was 

God’s own Son and He delighted to do His Father’s Will; that Will was that none should perish, but 

for that it was essential that they should be ransomed from the bondage of sin.  God loved His Son but 

He was willing for Him to suffer innocently the penalty which the guilty had incurred, in order that 

the race might be delivered.  Christ was the willing instrument by which God showed His mercy and 

love in saving humanity and at the same time, by providing and paying the exact equivalent of what 

Adam had forfeited by his sin, a life, both justice and law are upheld. 

 

Before leaving this side of the subject, we must notice a statement of the Editor’s which 

contradicts his own teaching.  On page 10, col. 3, he says, “The death from which Christ rose is the 

death which has come by man.”  We say Amen; but in the previous column he says, “God punished 

Adam with death.”  If the former statement is true, as we believe, then the latter is false.  There is no 

question that Jesus died a violent, unnatural death and this, says J.Carter, is the death which came by 

man. Adam did not die a violent death; but after he had been redeemed by a sacrifice which did die a 

violent death, he lived a normal life.  It is quite easy to confuse natural death with death as a 

punishment for sin but the several considerable objections in Scripture and reason should encourage 

us to discriminate.  J.Carter says God punished Adam with death; if so then natural death is a 

punishment: is it just then that babies should die, who are not sinners, or ignorant people who are not 

under law?  In the same issue Islip Collyer says, “There is no injustice in being born of faulty flesh,” 

it might be so; though it does not seem to us consonant with the wisdom of God that it should be so.  

But there would certainly be injustice if people were punished for that faulty flesh with death, or even 

punished for the faults into which that faulty flesh caused them to fall. 
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If natural death is the death which came by man, why had Jesus in suffering the death that came 

by man (J.C.) to suffer an unnatural violent death?  He seems to entirely overlook the significance of 

bloodshedding and its connection with the death for sin.  At one time R.Roberts saw the point and 

wrote, “Bloodshedding had two significances; the first is that death is the penalty for sin… but it was 

typical of more than death; it was typical of a violent manner of death, for in natural death the blood is 

not shed.”  If Christadelphians had followed where this reasoning led they would not now be 

wandering in the labyrinth of sinful flesh punished by corruption. 

 

The wages of sin is an inflicted death, other than natural, involving bloodshed.  The statement 

“Dying thou shalt die” implies a judicial execution.  Adam was spared this in the mercy of God in 

order that a remnant of the race might be saved by faith, and to this end, the sentence which he 

incurred “passes upon” all men upon the Federal Principle, but it will not become operative until the 

day of judgment.  No man will be punished for Adam’s sin - any more than they will be rewarded for 

Christ’s righteousness, but those who have neglected their opportunity to obtain salvation on God’s 

terms will reap the reward of their deeds, while those who have accepted the principles and provisions 

made for their deliverance will receive the gift of life.  J.Carter seems astonished at our suggestion 

that baptism is a symbolic suffering of the death for sin, which God accepts in lieu of the actual death, 

but we see no other possible meaning in Romans 6:1-11.  He must be hard pressed for an argument 

against us to say we thus make two different penalties. There is truly only one penalty for sin, but 

there is a world of difference between suffering it in reality, as Christ did for us, and passing through 

it in the symbol of baptism, which is all that is required of us.  We are beginning to wonder exactly 

what significance he himself attaches to baptism, if he will not have it that God accepts a symbolic 

death for a real one.  But how can we reconcile what he says at the end of his article, “God invites us 

to identify ourselves with Christ in the symbolic rite of baptism which itself speaks of death”?   

 

We must now proceed to a consideration of the similarly conflicting things he has to say on the 

question of sin.  It will be remembered that officially Christadelphians maintain that human flesh is 

inherently sinful as a result of a supposed implantation of an evil principle after the first transgression 

and that consequently men are physically incapable of obedience.  We think it necessary to pursue this 

question because not only is there no Scripture evidence for any change of nature but also because by 

direct inference and example the Bible teaches that perfect obedience is possible. 

 

We must however keep the issue clear; it is not whether all men and women are sinners, but 

whether the fact of their being sinners is due to their sinful flesh or to some other cause.  According to 

J.Carter human flesh is so weak and sinful that no one has ever kept any of the commandments, he 

says, “In the spirit of Matthew 5:21,28,29 and 1 John 3:15.”  He admits, in parenthesis, and with no 

attempt to explain or harmonize it with his assertion, that Jesus was an exception to this rule and he is 

prepared to admit that in spite of that same weak flesh Jesus kept every commandment in spirit and 

letter.  It is a hard nut which he is willing to swallow uncracked rather than reconsider the question 

whether it is flesh or character which is at fault.  To a simple person, the fact that Jesus was made like 

unto His brethren and tempted in all points as we are, yet without sin, is proof that obedience is 

possible, and in our view this is the truth of the matter.  Still, we have turned up the texts J. Carter 

quotes but have found nothing which supports his contention that no one has ever kept the 

commandments, though even were it a fact it would not prove that flesh is sinful; it would prove that 

men are sinners.  However, to show how ill-founded his argument on Matthew 5 we would just put 

the following questions.  “Has no one ever refrained from being angry with his brother without a 

cause?” “Have there not been lots of people who have not resisted evil?” and on 1 John 3:15, “Have 

there not been those who could say in all sincerity that they have never hated anyone, much less their 

brother?”  We know J.Carter takes a poor view of humanity in general and to some extent we share it, 

but neither Scripture nor commonsense justify such silly sweeping judgments; there have been many - 

and perhaps are still some with whom no fault could be found on these texts. 

 

But if flesh is sinful, the question arises, how did it become so, seeing it was very good when 

God created it.  There has apparently been a radical change in the Christadelphian position in recent 
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years. The Statement of Faith lays it down that an instantaneous change took place and this has been 

variously accounted for by (a) the implantation of a physical law of decay presumably by supernatural 

means, or (b) the poisonous effects of the actual fruit, or (c) the prohibition from the tree of life.  

Today however they incline to favour an explanation on evolutionary lines; Islip Collyer says that 

“human nature is so much the worse for 6000 years of sinning;” while J.Carter asks us have we never 

heard of the biological research of Mendel and his successors.  We called Islip Collyer's bluff with a 

few simple questions, to which he has not replied and we note he is treading very softly now.  We had 

not made any close study of Mendelism but our impression of the conclusions he reached was that 

acquired habits are not transmissible, contrary to what the earlier biologists including Darwin had 

supposed, and a recent enquiry to one in a position to know has confirmed our view.  We are however 

open to learn and we invite J.Carter to quote from the 5 works of Mendel or his successors the facts or 

statements upon which he relies for the assertion that sin or evil habits are inherited upon any 

principle, inevitable or otherwise. We have challenged him before to produce the authority on which 

he has made similar unproved statements, without result, and we do not anticipate hearing any more 

of Mendel; but while these able exponents of Christadelphianism are making up their minds where 

they stand as between the theories of the evolutionists and the original sin doctrine of the Roman 

Catholic Church, we suggest they devote a little time to the elementary problems we propounded in 

our reply to Islip Collyer, commencing at the bottom of page 14, viz. (a) How Adam managed to sin 

without sinful flesh and while still very good, (b) How Christ managed not to sin with this supposed 

sinful flesh, (c) Why Adam's children were some good, some bad, and (d) Why we to-day can still 

choose the good and eschew the evil - or vice-versa. 

 

Islip Collyer is sensible of the difficulty, for he admits that “even in their fallen condition many 

men have been able to lead decent lives,” and he instances one whom David describes as “blameless;” 

he qualifies his admission by adding “for the standards of mortal life.”  What will he say if we give 

him a dozen whom God Himself acquits – and that without any “saving clause” * :- 

 

Abel:                obtained witness that he was righteous (Hebrews 11:4) 

Abraham:        his heart was faithful. (Genesis 18:19) 

Levi:                iniquity was not found in his lips (Malachi 2:6) 

Asa:          his heart was perfect (1 Kings 15:14) 

Job:           perfect and upright (Job 1:1) 

Daniel:      they could not find fault (Daniel 6:4) 

Joseph:      a just man (Matthew 1:19 

Zacharias and Elizabeth:   both righteous before God (Luke 1:6) 

John the Baptist:     a just and holy man (Mark 6:20) 

Nathaniel:   in whom, is no guile (John 1:47) 

Paul:          touching the law. . .blameless (Philippians 3:6) 

 

 
*    A list including more than as many again will be found in “A Review of The Slain Lamb” by 

F.J.Pearce, page 40; a copy can be had free on request. 

 

 

This is a sample of those whom Islip Collyer describes as “degraded beings,” whose heart “is 

deceitful and desperately wicked;” they were “faithful,” “righteous,” “perfect,” “without iniquity,” 

“upright,” “blameless” and so forth.  We should hesitate to contradict Scripture and say that those of 

whom God approves were personally sinners.  What remains then of the argument that the reason 

people are sinners is that their flesh is sinful and they are thus incapable of obedience?  It is exposed 

as completely fallacious from every point of view. 

 

How then are we to account for the fact that all are said to be in bondage to sin?  The 

explanation is perfectly simple if due attention is paid again to the federal principle; it is not a 

question of physical condition but of legal position. 
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Paul says in Romans 3:9, “We have before proved both Jew and Gentile that they are all under 

sin,” and he proceeds to quote from the Psalms to show that with the generality of men this is an 

actual fact because they are personally sinners; he argues from this that God is just in imputing sin to 

them, but primarily individual acts of disobedience are not the grounds of condemnation.  He says, 

“As it is written, there is none righteous, no not one.”  Now if we refer to the 14th Psalm from which 

he quotes we shall find that this is a generalisation concerning the “children of men” and does not take 

account of the exceptions - those who are referred to in the 5th verse as “the generation of the 

righteous.”  Although it could be said broadly that “they had all gone aside,” there were some who 

were righteous; they are referred to again in the next Psalm, “He that walketh uprightly, and worketh 

righteousness and speaketh the truth in his heart.”  At the time of the Flood it is said that the whole 

earth was filled with violence and all flesh had corrupted his way; if we did not discriminate we might 

conclude that this was a universal truth; but we know there was Noah and his family who were not 

corrupted or violent.  Why then does Paul ignore these righteous exceptions and say that all, both 

Jews and Gentiles, are under sin?  Notice – he does not say all are sinners, but all are “under sin;” the 

point is this, that for the purposes of redemption, man’s individual righteousness or unrighteousness 

does not count; all are “concluded under sin” (Galatians 3:22) in a federal sense and must recognize 

that the first transgression is “the sin of the world,” i.e., it covers or represents all the sins ever 

committed and involves in the sentence of death all who come to a knowledge of the plan of salvation.  

Why has God chosen to act this way?  There are very good reasons; first, even if a man lives a 

completely blameless life he cannot claim a reward; “when we have done all we are unprofitable 

servants, we have only done that it was our duty to do.”  If salvation were of works then it would be 

obtainable as a right by doing the works of the law.  But it is “of grace,” i.e., a gift which cannot be 

earned and which will only be given as the reward of faith.  Second, if men were held individually 

accountable for their sins, they would either have to suffer their own penalty if they sinned and be put 

to death and perish, or they would need each one an individual saviour to redeem them. Thus if there 

were to be a thousand men saved there would have been needed a thousand Sons of God willing to 

ransom them, since one life can only redeem one life.  This is unthinkable of course, but see how the 

wisdom of God - the hidden wisdom - in concluding all under The Sin, regarding all as in Adam and 

involved in his transgression, has solved the problem and accomplished the redemption of a multitude 

by the sacrifice of one life; one sin - one act of obedience. 

 

So the fact that as individuals some are more righteous than others, and some perhaps, even as 

we have shown, perfectly righteous, matters not; the condemnation hangs over all whose life derives 

from Adam and Adam’s sin is imputed and becomes the ground of condemnation; and quite justly so, 

for if men remain in Adam it is their own fault and they will deserve what they get, for all they need 

to do is recognize that Christ died for them and acknowledge the fact by dying symbolically in 

baptism.  This condemnation then or bondage under sin involving sentence of death, is the curse 

Adam incurred; if it is seen in its true light it is a great blessing, since a simple act of obedience is all 

that is necessary to remove it and transfer the believer into the freedom which Christ purchased for us. 

We anticipate the retort which will suggest itself to J.Carter - that we now make the curse into a 

blessing.  It will only be a curse to those who remain under it until the time when it becomes effective 

in the second death. It is a blessing to us because Christ being made a curse for us has redeemed us 

from it.  Thus, if we had not first come under the curse we could not have received the blessing of 

deliverance and life eternal. 

 

J. Carter scoffs at our statement that the Scripture requires us to recognize that we are in 

bondage under Adam’s sin before we can share in the redemption accomplished by Christ.  He says 

he looks in vain for any citation of Scripture in proof.  We hardly deemed it necessary to justify such 

an obvious truth and credited him with knowing such passages as Roman 5:19; 11:32; Galatians 3:22, 

which define the principles upon which enlightenment brings us under the federal condemnation.  

This is why the Apostle John says, “If we say we have no sin we deceive ourselves and the truth is not 

in us.”  It is the knowledge of the truth which requires us to acknowledge (and to know how and why) 

God is just in imputing sin to us and then to follow the divinely appointed way of deliverance from its 

effects. 
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The 5th of Romans explains the matter clearly enough once it is realised that Paul is speaking 

there of death as the penalty of sin and not of natural death; by disobedience Adam incurred death (a 

violent inflicted death like stoning or slaying or crucifixion, involving pain and bloodshed) and this 

penalty passes upon all federally (“in whom all sinned”).  This is how death reigns - as a sentence 

hanging over the race but not operative until enlightenment comes (sin not imputed when there is no 

law).  Thus by one man’s disobedience many are constituted sinners, or we may say, held legally 

responsible so long as they do nothing to rid themselves of liability.  The converse is similar; by one 

man's obedience many are constituted righteous, i.e., delivered from the condemned state in which 

they were formerly, not made personally righteous any more than Adam’s sin made them personally 

sinful.  We feel sure J.Carter must be aware of this but it happens to suit his present purpose to 

concentrate attention on the fact that most people are sinners by their own act; we should be the last to 

deny this, but we deny that personal transgression is the ground of the condemnation from which we 

need redemption; so long as there is any misunderstanding on this point a right conception of the 

Atonement is impossible and salvation doubtful. 

 

If the Scripture reasoning is accepted it will be clear why Jesus had to be the same flesh and 

blood and nature as other men, but, unlike other men derived His life direct from God and not from 

Adam.  Had He been a son of Adam, even though perfectly righteous, He would have been in the 

same bondage as all others and Himself in need of redemption.  He was related to the race (“the son of 

man”) through his mother and there was therefore a real kinship and fellow-feeling between Him and 

us and a parallel between His probation and our own, but as the Son of God He had what no other 

man but Adam had, an unforfeited life.  Adam lost his (and ours at the same time since we all come 

from him), by sin; Jesus retained His by obedience and then gave it up on the Cross for Adam (and us 

at the same time since our very existence depended on someone buying us back). 

 

The Editor says, “Paul does not talk of forfeited life; man dies.”  It is true Paul does not use the 

actual phrase but in Romans 7:9, he expresses the fact; “but when the commandment came, sin 

revived and I died.”  Paul did not actually die, he became dead to law, in other words, he forfeited his 

life.  But if Paul did not speak of forfeited life, a greater than Paul did; Jesus (Matthew 16:26, R.V.), 

“For what is a man profited if he should gain the whole world and forfeit his life?”  Dr Thomas also 

did, (Elpis Israel page 73) and it would be beyond J. Carter to prove that forfeited and unforfeited life 

is not a Scriptural conception.  He says, “life is not something which could be paid as in a commercial 

transaction.”  Here again Scripture contradicts him.    What is the meaning of these passages if life is 

not something which can be paid?  “The life is in the blood; I have given it to you upon the altar to 

make atonement for your souls,” “To give his life a ransom for many,” “The good shepherd giveth his 

life for the sheep,” “Greater love hath no man than this, that a man lay down his life for his friends.”  

In order to sustain his argument that life cannot be forfeited or paid he makes the following 

remarkable statement, “Life is not a separable thing from the man, as if it were a part of him that 

could be dealt with apart from the man as a whole.”  This is the kind of clever twisting of words 

which we begin to expect instead of reasoning; have we ever suggested that a man's life can be dealt 

with apart from the man as a whole?  Of course not.  But what does his assertion mean?  Cannot a 

man’s life be taken away from him?  If you take a man’s life the man dies, and if J.Carter knows how 

to make a man die without first separating his life from him we should like to hear him describe it.  

When you deal with a man’s life you deal with the man and when you separate his life from him you 

kill him.  Adam forfeited his life but it was not taken from him; Jesus did not forfeit His life but he 

suffered it to be taken in Adam's stead. 

 

J. Carter remarks on the boldness with which we challenge those who believe that because of 

inherited weakness men are incapable of complete obedience to God’s laws.  There was a time when 

we should have trembled to enter the lists against the champions of the Christadelphian camp but a 

few experiences of their battle strategy like the examples in recent numbers of their magazine have 

given us a poor impression of either their mettle or their weapons and so long as we see neither an 

inclination to examine our contentions in an honest and brotherly spirit nor a capacity to refute them 

by Scripture or reason they need anticipate no decline in our boldness. 
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In explaining the legal principles which underlie the redemptive scheme, we showed how in 

Scripture Sin is personified as the owner of the human race (“sold under sin”} and how that Jesus by 

the payment of the price redeemed it, (“purchased by his blood”).  Now J.Carter won’t have this at all, 

it is too simple altogether - and moreover it does away with both the need for sinful flesh and a defiled 

Christ dying for Himself - and that would never do as it is down in black and white - in the Statement 

of Faith.  So he says, “To talk of personification of sin and then to reason as though it were an actual 

person... is to make nonsense of words;” he says this is the worst example of confused thinking in our 

teaching.  We are not seriously disturbed.  If we had ever implied that sin is an actual person there 

would be some point in his objection, but we do no more than Scripture does, and affirm that although 

personification is a metaphor, the legal position involved is as much a reality as the price that was 

paid is a reality.  Let us have another simple illustration; suppose a man is sentenced to death; his life 

is forfeit; it may or may not be taken, since he might be reprieved; but though his life is not claimed 

by any specific person, but rather by an impersonal “law” it does not make any difference to the fact 

that a man’s life is at stake.  If we carry the analogy a stage further and suppose that a sum of money 

could be paid in order to get the doomed man out of the clutches of the law, the fact that the money or 

ransom price is paid not to any specific person but to the law does not alter the fact that there is actual 

cash paid over and a man's actual life saved.  And the Apostle Peter says we were not redeemed with 

silver and gold but with the precious blood of Christ.  The fact that sin personified as the Devil and 

represented as the captor of humanity, is only a figure of speech - or more accurately a doctrinal 

conception, does not affect the reality that if we are not delivered from that captivity we shall 

ultimately perish.  Nor does the fact that there is no literal Devil to whom the life of Jesus was paid, 

affect the reality that His life was paid and that those who can bring themselves to accept the 

conception will be rewarded with eternal life.  The crucifixion seems to be as much a stumbling stone 

and rock of offence to Christadelphians as ever it was to the Jews.* 
see note below

 

 

So the Editor’s objection is a poor tool; but here is a strange thing; we turn up an earlier issue of 

the magazine and find himself saying, “Sin has effected the purchase of all.  Sin personified is 

represented as the owner of the human race.”  If what we say was the worst sample of confused 

thinking, we should like to know what kind of thinking it is when J.Carter himself makes the identical  

statement in identical words.  Dr Thomas did not believe in a personal devil any more than we do, but 

that did not prevent him recognizing what both J.Carter and Islip Collyer deny, that there was an 

actual payment made to redeem us; he wrote “Redemption means to buy back.  Redemption is release 

for a ransom.  All who become God’s servants are released from a former lord by purchase.  The 

purchaser is Jehovah.  The price or ransom price the precious blood of Christ as of a Lamb without 

blemish and without spot.”  Amongst all the writings of the clean flesh heretics there is no simpler or 

clearer definition than this and before J.Carter says too much about “stultifying thought” and “making 

nonsense of words” he had better decide whether Dr Thomas was right or wrong.  If the Dr was 

wrong then we are wrong but if he was right then J.Carter is wrong.  If he would only ask himself how 

Jesus could be a lamb without spot and blemish and yet sinful flesh, or His blood full of sin and yet 

precious, he might realize where he blunders and renounce both sinful flesh and defiled blood as the 

unscriptural monstrosities they are and recognize that the question is one of legal relationship and 

character. 

 

Quoting again from Romans 5 J. Carter says, “By one man sin entered into the world and death 

by sin… these are basic statements of fact.”  This is perfectly true, but when he adds “they give the 

reason why man dies” he is adding his own interpretation.  The reason man dies is that he is and was 

created an earthy creature of a natural corruptible kind, incapable of indefinite life apart from a 

change of nature.   
 

 

* From a statement in the article in the article mentioned in the footnote on page 6, it appears that W.F.Barling intends to 

attempt to pin on us a belief in a Personal Devil.  As he has had our personal assurance that we have no such belief and have 

explicitly repudiated it in our writings, we fail to see what purpose will be served.  It would surely be more profitable to deal 

with what we actually teach than to try to impose on us a doctrine which he say is indignantly denied! 
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When Paul says, “By man came death” he is speaking doctrinally, of the death that really 

matters, the death incurred by sin, which hangs over the race as a sentence which will be executed on 

those responsible at the day of judgment, but which can be individually remitted at any time upon 

faith and repentance. Paul says, “Death passed upon all men for that (or in whom) all have sinned.”  

This cannot be natural death, for babies have neither sinned nor can be federally included in Adam, 

yet they die; likewise saints, who are redeemed and forgiven.  The death Paul is speaking of is the 

wages of sin.  The death, as we read, “He that curseth father or mother let him die the death” 

(Matthew 15:4).  It is affirmed that Paul’s statement that death reigned from Adam to Moses proves 

that death is not due to broken law but to inherited mortality.  If the purpose of Romans 5:14 is merely 

to inform us that those who lived between Adam and Moses are dead, it seems a superfluity, since the 

fact that they are not now alive is self-evident.  We think Paul’s intention was to explain that even 

during this period, when they were not under any single specific command as Adam was, nor under a 

code of law like the Mosaic, yet the federal principle which originated in Eden, operated.  Thus, when 

men are unredeemed and under sentence of death, death reigns, while the converse is that when 

redeemed they are no longer under the sentence and fife reigns; but neither sentence of death or of 

life, will be carried into effect until the appointed day when God will render to every man according 

to his deeds. 

 

If J.Carter really thinks they were not under law before Moses, he should refresh his memory by 

reading Genesis again and afterwards we should like to hear him account for the fact that the 

Patriarchs offered sacrifices, and deal with such texts as Genesis 4:14; 9:46; 8:20-23; 20:6,7.  He says 

individual death is not due to individual sin but to inherited mortality.  This is “the mixture as before,” 

natural death and death for sin.  Let us see if a Scriptural comparison from the period during which he 

says there was no penal code, will convey anything to his mind. 

 

Natural death: “Then Abraham gave up the ghost, and died in a good old age, an old man and 

full of years; and was gathered to his people.” 

 

Death for sin: “At the hand of every man’s brother will I require the life of man.  Whoso 

sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his blood be shed; for in the image of God made he man.” 

 

Add to these, the Flood and the destruction of the cities of the plain and then ask if there was no 

penal code from Adam to Moses.  They did not sin after the similitude of Adam’s transgression, but 

Death reigned as a sentence, which could be executed or remitted; in some cases it was inflicted, 

sinners there and then suffering the vengeance of eternal fire; in other cases the guilty ones are 

reserved in chains of darkness unto the judgment of the great day. 

 

Our adversary has a curiously hazy conception of the position of those who are responsible to 

judgment, and speaks as though the natural death of a sinner clears the account.  He writes, “As for a 

full penalty for sin, this happens in the unbroken sleep of an unenlightened unforgiven sinner.”  There 

are at least four thoroughly unscriptural and indefensible factors in this statement: 

 

(1) If a person is unenlightened he cannot be a sinner, for sin is transgression of the law and where 

there is no law there is no sin.  Jesus said, “Except I had come and spoken unto them they had not had 

sin,” 

 

(2) If a sinner is unforgiven, his sleep will not be unbroken - it will be disturbed by the resurrection to 

condemnation, 

 

(3) If “unbroken sleep” is the “full penalty” for sin, what is the purpose of the second death?  Is it an 

additional penalty for those who have already suffered the “full penalty”? 

 

(4) To speak at all of “the full penalty” as against “temporary death” is unscriptural and just thrashing 

the water because he is out of his depth. 
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It is our candid opinion that J.Carter, like many intelligent Christadelphians, can see the force of 

our reasoning but is terrified of what he sees.  How else can we account for his twisting and writhing 

for nearly six columns to escape the meshes of the net we have spread and then end up with the 

weakest attempt at an alternative it has yet been our fortune to meet.  We will examine it clause by 

clause. 

 

“By his voluntary death (was it voluntary if the death He died was the inevitable penalty of His 

sinful nature?), He declared God’s righteousness in involving all in death because of sin,” (He uses 

‘involving’ because he can see that ‘punishing’ would not sound quite right - but he means the same 

thing and says so in the previous column.  But would God be righteous if He had involved in or 

punished all with death because of one man’s sin?)  God’s supremacy is upheld in Christ (we cannot 

tell exactly what this means - but it sounds very well) by the willing offering of a sinless man who 

shared the consequences which have come by sin (if He had shared the consequences which have 

come by sin, (a) how could He be sinless and separate from sinners?  (b) how could He have been a 

sin-offering?  (c) how could it have been voluntary?  (d) how did it uphold God’s supremacy?) God’s 

holiness and righteousness thus upheld (we have not noticed that anything in the foregoing has served 

this purpose; God is certainly supreme, but to change men to sinful flesh because of one man’s sin and 

then punish them all with death because they are sinners seems rather to deny holiness and 

righteousness) God invites us to identify ourselves with Christ in the symbolic rite of Baptism which 

itself speaks of death” (everybody knows this - we just want to know why; why death; what death; 

whose death; Christ’s death or natural death?  And J.Carter cannot answer. We, thank God, can). 

 

We commenced this reply by setting in contrast two phrases.  One was the words of J. Carter 

which may be said to form the theme of his attempt to prove that Jesus Christ did not suffer the 

penalty of sin; He “merely suffered death;” it is we repeat, a shameful statement, and we should be 

well content to rest our rejection of his whole case upon this single phrase.  So long as he will 

continue to defend his views in this fashion our efforts to expose the fundamental unsoundness of the 

Christadelphian position will be largely superfluous and as time goes on it will become increasingly 

evident to earnest people why the Sacrifice of Christ has little meaning for them. 

 

Set against his words the last words of our loving Saviour immediately before He died; “It is 

finished;” and ask yourself whether His death was merely an event in His experience or the climax 

and culmination of the Plan of God to redeem mankind, without which His own resurrection would 

have been unnecessary and anyone else’s impossible. 

 

John had said, “Behold, the lamb of God which taketh away the sin of the world.”  How was it 

to be done?  “This is my blood... which is shed for many for the remission of sins.”  Why bloodshed?  

Because sin incurred violent death or execution and only a violent death could expiate it. “Without the 

shedding of blood is no remission.”  When was it to be?  “When thou shall make his soul (life) an 

offering for sin.” Where was it completed?  On Calvary, when His life was taken from Him and He 

cried “It is finished.” 

 

Sufficient has been said to bring to light the shortcomings of the physical condemnation theory; 

we have not only shown the shifts to which it is necessary to resort to prove Jesus in need of 

redemption, but we have advanced a cogent and harmonious explanation of the Atonement which 

dispenses with the need for these human inventions and incidentally removes a number of other 

difficulties.  We can understand, though we cannot excuse the fact, that many Christadelphians have 

neither the desire nor apparently the capacity to exercise their own reasoning powers and will follow 

where they are led by editors and speakers; and these last are shouldering the grave responsibility of 

suppressing anything in the least controversial by any and every means.  It has been the boast of a 

century of Christadelphians that they believe and teach neither more nor less than a wholly inspired 

Bible teaches; if such is the case, they have no need to misrepresent and anathematise and could 

safely leave us to the informed and unbiased judgment of individuals.  There is no doubt that as a 

body they are the most assiduous Bible readers and for them as for none others, its word is Yea and 

Amen.  That being the case, it is easier for them to decide whether a fact is scripturally true or false, 
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unless their reading is purposeless routine; on the other hand, if they neglect a truth or adhere to an 

error against their own knowledge, their guilt is the greater. 

 

Thus they are themselves now under the obligation which in their public preaching is frequently 

laid upon their counterparts in other denominations, of studying and reading for themselves and 

deciding whether these things are so or not.  And the answer, as they often take occasion to remind, is 

one of life or death. 

 

Ernest Brady.   

  


