“You shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free”

What Seek Ye? General The Atonement Daily Readings Study Tools

One or Two Acceptations of Sin...
Two Forms of Sin?
What Is Central Christadelphian Doctrine?

This document only supplies page images showing that a particular item Jim Luke, Brian Luke and John Martin portray as "Berean,
Old Paths, and Unamended" is exactly what John Thomas, H. P. Mansfield and all genuine Christadelphians have taught since the
Christadelphian community was established. Readers should view another page as well: "John Thomas, H. P. Mansfield on
Atonement and Covering” which is another doctrine they are claiming is "Berean, Old Paths, and Unamended".

Australian clean-flesh teachers have recently appealed to John Carter and L.G. Sargent. But will
they listen when L.G. Sargent and John Carter speak?

'Sin in human life has two aspects. First our nature itself has a bias towards sin and an inbred mortality which is the consequence of sin. That nature Christ
shared with us. But secondly, in us the nature expresses itself in acts of sin for which we are individually responsible.' L.G.S., The Christadelphian, 1840, p.
348; John Carter editor.

1 — Physical Human Nature
+1 — Acts of sin a.k.a. Transgression

=2 — "two aspects” "sin... used in a secondary sense” "two principal acceptations”
"two forms" "two classes” "a term of double import” "two principal ways"
"two manifestations" "two ways" "two kinds" "the word also has secondary uses”

Now, will the clean-flesh teachers accuse L.G. Sargent, John Carter, John Thomas or
HP Mansfield of leaning towards the teachings of Andrewism, Old Paths, or the
Bereans? Will they please advise?




THE CONSTITUTION OF SIN.
* Tha creature was made subject to evil, not willingly, but by the arrangingin hope.”

The introduction of sin into the world necessitated the constitution
of things as they were laid in the beginning. If there had been no
sin there would have been no * enmity” between God and man ;
and consequently no antagonism by which to educe out of evil.
Sin and evil are as cause and cffect. God is the author of evil, but
not of sin ; for the evil is the punishment of sin. “ I form the light,
and create darkness : I make peace, and ereate evil : 1 the Lord do
nll these things.” ¢ ¢ Shall there be evil in a city and the Lord hath
not done it?”3 The evil then to which man is subjected is the
Lord’s doing. War, famine, pestilence, flood, earthquake, disecase,
and death, are the terrible evils which Grod inflicts upon mankind for
their mﬂmmm Nations cannot go to war when they please,
any more than they can shake the at their will and pleasure ;
nerther can they preserve peace, when he proelaims war. Evil is the
artillery with which he combats the enemies of his law, and of his
saints ; consequently, there will be neither peace nor blessedness for
the nations, until sin is put down, glﬁmp e avenged, and truth and
righteousness be established in the 3

is is the constituted order of things. It is the constitution of
- the world; and as the world is sin’s dominion, or the kingdom
of the adversary, it is the constitution of the kingdom of sin.

The word sin is used in two principal acceptations in the seri
It signifies in the first place,  the transgression of lar;” and i the
‘mext, it represents that physim.l prineiple of the animal nature, which
is the cause of all its discascs, dcath, and resolution into dust. Tt is
that in the flesh “mhick has the power of death;” and it is called
sin, because the developement, or fixation, of this evil in the flesh,
was the result of tra ion. Inasmuch as this evil principle per-
vades every part of the flesh, the animal nature is : “ sinful
fiesh,” that iu,ﬂhﬁﬂofm; so that sin, in the od style, came
to stand for substance called man. human flesh “ dwells no

ing ;% and all the evil a man does is the result of this prin-

ing in him.* Operating upon the brain, it excites
¢ propensities,” and these set the “intellect” and “sentiments ™ to
work. Tha‘]:'l:lpensitimbﬁnd,and so are the intellect and senti-
ments in a purely natural state ; when, therefore, the htter:ﬁema
under the sole impulse of the propensities, the understanding is
darkened through ignorance, because of the blindness of the heart.” 5
The nature of the lower animals is as full of this physical evil prin-

"The word 'sin' is used
in two principal
acceptations in the
Scriptures.”

John Thomas, Elpis
Israel

Image from the 1849
London edition, p.
113.




Sin in human life has two aspects. First our nature itself has a bias towards sin
and an inbred mortality which is the consequence of sin. That nature Christ shared
with us. But secondly. in us the nature expresses itself in acts of sm for which we are
mdmvidually responsible. This Jesus trmmphed over in himself and by a paradox of
spiritual heroism it was part of the very triumph of God's will in him that he
voluntarily took upon himself to be “lifted up™ as the type and representative of sinful
men.

"Sin in human life
has two aspects.
First our nature
itself has a bias
towards sin and an
inbred mortality
which is the
consequence of sin.
That nature Christ
shared with us. But
secondly, in us the
nature expresses itself
in acts of sin for which
we are individually
responsible.”

L.G. Sargent/ John
Carter; The
Christadelphian,1940,

p. 348




tle ] ) : thar. as fo.r as h:ln phsrsical
nature was mclrnod thero was abcolutnl.y no difference between
him and his brethren. There is no more powerful verse in the
Scriptures to illustrate the principles involved in the sacrifice
of our Lord than this one.

Inherent in human nature are those
propensities which are heavily biased towards evil, and which left
to themselves inevitably lead to sin, causing the Apostle to exclaim
in another place, "in my flesh dwelleth no good thing" (Rom.7v18).
These same propensities were latent in our Lord's body as well,
because of which it is said concerning him that he was made "sin

for us who knew no sin" (II Cor.S5v2l). "Sin" here being used in a
secondary sense.

page 19

r is Q.D.L#l:.'l.e rcpeamclly st.a.l:as )
t.hat Ch:l.'.l. t o.lso mast offcr far himself {sm 1\?3' 7‘\!’27- 9\!‘12.- 13'\!'20]

' Whaxaas Alxon nffemd. "for nimselt a.nd :o “the
pnnpla“ _in '].'Il'o SEPARATE offerings, Christ did the same in the ONE
repres.ntat:lve sacrifice {‘IVZ'}') 3 v 3 . 3

page 36

- lctox But s.i.n can ha uud l.n a secondu:y sense, that
!.t. of th. lltmt propensities in human nature which if uncontrolled
by the indwelling influence of the word of life would break forth

page 60

Because of his oneness in nature it could therefore
be said of him that "he was made sin for us" (II Cor.S5v2l) even
though the Apostle goes on to say that he knew no sin, that is, he
was not a personal sinner.

Gal.Sv24) .

page 61

"by the sacrifice of himself" - Notice how Paul equates "the
putting away of sin" with the "sacrifice of himself." Jesus was

"made sin for us" (II Cor.5v2l), by reason of being born with our
nature, and thus "bearing our sins in his own body" (I Pet.2v24).
When the Jews crucified the Lord of glory, they looked upon this

page 83

"Sin' here being used
in a secondary sense"

"TWO SEPARATE
offerings, Christ did
the SAME in the ONE"

"But sin can be used in
a secondary sense"

"Because of his
oneness in nature it
could therefore be
said of him that 'he
was made sin for us

"

"Jesus was 'made sin
for us', by reason of
being born with our
nature"™ - NB John
Martin: was his 'nature’
moral or physical?

John Martin [prior to
his departure from
Christadelphian
teaching on the
atonement], Hebrews
Study Notes




October, 1947

Page 45 The Logos

The contradictions of our critic would be amusing
WHERE DOES in a subject less serious. In an article dated 28/8/46
OUR CRITIC (approximately six months before he addressed the
STAND?T vote of welcome to us), and untruthfully entitled “The
Logos Supports Andrewism,” this same critic who today
states, “Brother Roberts is wrong and unseriptural in his ideas,” warned
against the danger of “rejecting Brother Roberts’ premises.” There he
emerged as the champion of Brother Roberts, and this, let it be remem-
bered, in a subject closely related to the one referred to in the recent
article. Twelve months ago he did not say “Brother Roberts is unserip-
tural and wrong”; he wrote that “The Logos” editor “has failed to
interpret Brother Roberts aright!”

Further, twelve months ago he lauded Brother H. Fry, of England,
as expressing perhaps more clearly than anybody else the truth of this
doctrine, and sent to the Adelaide Arranging Brethren a book entitled
“ECHOES OF PAST CONTROVERSIES,” to be incorporated in the
Ecclesial Library so as brethren might have access to a work which
would correctly express the truth on the nature and sacrifice of Christ.
This book was written by Brother Fry. In his preface Brother Fry wrote:
“We have some . , . obiecting to the use of the word ‘sin’ in the physical
or secondary sense at all, and stumbling over the use of the word ‘unclean’
and ‘sinful’ in their application to the nature we possess, and which
Christ shared in common with us all. None can gainsay the fact that
our nature is sinful in its tendency, and corruptible in its constitution.
Surely, then, it is no misnomer to describe it as ‘unclean’ and ‘defiled’;
and if Christ partook of ‘the same’ (as testified in Heb. 2-14), why
stumble over these expressions when applied to his nature?” (“Preface").
Having presented this book to us, why should he complain: “*The Logos’
is re-introducing similar phraseology among us with reference to Christ.”

One can learn the lesson from the book he supplies.

WHY WE We present this reply to satisfy those who have asked for it.

REPLY Doubtless it will be followed by a further screed exceeding

those already received. Do not let our readers interpret our

silence on future occasions as that of consent. We are too busy with

the constructive features of the Truth to devote our energies answering

these personal attacks. If our critic was so fond of unity and peace

among the Ecclesias as he claims, one would couch

his lucubrations in different terms, and would, at least, manifest a con-
sistency of thought.

mmmrortheatﬁekhmthﬁtop]me. Some time back we
attack

"We have some...
objecting to the use of
the word 'sin’ in the
physical or secondary
sense at all and
stumbling over the use
of the word
‘'unclean’..."

(The contradiction was
that the critic was
using "sin nature" as
Harry Fry deceitfully
used it: as a moral
rather than physical
issue)

NB Jim Luke:
"stumbling over the
use of the word
‘'unclean’ and 'sinful’ in
their application to the
nature we possess...".
Jim, was HP Mansfield
a "pharisee" in viewing
uncleanness as
physical?

NB Jim Cowie: "why
should he complain:
'"The Logos' is
reintroducing similar
phraseology among us
with reference to the
work of Christ"? Your
argument of changed
language in Logos is
not original, nor is your
position in relation to
Logos original.



*AIL will agree with this statement when the word, sin, Is limited to its primary meaning
of transgression of law, but the word also has cecondary uses.
“"God made Christ to be sin for us'" (2 Cor. 5: 21. See also Rom. 5: 19: 6: 10: Heb,

9: 28, etc.t; God did not make Christ a transgressor of the law .

. Editor,

LOGOS

This construction of the lan-
guage of the Bible enables us to
see Jesus could “‘put away sin
by the sacrifice of himself,” as he
thereby put off the sin nature,
and attained to the divine nature
in which the principle of sin does
not exist. Consequently, when he
returns he will be “without sin,”
or that “which has the er of
death” in his nature. We only
have to render the A, s
words in Heb. 9:28 as they are
interpreted by some, to see the
folly of their contention. Thus if
we are to use the term sin only in
the sense of transgression, we
should be compelled to render
the statement: “He shall appear
a second time without trans-
gression,” jmplyin% that he was
once a transgressor! Or if we use
the term in th?dﬁnse ‘;iuﬁ
offering, we wou com|
tgfrenfler: ““He shall appear a
second time without a sin
offering,” which is wrong, be-
cause, as the prophecy of
Ezekiel's Temple, and other
places, abundantly show, sins
will be forgiven in the to
come through the same offering
as they do now. Moreover, at
that time, the “one offering’ will
again be symbolised or re-
presented, by animal sacrifice, as
the prophets clearly set forth.

The Two Forms Of “Sin” |

It is obvious, then, that the
word sin is used in two principal

ways in Scripture. It denotes
firstly, actual transgression; and,
secondly, human nature, as
being the source of sin. Human
nature is given the designation of
sin, because the form in which it
is found now, came as the resu
of sin in the first instance.
Recognising sin in its two
manifestations, we are in a

For instance., we read,

ﬁostion to better understand the

describing our state in Christ.
We can understand such express-
ions as sin that dwelleth in me, the
law of sin which is in my
members, sin in the flesh, and so
forth. They warn that human
nature, the lusts of the flesh, and
the seat of sin, will lead to
transgression, or actual sin, if
permitted to manifest its natural
tendencies unchecked.

Of Christ it is said that *“‘he
died unto sin once” (Rom. 6:10).
W hat sin was he related to which
he had to die? Only sin in its
secondary sense: human nature,

be silenced, or put to death, in
order that God might be served
without stint. His death on the
cross demonstrates that. [t
shows to his followers that the
way to life is through death, for
he served God in dying.
And he did so on a representa-
tive basis. For, in context with
the statement above, Paul makes
the observation: “How shall we,
that are dead to sin, live any
longer therein?” (Rom. 6:2). In
what sense are we “‘dead to sin”?
Only in the sense that we have
figuratively “crucified the flesh
with the affections and lusts”
Gal. 5:24), or have “mortified
put to death our members which
are upon the earth” (Col. 3:5),

"

Logos, July 1951, p.
259

"the word also has
secondary uses”

"Two Forms of 'Sin
"Two principal ways"
"Two manifestations"

"sin in its secondary
sense"

H.P. Mansfield; Logos,
1976, p. 77



WHAT IS SIN ?

Sin is used in two ways in Scripture:
to describe am act, and to define a con-
dition. In Elpis Israel, Brother Thomas
writes:

“The word ‘sin’ is used in two prin-
cipal acceptations in the Scriptures. It
signifies in the first place, the trans-
gression of law; and in the next, it
represents that physical principle of
the animal nature, which is the cause
of all its diseases, death, and resolu-
tion into dust. It is that in the flesh
‘which has the power of death’; and
it is called ‘sin’, because the develop-
ment or fixation of this evil in the
flesh, was the result of transgression
L2 (pa1dy,

“Sin, I say, is a synonym for human
nature. Hence, the flesh is invariably
regarded as unclean” (p.114).

“This view of sin in the flesh is
enlightening in the things concerning
" Jesus. The Apostle says, ‘God made
him sin for us, who knew no sin’ (2
Cor. 5:21); and this he explains in
another place by saying, that, ‘He sent
His own Son in the likeness of sinful
flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in
the flesh’ (Rom. 8:3)." (p.115).

“Children are born sinners or un-
clean, because they are born of sinful
flesh: and that which is born of the
flesh is flesh or sin. This is a mis-
fortune, not a crime. They did not
will to be born sinners. They have no
choice in the case; for, it is written,
‘the creature,’ that is, the animal man
‘made made subject to the evil, not
willingly, but according to the arrang-
ing of h (Rom. 8:20) . . . Hence,
the Apostle says, ‘by Adam’s disobedi-
eénce the many were made sinners'
(Rom. 5:19); that is, they were en-
dowed with a nature like his, which
had become unclean, as a result of his
disobedience™ (p.116).

This view of flesh, so consist-
ently set forth in the Word, so
prominent in our standard works,

provides the starting point of the
doctrine of the Atonement, and
therefore, of the Truth. At the
same time, it tolls the death-knell
of the clean-flesh theory.

If human nature is termed
“sin,” it obviously cannot be con-
sidered “clean” as alleged by that
theory; nor aligned with the *‘very
good™ state in which it was cre-
ated, as defined in Genesis 1:31;
Ecc. 7:29; Rom. 8:20.

But is human nature described
as ‘‘sin™?

The Renunciationists, and re-
lated theories, deny that it is.
They claim that sin is only used
in the sense of transgression. A
Queensland corespondent claims
that John’s definition (*‘sin is the
transgression of the law™ — 1
John 3:4) holds good wherever
the word “‘sin” occurs.

But does it?

Certainly not if the Scriptures
are carefully considered.

For example, Paul wrote: “He
(God) hath made him (Jesus) to
be sin for us who knew no sin
. . Did God make Jesus to
be a transgressor of the Law?

Of course not!

But at this point, the theorist
will impatiently interject that here
the word “sin” is used in the
sense of “sin offering”: “He made
him to be a sin-offering . . . .»

Whilst we do not agree with
this interpretation (for we believe
that the quotation is clearly stat-
ing that whereas Jesus came in

459

"Sin is used in two
ways in Scripture: to
describe an act, and to
define a condition”

H.P. Mansfield, Logos,
September 1970, p.
459




What is Sin?

The word sin is used in two principal acceptations in the Seripture.
It signifies in the first place “the transgression of law”; and in the next,
it represents that physical principle of the animal nature which is the.
cause of all its diseases, death, and resolution into dust. It is that in the
flesh “which as the power of death”; and it is called sin because the de-
velopment, or fixation, of this evil in the flesh was the result of trans-
gression. Inasmuch as this evil principle pervades every part of the flesh, :
the animal nature is styled “sinful flesh”; that is, “flesh full of sin”; so .
that sin in the sacred style, came to stand for the substance called man., .

In human flesh “dwells no good thing” (Rom. 7, 18, 17), and all the
evil a man does is the result of this principle dwelling in him.—Dr. J.

Thomas.

“two principal
acceptations”

Logos, May, 1945, p.
216



LOGOS

antitype of stone; in the character,
the antitype of unhewn stone.

Now look a little more closely
at the manner in which the altar
of Exodus 29:36 had to be
cleansed. It was not by washing,
which might fitti oreshadow
baptism as you suggest, but by the
sheddtngofblu ., and that of a
sin offening!

The instructions are more
explicit in Ezekiel's description:

“Thou shalt give to the priests...

for a sin off

a
Anﬂlfnu shalt take of the blood
it on the four homs

atonement for it (Ezck. 43:19:20).

The altar was thus cleansed
through the shedding of blood.
Whose blood was shed to cleanse
the Jesus-altar? None other than
his own, in spite of what the clean-
Hesh theorists might say (see
Watchman). This is proved
beyond all shadow of doubt in that
Paul shows that the offering of the
bullock for sin pointed forward to
the offering of the Lord Jesus
{Heb. 13:11-12). Obviously, if a
sin-offering was required to cleanse
the altar, and Jesus is our altar,
he must have been related to sin
in some fashion. Now sin, in
Scripture, is used to describe both
actual transgression or human
nature. Jesus never sinned in the
former acceptation of the word,
but he was “made sin for us” in
the second meaning of it (2 Cor.
5:21). Thus the obvious teaching
of both Exodus and Ezekiel is that
Christ our altar, was cleansed from
human nature through his own
offering, by being raised from the
dead to life eternal.

December, 1970

This is the clear teaching of
Paul in Phil. 2:8:

“Being found in fashion as a man,
he humhiled himself, and became obedi-
ent unio death, even the desth
cross; THEREFORE God also hath
highly exalied him and given him
name which is above every name.”

Hebrews 13 establishes three
points of doctrinal importance:

i. Christ is our altar — v.10.

2. He is the sin offering — vv. 11-12,

3. He was brought from the dead

to ele;&al life through his own blood
— V.20,

Please note the significance of
this last statement. It reads:

“Now the God of that brought
s
5
thmm blood of the everlasting
covenant...”

How did the Lord attain unto
eternal life

Through the blood of the ever-
lasting covenant, Paul answers.

. And what does the blood of the
covenant signify?

It is a figure of speech repre-
senting the dedicated life of the
Lord unto death upon the stake.
Through renderin ect obedi-
ence in life, and g himself to
a sacrificial death, he gained life
eternal, and opened the way for us
to do so also.

Paul clearly teaches that it was
imperative for the Lord Jesus to
die in order to Live. If he had
avoided the sacrificial death com-
manded by the Father, he would
not have attained unio life. For
that matter, neither will we (see
Rom. 6:3). .

We sugpested in our vious
article, thgagtethe altar Wasprtf'eated
as “nnclean” because of its associa-
tion with a people who were
unclean. You take exception to

106

"Now sin, in Scripture,
is used to describe
both actual
transgression or
human nature"

H.P. Mansfield, Logos,
December 1970, p.
1086



March, 1971

which must be noted.

Paul, in his ing utterances,
throws much light upon the sub-
ject. He wrote:

“By one man sin entered into the
world” (Rom. 5:12).

This is not merely an act of
disobedience, but something that
resulted from such, and that
“entered into the world” (not
merely the man) as a result. What
“sin” entered the world consequent
upon Adam’s transgression? There
is only one possible answer: That
which is described as sin in the
flesh. Paul referred to it as:

“Sin that dwelleth in me” (Rom.
7:20).

How did “sin” dwell in Paul?
Obviously not in a literal sense.
Those who claim that sin invari-
ably relates to an act of disobed-
ience are hard put to it to cxplain
such expressions as this. But when
it is acknowledged that sin| is
used in a secondary sense, for the
motions of the flesh that lead to
sin (1.e. sin the flesh), we can
understand Paul’s words.

LOGOS

The ion is sometimes
advanced without any attempt at
proof, that death obtains merely
because Adam was cut off from
the Tree of life, but this is quite
inadequate to explain the Scripture
references to the introduction and
perpetuation of sin and death.

e AR
reason which the assi
for death should be dg
missed. Adam died because he
broke the law of his Maker, and
his descendants share the curse
because they inherit (minus his
guilt) his sinful, death-doomed
nature.

Death Is Unnatural

To man death is not natural —
it is most unnatural. It is anomal-
ous, loathsome, and abhorrent.
We naturally shrink from it and
contact with it. Natural, by no
means! It may be natural to birds,
beasts, and fishes; but man was
made for a higher destiny! To
thinking man, made in the likeness

"not merely an act of
disobedience"

"sinis used in a
secondary sense"

A.J., Logos, March
1971, p. 207



The provision for baptism, in addition to the provi-
sion for sacrifice in the Temple, would indicate the con-
current existence of these two ordinances, This will
not be a matter of surprise to those who remember that

there are two classes of sins from which the human race
weed deliverance, First, those to which men are related
by reason of racial descent (Rom.v. 12-14); second,
individual trespasses, In immersion there is arecognition
of the first ; and, by the offering of sacrifice, there is
confession of the second. It is probable that those who
go up to the Temple, and undergo the administration of
baptism, will not need to be baptized a second time:
“ He that is washed needeth not save to wash his feet ”

"two classes of sin
from which the human
race need
deliverance"

Henry Sulley; The
Temple of Ezekiel's

Prophecy, 1887, p. 76




availed ? Could not sins have been “ imputed " to
them ? As a matter of fact, so far as the imputation
of sins was possible, they were so imputed to the sacri-
fice by the ceremonies connected with it. If, therefore,
that were the principle involved, there would be no
difference in this respect between the sacrifices of the
old and new covenants. Consequently this cannot be
the meaning of the statement before us. Besides, the

intangi The statement that * e put away sin by
the sacnﬁce of himself "’ evidently implies that in some
way sin was associated with Jesus. | Ye s testifi

The difficulty, if such it may be termed, is only
apparent. Sin is a term of double import in the Scrip-
tures ; it has a physical as well as a moral application.
When Adam and Eve were first created, sin had no
association with them in any way. They were very

"Sin is a term of
double import in the
Scriptures:; it has a
physical as well as a
moral application.”

WH Boulton; The

Epistle to the
Hebrews, p. 181

Students of Harry Fry :
Note his argument
against the ceremonial
imputation of sins as a
continuation of the
Mosaic type.




LOGOS

that his blood was shed for his
own redemption as well as for
that of his people. But when he
offered for himself he alse
offered for his people. The two
aspects of the antitypical offering
were combined in one act, but,
though combined, the two re-
lations of the one act are plainly
separate. Christ himself was first
saved out of death (Heb. 5:9 —
Gr.), afterward they that are
Christ’s at his coming (1 Cor.
15:23). There is nothing in this
incompatible with the frequent
declaration that “Christ died for
us.”” Indeed, all he did was for
us. He was born, suffered, died
for us. All he did benefits us. Is
it incongruous, or wrong, that
he, too, should share the bene-
fit? Was he not of our nature?
Was not that nature brought
under the power of the “law of
sin ‘and death’” through trans-
gession (Rom. 5:12; 7:23; 8:2)?

id he not share the physical
condition of those whom he
came to save? Did he not need
redemption from its state equally
as those whom he came to save?
In a very beautiful manner, the
doctrine of the Atonement em-
phasises that God is both just
and merciful in all His dealings
with mankind.

just that a righteous man should
die on behalf of others, with no
obligation or benefit to himself?
Where is there justice in de-
manding that anot‘lner die for the
sins of ‘others, if conferring no
benefit on the principal offerer?
But if the benefactor benefits
himself, and if it be an element in
the salvation of others, that he
also gains substantially by his
offering, then all can applaud the
wisdom, justness, and mercy of
the Author of redemption.

Because sin upset the balance
of creation in the beginning, the
plan of God requires death as the

thway of life. A follower of the

rd is called upon to “mortify
the deeds of the body,” or put
them to death as the word
siEniﬁes (Rom. 8:13; Col. 3:5).
This forms

part of his “livi
sacrifice” (Rom. 12:1) by wm
he will commend himself unto
God, and lead others to Him also
(Matt. 5:16). Christ’s ministry on
earth was a living death to the
desires of the flesh, summed up
in his words to the Father: “Not
my will but Thine be done.” His
life of perfect obedience was *‘for
others,” for without it we could
not be saved. But was it not also
for himself, that he might help

others? Without a doubt,

ey Ty T
m’h world to save sinners” (1 Tim.

In other words, Christ came
into the world to die. He could
do that in a way that is unjust, or
in a way that is just. If we reason
that Christ died as a substitute,
and that he had no need to die
for his personal redemption, we
accuse E%d of being unjust. Is it

The Law of Moses, the
ordinances of which he fulfilled
both to the letter and in the
spirit, appointed death as the
way to lite. To fulfil it ke had to
observe the Passover festival; ke
had to acknowledge that deliver-
ance was

ible onl
death; he to eat t eM‘

doing so, therefore, he acknow-
ledged that he would personally
benefit from the means of

n

"But when he offered
for himself he also
offered for his people.
The two aspects of the
antitypical offering
were combined in one
act, but, though
combined, the two
relations of the one act
are plainly separate.”

H.P. Mansfield, Logos,
1976, p 117



Biblical Definitions of “Sin”
Sin is used in two ways in Scrip-
ture: one is to describe actual trans-
gression of divine commandments;
the other, to define a physical condi-
tion. Upon this aspect of the subﬂ'ect,
some pertinent comments from
Elpis Israel should be considered:

“The word sin is used in two principle
acceptations in the Scriptures. It signifies,
in the first place, the transgression of the
law; and in the next, it represents that
physical ﬁrinciple of the animal nature
which is the cause of all its discases, death
and resolution into dust. It is that in the
flesh *which has the power of death™; and it
is called *sin’ because the development or
fixation of this evil in the flesh was the
result of transgression...” (p. 126, 1942
ed.).

“Sin, 1 say, is a synonym for human
nature. Hence, the flesh is invariably
regarded as unclean...” (p. 127).

_ “This view of sin in the flesh is enlighten-
ing in the things concerning Jesus. The
Apostle says, ‘God made him to be sin for
us, who knew no sin” (2 Cor. 5:21); and this
he explains in another place by saying,
that, ‘He sent His own Son in the likeness
of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin
in the flesh..." (Rom. 8:3).” (p. 128).

* “Metonymy” signifies the using of a word to represent the thing actually meant; i.e. the
term “tae crown” is at times used to represent the personage of the Monarch. Here, as
elsewhere, “sin” is used to represent the flesh, i.e. Adamic nature. Christ was related to
“sin” because he bore our nature. He was also related to death for the same reason.

John Ullman, Logos,
December 1987, p. 87




The Scriptures describe two kinds of sin in relation to man. The
first is the personal sins which we have committed, the sins which can
be forgiven in Christ. The second relates to the law of sin and death at
work 1n our members which, because it is the root cause of sin, is
doﬁgribed as sin, although it is not attributed to us as guilt before

"The Scriptures
describe two kinds of
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H.P. Mansfield, Logos,
September 1881, p.
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This is not an exhaustive search but rather
intended to help interested readers in identifying those
who have abandoned Central Christadelphian teaching in Australia:
Jim Luke, Brian Luke and John Martin are the leadership of the present
departure from the Biblical Truth held by Christadelphians since 1848.

From the Clean-Flesh Video Presentation

The fundamental difference recognised

The position of the Berean, Old Paths, and Unamended
fellowships is this:

* The word *sin® used in two principal aceepialions in
Seriplure

* Twa disabilities bar men from complete fellowship with
God

+ These disabilitics arc:
* (1) Impurity of nature
* (2) ITmpurity of character

Ihe first is inherited, the latter is acquired. Both require
Alonement.

“Can we learn from the Past™ Page 13
R. Pursell 1985 { Unamended fellowship)



