


1 enclose a comparatively recent public paper, written by

Bro. A. D. Strickler, and addressed “to whom it may con-

cern.” If is no better than his other public pamphlets and
letters which have preceded it, and contains the same doc- .
trinal errors as his “Out of Darkness into Light " The only -

reason for sending it forth at the present time is that many
believers have been somewhat confused as to what Bro,

-Strickler actually does bhelieve. This confusion is due to

a paper drawn up by brethren Hill and Waite as their own
idea as to what Bro. Strickler was teaching, a paper which
was not prepared in any way by Bro. Strickler, although
he did endorse it as expressing what he desired to teach.

It should be noted, however, that Bro. . il in his pam-

phlet “I Plead,” wntten Oct. 5, 1921, had said as follows,
“I have at different times recently received several pam-
phlets of which I may specially mention: “The Sacrifice of

- Christ,” M. G. Ladson; “Consecrated Problems,” G. A. Wit-
worll; “Sacrifice,” J. W, Rostlon, “Out of Daxkness " A

D. Stnck]er

Commenting on these pamphlets, Bro. Hill writes, “All
these reasoners are very anxious we should not think they
are teaching the doctrine of substitution; but that is inevit-
able; it is not only a SleStltutIOHcﬂ dOCtI me the theory and

‘reasoning is inaccurate.”

Because Bro. Hill oxppealed in the Hill-Waite statement
to have 1evelsed his opinion (without giving the brother-
hood any inkling as to the reason for the change) many

brethren concluded that he must have been able to con-
vince Bro. Sirvickler that his former views as expressed in
“Out of Darkness” were wrong, and that he had succeeded

in persuading Bro. Strickler to abandon them, and so

. there was manifest in many quarters; a disinclination to

take any further action against Bro. Sirickler.

It should Dhe noted, howerver, that the Hill-Waite state-
ment, published in the Christadelphian in Octobeér, 1923
issue, was written by them without consultation with Bro.
Strickler, and appears on the surface to be different from

anything written by Bro. Strickler himself in- his pamphlet. -

1t should also he noted that the enclosed paper was written
by Bro. Strickler himself a few months after he. had
signed and endorsed the Hill-Waite statement, without con-

sultatlon with brethren Hill and Walite. It is, therefore, a-

fair and reasonable assumption that if there is any differ-

ence between the Iill-Waite statement, and the enclosed:
paper, that this, Bro. Strickler’s own work, written in his -

own words, with the express purpose of putting before us

. his own ideas on the questions at issue between us—it is
-reasonable, I say, to conclude that Bro. Strickler helieves

and teaches the doctrines which he gives expiession to in

this his latest public utterance, regardless of what others

may have pursuaded him to put lns signature to.

And brethren who will take the trouble to read this en-
closed article of Bro. Strickler’s, will not have any further
doubt or uncertainty as to whaf. he does believe and teach.

In this paper, Bro. Strickler answers three questions, and
in his answers he frankly and clearly admits without any
equivocation, that he believes the following —
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- 1. That God exacted from Jesus the punishment due to
us for our sins. ‘ v S S

2. That:-to bear sin is to suffer the punishment due to
sin, and that this is the sense in which Jesus bore sin. :

3. That Jesus needed and obtained justification from
our sins- (transgressions) otherwise he would have re-
mained in the grave eternally, because the penalty for our

sins i 1 death. ‘

Are these doctrines true? Are they '»Clu?istadel'ph'ian doc-

trines in harmony with the things most surely believeq

among us? And most important of all—are they Scrip-

tural, in barmony with the inspired words. of God’s Holy
men, who spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit?
If they are true, then the words “mercy” and “forgive-
ness,” as related to God’'s dealings with man, must be
stricken out of our Bibles. - L ‘

Because—If Christ Thore the pum‘shment due us, there "is‘ﬁ

no mercy manifested to us by God; when a debt is paid
there is no forgiveness, when a penalty is endured, there
is no mercy manifested. How can it be said that God for-

. gives our sins if e has already exacted the punishment?.

Because—If the sinner is allowed to go unpunished be-
cause the penalty of his.sin has been exacted from another

who might offer to bear it, God surely could not be said

to have pardoned the sinner; ¥e would simply have trans-

fewred the punishment from one person to another. o

Therefore owr Bibles would have to. he changed,  cer-
tain well known passages would require alteration to be in-
- harmony with Bro. Strickler’s ideas:— o
Rom. 4-7—"Blessed are they whose iniquities are for- -

given” would have to be altered to read, “Blessed are they,

~ the punishment for whose sins has been exacted from

Jesus.”

Micah 7-18 — “He retaineth not his anger forever, be-
cause he delighteth In mercy” would have to be changed -
to read, “Ile retaineth not his anger forever, hecause Jesus
‘has born the penalty and punishment due to us for our

sins.”

loved the world, that he chastened Jesus for their sins, and

by exacting the punishment of their sins from Him, He

saved them from eternal death.” C
Bro. Strickler sadly confuses the words “suffering” and

“punishment.” Punishment is suffering incurred by’ per- - )
sonal guilt and cannot be transfeired from one person to

another. “The soul that sinneth, it shall- die. The son shall

not bear the iniquity of the father, neither shall the father -

bear the iniquity of the son.” Iizek. 18-20. Therefore, the

- sufferings of Christ cannot be regarded as punishment, or
‘the infliction of a penalty. The Scriptures teach -that

“Christ suffered for sin, the just for the unjust” in the sense
that the suffering of Christ formed the basis on which God

remits sin, but they never teach or imply that Jesus was
- punished for sin, or bore the penalty of sin, 'If Bro. Strick-

ler is right; if as he claims, God exacted from Jesus the

penalty due us, then there is in no case a remission of the . .

John 3-17—*“God so loved the world, that he gave His
only begotten son” would have to be changed to, “God 80"
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penalty, it is simply a transfel of the pumshment Irom the‘,
- guilty to the innocent. The facts are that the penalties
for disobedience of God’s law. are agamst the sinner him-

self, and no other. The sin and the penalty for the sin go
together, they pertain to the same person, they are never
transferable to another person,. they cannot be separated

except by pardon of the sinner himself. - God’'s law makes -
no provision for the transfer of guilt, and therefore, no

{ransfer of punishment; either the guilty is pardoned, and
the penalty remitted, or he himself, person-ﬁly, and no one

“else,, suffers the pumshment of his sin. NMen may theorize,
but no theory can disprove plain, Well lsnown and well. es- s

tablished Bible facts.

Bro. Strickler’s great mistake is that he must have some T

one punished for sin before God pardons the sinner.” He
expresses surprise that a brother “seems-to stand appalled
that God should exact the punishment due to sin, before

He forgives sin,” and that his guestioner “does not con-

sider that Christ suffered the pumshment due to us Ior
our sins.”

He seems to mxsunderstand entirely the ob]ect of the.

~ sacrifice of Christ, and fails to realize that it was not to
secure the punishment of sin, but'the remission of sin. It’s
~ purpose was to “take away the sin -of the world” not to

punish the sin of the world, and Bro. Strickler's teaclung S
on this point is as far from the truth, as day is from night. . .

The idea needs to be deeply impressed on the minds of

. all who would understand this subject, that when God for-

gives, He does not punish, and when Ie punishes He does

" not forgive: that when the penalty for the sin-is; ted
God cannot be said to haye pardoned the sinnér

of Bro, Strickler's theory that God exacted from
penalty due to us before e fmgwes, the pla
‘truth of the Bible is that when God forgives, no one
‘the penalty. “If the wicked turn from all his sins

. ha.vth,l commrcted and keep all my st'Ltutes an

"vTesus the Bible reason is, bec'mse “‘he dehghts i
. “He hath not dealt with us after our sins, nor
us according to our iniquities. "As far as the ea

* the west, so far hath he removed Our_tra,nsgress
us.”  Ps. 103-10-12. If Bro. Strickler is right,
dealt with Jesus after our iniquities and exacted
the punishment due us, and afteI so exacting th penalty
has forgiven us. =

child’s sin from an innocent member of the family hefore h

~ God indeed that would do this. The God of the Bl
tainly does not deal with us in that way, and Bro St
is-a “setter forth of strange Gods” when he tea
doctrines.

‘“Like as a father pitieth his. chzldren so the Lord pitleth.
Thw ftm that fear Fim.” Ps. 103-18. But it would be a strange
pity that would move a father to exact the penalty of one »

would forgive the erring child.. And it would be a strange’
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his theories,"vand as usual also, they do not prove them.

“The chastisement of our peace was upon him' is used

to prove that Jesus was punished for our sins, and the
meaning of the word “Chastisement” is taken from a dic-
tionary (Webster’s) which gives the meaning of twentieth
century English words, instead of from Young’s Concord-
ance, or similar works, which give the meaning of the origi-
nal Hebrew words, and a glance at Young's will show why
Webster's definition was preferred. o ’

“This commandment (to lay down my life) have I re-

‘ceived of my Father” is given as proof that the punishment
~was exacted from Jesus. T

“Christ ‘died for our 'sin,s;--according' to the Scriptm'es"

- may be good evidence to Bro. Stlricklgl', but it will not _ap{-‘_
Dbeal to many as proving that his death for our sins was * -

a-punishment for our sins.

. And so with all the Scriptures quoted as proof of ‘this, -
* heresy; they fail as evidence for the ‘theories advanced, - -

- ~because 1o such idea is taught by God in His word. o
It is not true to teach that God forgives our sins because - .. '
- Christ suffered the penalty and punishment due us for those .
- _sins. . T : o

The truth of the Bible is that God so loved us that
through what was accomplished by Christ in His life and

in His death, a way has been provided for the forgiveness -
of sins so that no one would suffer the penalty or punish-.: - .

ment for the sins remitted. - '

" Bro. Strickler is far astray from Scriiitmai teaching

on the subject of sin - bearing. In his pamphlét, “A De-
- fense” he goes very fully into this subject. Twenty-one
- passages of Scripture are quoted, and then Bro. Strickler
- -says, “From these many scripture ‘testimonies the proof is - o
‘clear, positive and without doubt, that the Bible teaches e
that to bear sin, means to suffer punishment under the
wrath and displeasure of God” - In view of the fact that

Bro. Strickler teaches that J esus, the great sin-bearer, of

whom the Mosaic sin-bearers were but a figure, bore sin -~

by bearing the penally and punishment due to us for our
sinis, a study of the proofs given is interesting, -

-~ One passage, Heb. 9-25, refers to Jesus, and will be dealt -
with later. Of the balance, seventeen refer to transgreg- -
sors of God’s law, who were to suffer the penalty of their-
sin. Three passages refer to divinely appointed sin-bearers,
who, although they bore sin, did not suffer the penalty of -

- the sins they bore. Of course, if Bro. Strickler contends

that Jesus is the antitype of the sinful, “unrepentant Is-

- raelite who died for his own sin, because he had not had .
that sin taken away by the means ‘God had appointed, then .
- he is correct, for the unforgiven sinner certainly suffered = .
“the. penalty of his sin. But if he believes that Jesus is the = -

antitype of, the divinely appointed sin-bearers under the
- law, then he is wrong, for in all the three passages he
guotes, not one of the God chosen sin - bearers suffered
‘any penalty for the sin borne. Of course, Bro. Strickler
believes that Jesus, was the antitype of Aaron and the
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. suf[er the penalty of the sins they”

: ,_\,fa,ets7

- -_also was taught, by the sacrifice he o

- sin, without pumshmg the sinner; of destroying sin thhou

divinely appointed high pmests, an
unrepentant sinner, and to get over the fact w
void all his theory, the fact that the antitypical
did not suffer the penalty of the sins horne—he .
amazing claim (“Out of Dar kness” page 71) that
reason why the Aaronic pr 1esthood was: Spoken of
“Fauli:y," Heb. 8-7-8. In his own words, fault: was:four
“with the Aaronic mediatorial priesthood ”becmuse t
dw.l.or could not ente1 into Lhe most _}1“1

dea,th v10]ently fzdmnnsteled T
The one simple fact tha;t'the Mos

less pages of the theory that ‘“to b
penalty 'md pumsllment due to- sn‘ :

Sm—bemmg comes ploj
]d.\\' Not. only was the Mos:

: ’and ove1 again, not on]y 1ealued th’tt
ed;: t 1
~-to provide one sin-hearer who would do-:once. for all- tlme, :

- the “work “which the Mosauc 3111—bea.1e15 were domg e, o

peatedly.

In the. ‘Mosaic order of things the fol}owuw were ap- ;_' o] :
~ pointed by God’as sm—bearers to bear the sins of people —

* The High Priest—RExod. 28-38; the Sous-of the High Pries
Num. 18 1 the Le\ntes——-\}um 18-20; “the’ Sca.pe Goat —:
CLev. 16-22. Al these preﬁgured Jesus, and the work H
was to do in t’lkillg a.way sin, yet none of” them bme th
penalty of the'sin taken away, The sihner; Lev. 5-1, N

. 18-22 is also spoken of as bearing sin, but in these cases - R
. is unrepentant and unforgiven. He had not availed him- -~ f
self of the prescribed way for ha,vmg sing removed, ands. .

mvemab]y died in his sin; - not availing . himself of ‘the:
dwmely appomted means, he suffered Lho penalty. 'md pun-*

- .ishment of his sins. Sure]y, no one wﬂl claun that this: -7

sinner was a type of Chuist. .
The law was not given to teach God’s method of pums‘n~ .

ing sinners; not to teach that the penalty for sin. must he.. . |
‘exacted befme God would forgive the sinner; not to teach "N -
-the offerer that the slain animal had sutfered the punish- - ¥\
~ment that-he should have suffered for his sin. - The law: [ o
- contained no ‘such substltuuona,ry doctlmes as Lhese, either;»v:,'j -

in fact or by implication. .. =~ -
The law was given to teach. God’ 'method of taking : away

destzoymg the sinner; and When the prescribed methods
were followed the sin was forgiven, covered, blotted out:
no penaity was exacted, no pumshment suffel ed. The same
simple facts are recorded in all cases: “the Priest shall
make an atonement for him, and it shall be forgiven him”;




implying that the slain animal suffered the punishment
the simmer should have suffered, or that God exacted

wicked tun from all his sins that ke hath committed, and-
do that which is lawful and right, he shall surely live, he

shall not die,” Ezek-18-21. This is the principle on whichy
God has forgiven sins from the beginning of his dealings
with mankind, and there is not even an implication any--
where in the seriptures that this forgiveness is not granted.
a sincere, repentant sinner until the penalty has heen ex-

-acted from another, whether it be an unwilling animal or

ing to God.

Israelite who ever brought an animal for an offering, for no~
- Israelite was ever told that the Dlood of his sacrifice was o
-~ to exhibit the wages of sin. ‘Read the Mosaic Law care- .
0 fully, and note particularly that no Jew was ever told that

~—. ;

the animal was fo suffer the penalty which the offerer

should suffer for trespass. And when the ahsence of such - .
an Idea is noted, think how absurd it is that we in the 20th ~ -
century have found the real reason for blood-shedding to - . =

~ be something which the offerer never knew, because he *

* was never told hy God. ‘So once again we have to discard - ¢
theory, and look at the facts, which as usual are very

simple and easy to be understood. -

What are the Facts? The Israelite was to take one of

the best of his flock, a perfect physical animal, for an of-
fering. This taught him that saecrifice on his part was

required by God, a giving up of som ething that was valuable tv RENEE
and precious to him, before sin would be forgiven; the =~
animal was killed, its blood shed, teaching him further that.. L

a life must be given, before forgiveness could be granted.
Lev. 17-12. T have given it (the Blood) upon the altar to

Is in the blood.”

of God was forgiven his sin. The whole procedure told him

death of an animal substitute) but that the wicked should

and anyone who attempts to add to this‘.sim’ple truth by -

from the animal the penalty for the transgression of the - -
sinner, is certainly going beyond shat is written. “If the

-a willing Jesus. Such a doctrine is contrary to facts, reason
and common-sense; illogical, ‘unscriptural and dishonor- -

In one of his letters Bro. Strickler says, "Sacrifice by the
~ shedding of blood was instituted by God in the very begin- -
~ ning of the world to exhibit death as the wages of sin, that
~ the offerer.might malke this confession in his approach to = .
- God.” Of course, if this is true there ought to be innumer- T
“able proofs of the fact'in the Mosaic Law, where the prin- =
ciple of blood shedding is so prominent. But a careful -
- search shows that Bro, Strickler Inows more than any .

. make an atonement for your souls.” “The Life of the flesh
When this was faithfully done the Israelite in the mercy

not of sin being punished but of sin being forgiven—not of - .
God exacting from an innocent lamb the penalty due a sin- . -
- ful man, not of an animal suffering what he the sinner
i should have suffered. It told him that a kind and merciful -
! God desired not the death of the sinner (and surely not the

turn from his wickedness and live. It spoke to him, not.
. of penalty, nor of exactment of punishment, not even of .
b justice, but of loving kindness, tender mercy, forgiveness.

. N . . =
R et R s SR LT

R T




And the laying on of hands on the head of the animgl:
him not ot guilt bemg transferred so that the lamb W
die instead of the sinner, but of the means God hadsp
vided for the takmg away of sin,. :
~ Bro. Strickler incorr ectly puts the matter When he A
- (Out of Darkness, pg. 45), “After sins are transferre
: was shed, the life was taken because of sins; showin i
¢ - death was the penalfy or pumshment due for the sms coT
i . fessed. The blood was sprinkled upon the altar a R
- evidence that the punishment had been inflicted.’* We' say
_he incorrectly puts the matter because of the sxmple fact - i
~that the scape-goat (the animal about which Bro. Stuckler\.,;. IO
s, writing) was not killed at all, ’I‘helefore, the lifeswas o
not taken hecause of the sins. He misr epresents the mat-
ter also because in all the passages he’ quotes on this.
-nob one of them states, either as a fact or by 1mphca
that the life o he anntnal B La.ken because of the sir

- Nosraelite who ever. -
a thmg thelefore no_ R

oﬂ‘el ed a sacrifice W
Israelite ever knew:

“put his hand upon the head of t
-shall be accepted for him to malke en
» Lev. 4-20.. “And the priest shall. make-az
them and it shall be forgiven them.”,
‘Such is the oft~1epeated reasc glven,::to,vthe
The blood was to be shed hot as a pmushment
but for a covering for the sin, which is the meaning:
‘atonement;” a,nd offering the blood, the hfe of th
was the means God employed to:s

© o .sins were ﬁnally and “once foriall” t

- Jesus,

Nowhere in the Blb]e is t
equlxr'xlent found connecte
-refers to the sinner himself.
-covered, blotted out, for given;
the Bible fails to 1"ecord_ as
for sin is exacted from-an

Bro. Strickler lays much stless On 1
that the evidence in this chapter “is over
that to bear sin, is to bear the pumshmen d

_us see if it is,

Is. 53-11. “for he shal] beax theu
I-Ieblew word here is “sabal” and the- m
_Young's is “to bear, carry away.” -
Is. $8-12. ‘“and he bare ‘the sin of i

- word here 1s “nasm" and the deﬁmuo
away. L]

Is. 53-4. "“‘Surely he hath borne our

the word is “nasa” and means “to llft u’
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| And the word “hbare” in Is. 53 is the same. original word : :
i as was used in describing the work of the Mosaic Sin~- s
| Learers. -In both type and - antitype, transgressions were _ i
i lifted up off the sinner, borne away from the sinner, carried :
: - away from the sinner, without the sin-bearer suffering any 1
i penalty, or bearing any bunishrment for the sins borne. BT .
But perhaps the most emphatic way of disproving Bro. = } S
Strickler's theory on sin-bearing is to take up the Con- -
- cordance again and find that the same word “nasa” as'is ., .
P - used in connection with the Mosaic priest and with Jesus, -~ . [
- Is used in connection with God himself. The Bible speaks -~ . -

- of God as a'sin-bearer—not, once, hut over and over again. - SR

; - And of course, if Bro. Strickler is right, then God himself - t
! should have suffered the penalty. an nishment due to" e
ginal word “masa’. ;
: Land my-.pa ¥
: my sins.” i
ord God, forgiving (nasa . . -
;‘ iquity and transgressionﬁ.. and © . T 4
{ - . From the aboveittmusts e evident to all that the Hehrew .
; - ‘prophets in their own tongue, used the same word on the - Lt
fo o ‘matter of- sin-bearing, and that the scape-goat, the- -5
I - High Priest, Jesus, aﬁd‘(}fodvhi}mself all bore sin by lifting - 3
b It up, taking it away#fiom the sinner. It must be evident .7 - ¢
: that if to bear sin is suffer the penalty due to sin, then |
; £le it igh Priest, Jesus and God him- By
: _ fered the penalty due to the. sing. - - 4
; - hot one of:them did suffer the penalty, it muste
| .he t that Bro. Strickler is teaching substitution;
! - Whether he calls it by that name or not. " It must be true ;
;a8 Bro. B. Hill said, “It {5 not ‘only a substitutional .doc- R ,
P trine; the theory and reasomning is inaccurate.” ‘ - :
.. So ihat instead of the: evidence being “overpowering”- -
;  there is nothing in Isaiahi53 “to prove that to bear sin is ¥
|- o bear the punishment due to-sin.2 DR 4
vhat can be sdid about the answer to the third . _aik
| on? Is it true g at the Bible teaches such ; ook
L le as that Jest§ineeded and obtained Jus -
! omrour sins before!God would raise him from fha i
: -Is it Bible teaching that the penalty of our sin; mal” L.

- death, was on Jesus the bearer of our sins, and th be- 4

coming justified from our sins, God released hir e

penalty and he (Jesus) could then, ‘ :

“to immiortality ? : : o

. In view of Bro. Strickler's answe

it must be said that this answer Is

the chain of the most unscriptural
s
e .




b iorwalc'l in Ohrlsta(lelphlan (31rcles for many yec y
! first question that comes to the mind is, that ifiJe
i tained justification from our sins, Why do the- S
! teach thal we ourselves, require justification
-same sins? Is a double Justlﬁcatlon necessary?
we need justification from transgressions for
penalty has already been exactéd from Jesus, f
the punishment has already been. suffered by Je
from which justification has aiready bheen obtaj
Jesus? Surely, if theseideas are true, the old- -church:hymn: .
o is right; “Jesus did it All” and there shou]d be nothlng for .
' us to do at all in the matter, - -
. . . What is the Bible teaching on Justlﬁcahon‘? T word :
“justxfy” means “to make or declare rlghf:" Sinners ar not o A
: “right” or righteous in God's eyes, but in His mer
has made it possible for them to ‘get into that Bt
: - position. And so. the Bible tells how we can be mad
*- . or be justified, but in all cases it is the sinner a
' * . Jesus, who requires the justification. Rom 3-24
¢ justified freely by his grace”” Rom. 5-1—"Being: ] ustifi
. - byfaith” Rom. 5-9—"Being justified by his Blood als.
N '..-16~—“Just1ﬁed by the faith of Jesus Christ.”: Acts 13 3 —
i - “By him . (.Tesus) all that heligve are’ Justlﬁea no
. : So that it is-the tlansgressor of God’s law who~needs and

 who obtains (on' certain termhs) ]ustlﬁcatlon

. tained by faith, by .Jesus’ blood, by  God’s
‘belief in Jesus, ete. In other words, by the great
.. work of the Lord Jesus, a means has beent estab
; ~God’s mercy whereby sins can be forgiven, trans,
.. -can be pardoned, and sinners justified or made
God’s sight. Jesus “was raised for our justlﬁcatio
4-25, not. his own, and because of his obedlen
death God Has made him the means by which we, .8
© ners, can obtain “wisdom, righteousness, sanctificatio:

and rede.mption.f’" ‘ ) - o R B

- Of all the passages iBro:

- absurd: theory, ouly one;

S tlﬁed) from sin.” Bro. Stuckler say

.*» Christ that was. :teferredI i
: - undoubtedly it was no
;- - .the person referred to
.. had been buried with
© . _had risen from the walén
. had been planted in the hkeness
of being raised in the likeness of
who had crucified the old man, in
: might not serve sin; such an one, bel
' had his sins washed away in the wate;
an one-is, on coming out of the wa
The Bihle never speaks of Jesus nee
. anything, least of all, from our sins;
from Genesis' on, that We ours
from our sins, and that if justifica
nust our selves bhear the penalty, *
death.”

Bro. Stuclclel"swtheoyy regardin




e e ey e At e

io s o o = o

ment malkes it necessary to put forward the absurd teach-

ing that Jesus needed justification from our sins, -Accord-

ing to his theory, the penalty of our sins is eternal death,
therefore, the only way to account for the faet that Jesus -

rose from the grave and did not die eternally, was to invent

the totally unscriptural theory that Jesus obtained justifi-

cation from those sins. Surely no doctrine more unrea-

sonable, illogical and unscriptuwral was ever put forward.

" Bro. Strickler quotes’*’fr@uently from .tile" writings of -
‘both Di, Thomas and “Bro. Roberts to prove that he is =

teaching the same things they taught, but these proofs, like

his Seriptural ones, fail to support (with one exception) his‘

theory of penalty and punishment and justification.
In all the quotations from Dr. Thomas’ writings, ‘Bro.

Strickler does not bring forward one proof that the Doctor _
believed that the death of Jesus was the punishment or pen- .

alty due to us for our sins. He can and does find plenty

of evidence to support the true scriptural - teaching that
Jesus as the antitype of the High Priest, bears away (by
. forgiving) the transgressions of his people, but he cannot
~and does not find any evidence that Dr. Thomas ever taught

- that In bearing away our sins Jesus suffered the penalty -

- or punishment due us for those sins, and in this difference " -
lies all the difference hetween simple and heautiful truth

. based on Bible teaching on the one hand, and unscriptural B

and illogical heresy hased on theory alone, on the other.

In the writings of Bro. Roberts one statement, and only

- one, has been found which supports Bro. Strickler’s theory
~of penalty, and Bro. Strickler quofes this over and over — . )

again. It is in Chyistadelphian 1873, pg. 554, In it Bro. -
Roberts says, “It was ‘for us’ he thus was slain; for the

violent death was the penalty due to the many offences that
- hold us captive.” In all Bro. Roberts’ writings, before or ' -

. after this period, no trace of a similar statement can he.. . .
found; at no other time, except during this controversy = .

called Renunciationism, did Bro. Roberts ever say that the

“death of Jesus was the penalty due us. Shortly after,
Christadelphian 1874, page 177 we find this, “His (Jesus)
blood, having been shed under this.covering of righteous-.

- ness it availed as an atonement for all who were under it L

through the faith of him. . [he blood of Jesus is, therefore, -~ -

not a payment of the penaity of sin, death, but for a recon-

-ciliation on bebalf of the living.”” - e -
And in later years Bro. Roberts beautifully expresses the .. -

- truth on the matter by writing (Law of Moses, page 161),
“Christ did no sin, but he inherited the condemnation of -
sin by deriving his nature from a daughter of Adam, the -

condemned; and he was considered as having the sing of

his people laid upon him, in so far ag the sins of his people '

were to be forgiven for the sake of what should be done
in him.” v : ' S ' '
Bro. Roberts preached and wrote on the truth for about

30 years. The marvel is not that he made this one mistake

on such an intricate subject, but that e did- not make




many. Selislble hrethren wxll not take one: sta,tement by :
Bro. Roberts against all else he has written and say that
this one mis-statement, written under the terrible strain of
the Renunciationist Conuovel sy expresses his true behef.

and rejects all his later writings to the contrary. .-

On the other hand Bro. Strickler has been writing pub—'
licly for at least 16 years, putting forward as 'Lssxduously-., ‘
as possible the same ideas as he now puts before us in -

" this pamphlet. I have before me a letter from Bro. Strick-

ler (smce made public by him) written in 1909 in answer

- to various ‘questions. One question was “Do.you believe
that it was necessary for Christ to offer for limself, and.if
so, why?” DBr. Strickler’s answer was, “Apart from the
sins that were laid upon him, and which became his own} . .-
and for which he made atonement for himself as a human o

sin-bearer, it was not necessary.”

- And any brother or sister who' hds had conc:Spondence o
- with Bro. Strickler will have similar letters in their posses- ~
““sion. Therefore, it can be said that Bro. Strickler traly
. Leleves in the exactment of penalty and punishment from .
,iJesus, and that God required that Jesus be justified from - -
- our sins, whereas this cannot fairly be. said of Bro. Rob-
. er ts, one statement to the contleu*y notwlthstmnchng o

While in this article we are cleallllg with Bro. Strickler’s

- teaching on substitution only, it should be said that we. be-
. lieve De is also astray from. the truth on the question as

. to what Jesus accomplished for himself by his own offering. -
In proof of his note the above extract, also the ioilowma :
 from Bro, Strickler's writings— - ‘

“I malke bold to say that Jesus Christ was not thc sub- -
ject of the redemption that was in hlmself and whlch he

secured for his brethren.”

“No one can- possmly be the sub]ect of Blble redemptlon -

unless they have sins to be forgiven.” L
© “The eternal redemption which Jesus obtained, spoken c
of in Heb. 9-12 was not spoken in reference to Jesus Christ =
pexsom.lly, but for those Who tr "Lnsvlessed under the ﬁrst i
“covenant.”

“It is a shame 'fmd a dlS"’l ace hefore both God and man

_ for a religious sect to ﬁght for the doctrine and teaching
~ that the beloved Son of God was required by his Father -
to first offer himself as a sin ofﬂering for himself for atone- -
ment or propitiation that he mig ht personaﬂy ohtain eterL B
~ nal redemption.”

“God’s method of salvation by the shedc‘unor of l)lood to
make atonement, did not apply to Churist.”
Comment on the ahove is hardly necessary. To & 1g1ee

with Bro. Strickler is to disagree with Christadelphian
‘teaching for the past 50 years.. The redemption of the

Adamic race from the mortality brought on it by Adam’s-
sin is the whole purpose God had in mind from the time of
the first animal sacrifice. True, our personal sins, and not
our inheritance of a “body of sin” is what stands in the

way of our obtaining a “redemption of the body.” Never-
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theless it is the “dehverance from the bond'we of corrup-

tion” that God had in mind when he mstltuted means

whereby transgressions could be forgiven. To say that. ~
Jesus was not the subject of the redemption that was in

himself, is to exclude him from the purpose of God, and

- also to exclude him from the Adamic race. - As Bro. C. c.. . .
Walker rightly says in Christadelphian for July, 1921, page .

313, “To say it (eternal redemption) was ‘for us’ and not

‘for himself’ is to contradict the word of God.” How can we "

remain in fellowship with ‘'one who so cleaa.ly contradicts

‘the word of God? In the Chnstadelp]nan for Jan., 1925, -
Bro. Walker challenges any one to bring proof. that Bro."

Strickler is teaching heresy, and we submit the above evi-

- dence, in Bro. ‘Strickler’s own words, to show that he is.
. teaching a doctrine whlch in Bro Walker’s own words con-
S tradlcts the word of God

Bro. Striclder is very anxious to impress the idea that}
his theories and teachmgs are figwrative only, and not to -
- be taken literally. As much as to say that if they were real

.and literal there might be some reason for all the objections - o
made to them, but being only symbolic, there should be no
“ .. fault found. In other words, he wants us to-believe that
the fact does not need.to hé m ‘harmony with the figure
- or symbol; that it would be ‘error to believe that Jesus - .
~actually suffered the penalty due us for sins; but quite

correct to believe that Jesus did it figuratively.
And to demonstrate that Bro. Strickler believes these

'tlnngs to be figurative only, hie gives the amazing proof .
from page 89 of “Out of Darkness” as iollows——“ds a mat-.
ter of fact and reality, no on can bear another’s sins, but
they can bear the consequences and punishment due for
'tlanso'ressmn, and it is in this way that the Bible teaches
" that sins are borne.” If words convey any meaning, the
above says that as a matter of fact, not figuratively, not

. symbolically, but as a matter of fact, Jesus bore the conse- -

quences and punishment due us forour sins. And any one
who is at all familiar with Bro. Strickler's wr itings knows

vthat this is the theory on. which his whole mgument in - o
“Out of Darkness” is founded. o

But supposing for the moment that he does boheve these

" ideas to be figurative, how does the matter stand? Looking

at the facts, what actually did ]mppen" The only real,

- actual happemng was that Jesus was taken and by chked .
 hands, was slain. There is no saving value in behevmg '
that actual fact by itself. The saving virtue to us in the
~death of Christ is in what we understand was accom-
‘plished by it. And as soon as we look for the answer to
- that’question, we leave facts, realities, and deal with sym-
bols, figures, etc. We see blood shed. The blood was a .
figure of a life poured out, in obedience to the will of
God, on the basis of whxch God is pleased to grant

fmgiveness of sins. “For the life of the ﬂesh is

in the blood, and I have given it to -you upon the

altar to m':ke an thonement f01 you1 souls for it is the

«
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blood that maketh an atonement fi
So to the Israelite the blood was a‘figuré téllingithem’ the
~ sacrifice must be made to the éxtent of a life heing given,
and that when this was done in the right spirit, atonement

© was made, sins were covered, and pointed forward to the
one giea.t offering, “The Lamb of God that taketh away

~ the sin of the world.” - Therefore, SUSHwve.
understand that a hfe has been given
soul unto death 7 Is. 53 12 \

they had died for the:r ﬂuth th
- less. God 1equued thelefme no
. pour o

.~ Jesus to forgive our
the penalty, put the
vmore "Tho wages"fﬁofr

it d@OYGl]OOkw*and zﬂ
~~ punishment is not
and forglves, and th

Py,

B

the. shed blood is a. symbol of that penh '

. ment-being inflicted on Jesus, Keepit

. 'saving vntue of the-blood of Jesits 1

- stand was accomplished by.it, and tha;; '
the meaning - of blood sheddmg .. T¢

that it does Bro. Stnck]ers ca

- ideas are only figurative, and not
Heves that sins are actually “yasl
‘The Bible meaning of the bloo

. basis of what Jesus did, God is willin
~ look the punishment. due Bro.; St

one will God forgive sin. . S o
Putting aside all long drawn. . out ‘f;heories and gettin
down to plain, simple facts, the atter resolves 1tse1f mt
- the simple guestion asto whether!Go
he forgives, or Whether he f01 giv
ing the penalty -

;




Despite all statements to the contrary, there are many
i points of similarity between Bro. Strickler’s. teaching aud
~ the Renunciationist theory of 1873 Fox instance:

Chnstade}phlan 1873, page 404.

‘“What does the new theory
say? That God destroyed

[
et v

tural representation of the
-case were true, would it not

a life that ought not to have

been destroyed, in consider--
ation of which, He is to al-
- low to live a million lives

- that ought.not to live, This
is the old orthodox heresy
of substitution, the only gdif-

- ference bheing that death in-
stead of torment is accepted
' It is the
~old insult to God, represent-

in “satisfaction.”

ing him as winking at the
viplation of his own laws;

© accepting a compromise; de-
stroying where he ought not

to destroy, and saving alive

where he ought not to save -

~ alive.,”

1f Bro. Roberts were wr 1t—
ing about Bro. Strickler's
‘theories today, v

ment that ought not to have

been exacted; in considera- .
tion of which Ife is to allow

to live a million lives that
ought not to live. B!
the old orthodox heresy of
substitution, the only differ-

ence being that death in- |
stead of torment is accepted-

in vindication. - It is the old
insult to God, representing

Him as winking at the vio-

Iation of Iis own laws; ac-

cepting a compromise; pun--
-ishing and exacting where

e ought not to punish or

exact,, and saving alive
Whe:e He ouoht not to save»

alive.

Christadelpln’m 18(3 page 466,

- “Your theory alleges that
Christ in dying paid the

“debts we own on account of

our sins. If this unscrip-

, would he not -
say the following?—
- What does the new theory :
-say? That God -exacted from.
Jesus a penalty and punish-

This is

tainable

follow that forgiveness was b
ours as a matter of fact, as. =

soon as he died? And if so,

how comes it to pass that

remission of sins is only at-

“tainable by believing and

obeying the gospel?” . .

“And in that case would‘,

not forgiveness he a right
to be claimed? If 'mothel

©man pays my debt can T not -
of right claim exemption

from the demand of my.
creditor? And if divine for-
giveness is of this order
(viz: remission because of

satisfaction obtained) how -
-comes it that Paul says that . =
“the remission of sins that - -

are past” is “through. the

forbearance of God?” Rom C
1 3-25. . o
‘Would not . B10 Roberts

say the following today, to.
Bro. Strickler, to be consist~

ent with- hlS teachings of "
18737 :

Your theory alleges that -

E Christ in dying, suffered the

punishment due us on ac-
count of our sins., If this.

unscriptural  representation.” -

of the case were true, would .

‘it not follow that forgive- = =
- ness was ours as a malter
‘of fact, as soon as he died?
And if so, how comes it that -

remission of sins is only at-

obeying the gospel? -

And in that case would
not forgiveness be a right
to be claimed? v
man sufférs the punishment
thue to me, can I not of right

“claim exemption from the T
‘penalty of my sin?

And if divine forgiveness

is of this order (viz: remis-

sion, because the ~penalty

e et g
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Dby believing and;. b'

If another .
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other) how comes it that Bro. Roberts would surely b
Paul says that “the remis-  say the same today, hecaus o
. sion of sins that are past” = the principle of harter o :
is ‘through the forbearance pawnbroking is the root o
t of God?” Rom, 8-25. . ;ﬂl;Bro. ‘Strickler's theory;.
: s . - for instance in the attached. . |
;  Christadelphian 1873, page 561. ;. . he expresses swrprise = = - §
“How say you that in suf-  that any brother can doubt = ..k
. fering death Jesus Christ that God exaets the punish- =
‘paid a debt for his disciples; ment due to sin before He -
~ if he paid a debt for them, forgives sin. It, therefore,”
! ‘they ought not to be liableto . follows, as Bro. Roberts well
! pay the same debt; they  shows, that “if this theory is
cannot be “partakers of  correct; the suffering of the e
Christ's suffering.” They penalty is all that is re-
cannot “suffer for his sake,” -. quired; God having exacted
~neither can any of them be = that, our salvation was ss- -
: ~ ‘made conformable to his  sured, and so far as we are i
; ~ death.” . ‘ - concerned, the resurrection :
.  “How say you that re- - .of Jesus wasnot necessary.” i
demption was effected onpy oo oo oo o T o
L the principle of barter o Ohx'lvst;‘adelplucm 1873, 1’_a:g94‘%91- | %
pawnbroking?. If on this.  “Has it ever occurred {6 t
- principle the giving up of these Renunciationists, that L
- Jesus Chuist’s life was all if eternal death, so called, i
. © that was necessary; if the was the debt to be paid, as
: giving up of his life was the they say, and Jesus paid i
‘only thing necessary, the that debt, that the resurrec- 14
bringing back of that life  tion of Jesus was impos- L
v was not essential to make sible? I will show before I R &
';, redemption  possible; if the : - have done that our inherit- * - 4
i . 3
¥

.~ bringing back of his life was -
not necessary to- make re-
demption possible, his resur-
‘rection was required for his

-own salvation only, and con-
sequently the apostle Paul

i was wrong when he said
‘that Jesus was “raised again
for our justification.” Rom.

o 4-25, e

Would Bro. Roberts not

the following: S
How say you that in suf-
fering a violent death Jesus

~ Christ suffered the punish-
~ment due for our sins? If
L - he suffered the punishment
; due to us, we ought not to
he liable to pay the same
penalty; we cannot be ‘“‘par-

. takers of Christ’s suffering,”
©we cannot “suffer for his
sake” neither can any of us
be “made conformable to

' has been exacted from an- - his death.” - -

“resurrection by nature, .is :

~ Offences; and that what has .
" brought resurrection is not

~ask of Bro. Strickler today  vided in our mortal nature . ..
. out of mortality by obedi--
. ence,
tion.

- Renunciationists,
~ that the debt we owe-for our

- explanation of the embar.
- assing

ance in Adam is not eternal
death; . that that which
stands in the way of. our

not our hereditary mortality
in Adam, but our personal

free life; but the persomal .
righteousness of God's own ~ -
annointed, specially pro-
that he might open a way

death and resurrec-

Bro. 'Strickler, like the
“helieves

sins fs. eternal -death, (Out
of Darkness, pg. '53) and his

situation  brought
about by his theory is that,
although Jesus suffered the
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ing in the language of the Mosaic figure, the fact that J ésus

in the mercy of God, has been made “a merciful and faith-

“ful high priest in things pertaining to God to make recon-
- ciliation for the sins of the people.” - Ieb. 3-17. : '

Bro. Roberis used 1 Pet. 2-34 in harmony with the mst

- Interpretation; Dr. Thomas used the same passage in har-
mony with the second, and any brother who has made a

study of Christadelphian writings on this subject knows

that these passages have beein given hoth interpretations .

over and over again, by various writers. Sensible brethren

- Wwill not disfellowship one another over the interpretation
o-of any particular passage, provided—and the proviso is all

important—it is admitted that the ‘Scriptures teach hoth

phases. ~_Differences of opinion such. as the above leave . -
room for argument, which some keenly delightin, but give .

no cause for disfeliowship. - L .
Bro. Strickler has heen disfellowshipped because he goes
beyond what is written. He believes that Jesus takes away

-our transgressions, but exceeds the scripture evidence by

- stating that before Jesus could take away transgression .
be must suffer the penalty and consequences due us for -
transgression; and further, that this suffering of the pen- =

alty by Jesus was exacted (demanded) by God before He
(God) would forgive.. i o
-~ Bro. Strickler says he does not teach or believe substi-

tution. Does it matter what name he gives his theory?

Itis just as wrong by any other name, or without any name.

He denies that he teaches substitution but does not deny

that he believes and teaches that: :
1--God exacted from J esus: the penalty due to us.

'2—That Jesus hore sin by bearing the penalty and pun--
-ishment due to sin. . . , o : -
' 3="That Christ died unto thé demands of sin, which
~ was death as wages.” C o

4—'That the mode of Christ’s death showed that it was
for punishment eternal, which is what the trespassers de-
serve” . s

5—"“That death (on Christ) had been inflicted to satisfy
the ends of justice.” ; : o

6——'That divine justicé required a violent death for tres-

passers of all sorts; that this does not overtake one is’
through the forbearance of God, firstly in cases where these -
sins are not imputed, and secondly, cases where these sins

are imputed, and were imposed on Christ when he suffered
a violent death due to such sins.” - g 1

“Called hy its proper name, such teaching is “Subsﬁﬁi—

tion.” As Bro. . Hill wrote, “all these reasoners (Bro. -
- Strickler among them) are very anxious. we should not -
- think they are teaching the doctrine of substitution; but '
that is inevitable—it is not only a substitutional  doctrine: -

the theory and reasoning is inaccurate,”.

“Called by any other name, it is just as ,objéctionable, be-

cause it is not truth. Our own opinion is that, apart from

the teaching of partial inspiration of the Bible, it is the

worst departure from the truth since the truth was brought

“to light by Dr. John Thomas.
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We see in it a return to the old. Calvinistic doctrine that

Christ secured our salvation because in his death he clothed
himself with the sins of the human race, so that God in- - -

flicted on Jesus the suffering which we deserved for our

What shall we do about it? -

Some say, “do nothing, it cannot do any harm because no -

one hut Bro. Strickler helievés his theories:”  Such reason-

ing is of the flesh, but nevertheless there is evidence that it

is doing harm. I have before me z pamphlet written by
Bro. J. A. McCarl of the San Francisco Teelesia who is a
member of an ecclesia which claims  to have taken no

action in the Strickler controversy. The pamphlet. is a
warm defense of Bro. Strickler’s teachings. ‘In it we read

the following:-

- “I think that this is plain enough, that Christ suffered
+the punishment due us on account of our sins.” - o
 “Anyone who studies the scriptures can plainly see that
he bore the consequences and punishment due us for. our-

transgressions,’” - :

“If Christ did not bear the 001iseque11cés ah,d.punishﬁlen_t o

-due us for transgressions, who aid?”

Ob! the blindness of such teaching. Why must some one

be found to bear the punishment? “Why will brethren. not

“accept the plain Bible facts that when. God forgives no one

is punished; when he punishes, there is no forgivéness?

Why will they not accept the plain teaching that *as far- o

as the east is from the west, so far hath he removed our
transgressions from us” because. lmowi“ng our frame, he

pities and forgives, - L L ‘ -
‘In all cases of departure from the first principles of the

truth, there is one thing to be considered and only one; that

is, what is our duty? Brethren and Tcclesias who regulate
their actions by divine commands realize that a sad duty con-

fronts them. They realize that in these last days the oracles..
of Giod are comumitted to them for safe keeping. They know

that God has exalted His word above His name, and that

“that sword has been placed in their hands; that they are
- “stewards of the mysteries of God;” that it is required in

stewards that they be found faithful; that fajthfulness con-
sists first in “holding fast the form of sound words” and

then in preaching that word that others may see the “light

- of the knowledge of the Glory of God in the face of Jesus

Christ.” And knowing that faithfulness calls for the rejec-
tion and repudiation of all that is contrary to the form of -

“sound words” they do not hesitate when they read, “1f =
any man teach otherwise, and consent not to wholesome.: .

words, even the words of our Lord. Jesus Christ, and to the '
doctrine which is according to ‘godliness; from such- with-

draw thyself”” 1 Tim. 6-3-5.. L »
What is sadly needed in this age, as in all ages past is
men of courage, men with a strong and abiding faith in God, -
men who, rejecting the spirit of conmpromise -and tolerance
go forward in the performance of their duly to God, régard
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less of the consequences; men who are less concerned about
the effect of their action on the ecclesia, and more con-
cerned about the effect of inaction on the truth of the gos-
pel; less worried about the size of their ecclesia, and more
anxious that the truth as placed in our hands by God

through the agencies of our fathers and forefathers in the -

faith, be handed down to our posterity, if Jesus delays His

coming, in the same pure and unadulterated form as we~
received it. What the truth sadly needs is‘'men,; who when -

faced with apparently unsurmountahble difficulties, will not

cry out, as did Blisha's servant, “Alas, master, how shall

we do?” but will say, as did Blisha, “Fear not, for they that
be with us are more than they that he with them.” With

a sure faith that God is still regulating and controlling -

the affairs of His universe, they will go forth unhesitat-

ingly in the performance of their duty today, believing that f

what comes tomorrow is in God’s keeping.

And such will not hesitate to denounce the teachings of
Bro. Strickler as a departure from the one faith once for

all delivered to the saints, and to puhlcly announce that -

they cannot continue in fellowship with him.

 William M. Biggar,
' 520 Colonial Ave.,
 Westfield, N. J.,

U.S.A




