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“I saw, and behold, a white horse; and he that sat up on
him had a bow: and a crown was given unto him: and he
went forth conquering, and to conquer” (Rev. 6:2)

The wisdom that is from above is first pure, then peceable ... Jas 3:17
Earnestly contend with the faith which was
1 once delivered unto the saints Jude 3

The Importance of Defining Truth
One of the characteristics of the humanistic society in which we live, is that individuals
possess so-called “human rights” - certain entitlements given to all of mankind, irrespective
of status, nationality, or culture. And these inevitably include the “right” for all to believe
in whatever system of worship they so desire - or none at all - according to the dictates of
their own conscience, provided that by so doing they do not interfere with others, who
similarly exercise their “right”. So it is that to criticize the “faith” of another group is greatly
frowned upon, and those who insist upon a particular set of ideas as being Absolute Truth,
claiming that all other ideas are not Truth, are condemned outright as “arrogant”, lacking
in love and humility.
The consequence of this “liberal” spirit of mutual acceptance, is that we are surrounded by
a plethora of Churches and Denominations, each with their particular dogmas, styles, and
practices, yet each becoming increasingly more tolerant of each other’s existence, and more
“open-minded” about each other’s beliefs. So it is, that we hear so much about “Christian
Unity”, or ecumenicalism, the doctrine that so long as love prevails, other differences of
conviction are secondary - that therefore churches, and indeed all religious groups might
ultimately join together despite their doctrinal differences, under the common love for mankind, and for God.
This spirit of tolerance and mutual respect for one another’s “views”, as a means of effecting
and preserving a form of peaceful unity based on compromise, is becoming increasingly
common - even amongst those who should know better. There are those who teach that we
should be more open and loving towards those who bring in new ideas, or “different perspectives” on certain matters of doctrine or practice. Similarly, there are those who question
the need for the BASF (the “Statement of the Doctrines forming the Christadelphian basis
of Fellowship”), claiming it is “too restrictive”, and excludes those whose interpretations
of Scripture may differ from ours. And who are we to say, “we are right, and they are
wrong”? What arrogance for us to insist that everyone must accept our “views” in order to
have Salvation! So it is, that those who insist on the importance of maintaining the old
values of beliefs and practice are branded “extreme”, or “hardline”, being described as “unloving”, and “unChristlike”, or as one member put it, not having the humility to accept that
perhaps they are wrong. But what is the Divine Testimony? If we consider such to be “unChristlike”, let us consider in all humility what Christ himself taught.
In his prayer of John 17, the Lord speaks of the ideal unity of those who would be his followers: “I pray for them: I pray not for the world, but for them which thou hast given me;
for they are thine … keep through thine own name those whom thou hast given me, that
they may be one, as we are … I have given them thy word; and the world hath hated them,
because they are not of the world, even as I am not of the world … sanctify them through
thy truth: thy word is truth” (Jno 17:9,11,14,17). From these words, we are instructed that
the disciples are able to “be one”, because of their separation. “They are not of the world”,
rather they are “hated” by the world, for which their Lord, significantly, offered no prayer.
By the very nature of things, there can be no amity between them and it, for “the friendship
of the world is enmity with God … whosoever therefore will be a friend of the world is the
enemy of God” (Jas 4:4). So it is then, that those who would have us accept and respect
beliefs and ideals emanating from, and believed by “the world”, unwittingly compromise
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a key element of the disciples’ unity - their separation - and place themselves in grave
danger of being enemies of God. Whilst they might speak much about unity and peace, it
is a unity without union of mind and belief - a peace not founded upon the mutual appreciation and acceptance of the ways of Almighty God but based upon embracing worldly
ideals. This “unity” is not a holy union of disciples with their Father and His Son, but a
union with the vanities of the world - and this is not true unity, or true fellowship.
TRUTH AS A BASIS OF FELLOWSHIP

It is vital for us to appreciate that the Oneness in fellowship which true disciples experience
and for which their Lord prayed, is something more than mere sociability, or “getting on”
with each other - it is a oneness which mirrors that unity subsisting between the Son and
his Father: “that they all may be one; as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also
may be one in us …” (verse 21). And by its very definition, this oneness can only be experienced by the forsaking of “the world”: for “all that is in the world … is not of the
Father” (1Jno 2:16), rather being “enmity” with Him. This being so, the basis of separation
is not merely determined by the whim of human philosophy, but by the Father Himself. It
is the sanctifying power of His Word, understood, believed, and acted upon: “Sanctify them
through thy truth: Thy word is truth”.
There is then, such a thing as “Absolute Truth”: the “Word” of the Most High God “is
Truth”. And anything which deviates from its teachings is therefore by definition, not
“truth”, but “false”. Not “a different perspective”, or “another viewpoint”, but a blurred
focus, leading to blindness. “To the law and testimony: if they speak not according to this
word, it is because there is no light in them” (Is 8:20) - and in the absence of light, no
“viewpoint” can be obtained - nothing can be seen! Therefore teachers who “speak not according to this word”, which our Lord calls “truth”, are not simply presenting a “new perspective” - apostolically, being void of light they are “destitute of the Truth” (1Tim 6:5)
and are, in the terms of Christ, “blind leaders of the blind. And if the blind lead the blind,
both shall fall into the ditch” (Mat 15:14). And this is the point - it is only the revealed light
of Truth that saves. Those who teach things which cannot be seen in this light, can only
stumble and lead their followers into the darkness of the grave.
The enlightening Word of Truth then, is the basis both for the disciple’s separation, and
their fellowship. Ultimately, “our fellowship is with the Father, and with his Son Jesus
Christ” (1Jno 1:3). And this being so, any constraints or restrictions placed upon that
fellowship, and to whom else it might be extended is, not of our making, but the
Father’s. “Of his own will begat he us with the word of truth” (James 1:18) and of His
own Will He has ordained that the light of His Glory seen shining through that Word
(2Cor 4:4,6) defines the parameters of Fellowship. So, the Apostle declared, “God is
light, and in him is no darkness at all. If we say that we have fellowship with him, and
walk in darkness, we lie, and do not the truth. But if we walk in the light, as he is in the
light, we have fellowship one with another, and the blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us from all sin” (1Jno 1:7).
Walking together “in the light”, therefore, is the Scriptural definition of fellowship. This
being so, those who are not “in the light”, having “no light in them” do not experience fellowship, even though they may consider themselves to be walking together in mutual ac3

ceptance of each other’s ideals. But likewise, those who suppose themselves to be “in the
light”, if they do not walk together with others of like-mind are also excluded from the fellowship of God. “He that saith he is in the light, and hateth his brother, is in darkness even
until now” (1Jno 2:9). Belief, and practice, then are the essential elements of fellowship to “receive with meekness” the word of salvation (Jas 1:21), but also to implement it, that
we might learn to reflect that union which subsists between the Father and Son, in walking
and working together in the servitude of the Truth.
THE NARROW WAY THAT LEADS TO LIFE

The “way” along which enlightened believers walk together is styled by the Lord Jesus,
the “narrow way”: “strait is the gate, and narrow is the way, which leadeth unto life, and
few there be that find it” (Mat 7:14). Christ’s true disciples, being those who are heirs of
the life to come, are comprised not of the swinish multitudes, wallowing in the mire (2Pet
2:22) of their own philosophies and superstitions, as they wander blindly and aimlessly
along the broad way of death, but are those who seek to walk within the “narrow” confines
of the Truth, being sanctified by The Word, and looking steadfastly towards the glory which
they will inherit. They do not have different “opinions” and “views” over fundamental doctrines, for they “walk” together in the shining brightness of the glorious Gospel, and “can
two walk together, except they be agreed?” (Amos 3:3).
It may be that the majority of men scorn the narrowness of “the way”, which contrasts
greatly with their own liberal philosophies (2 Pet 2:19), condemning the travellers as “uncharitable”, and “exclusionist” - but the narrowness is not of our making, and the criticism
is therefore unjustified. If it were the case that it was simply “our view” that certain beliefs
are true, then there would be a case to answer, for why should “our view” of what is true
be any better than the “views” of the next man? But that is far from being the case. We do
not determine what is true or false, the Great Creator does, “thy word is truth”. Doubtless,
if it had so pleased the Eternal Creator to give life to the ignorant many, He would have ordained a “broad” way, unregulated by the restrictiveness of doctrines and principles. But
He has not chosen so to do, and our part is to accept His Word, and walk in His Way, for
“his way is perfect: the Word of Yahweh is tried: he is a buckler to all those that trust in
him” (Ps 18:30).
THE NEED FOR THE TRUTH TO BE DEFINED

Despite the pantheon of names and denominations in the world’s Christendom then, there
is but only one Word of “truth”, and only one “way” to life. This is so designed by the Creator of all mankind not to accommodate the ignorant masses, but to be “narrow”, so that
only the few “sanctified” believers, who choose to separate themselves to become One
with the Lord Jesus Christ (Gal 3:28), might walk along it in faith and fellowship. But how
can the disciples’ unity and distinctiveness from “the world” be maintained? How can they
ensure that new members - or even their own selves (Acts 20:30) do not import into the
“apostles fellowship” worldly ideals, standards, and beliefs? It is evident that in order to
provide the basis for separation, and fellowship, it is absolutely vital that there be a set of
clearly defined beliefs and practices, to which all members must subscribe. It has been argued that for us to simply say that we believe the Bible is enough, for after all, it is that
Word which is the basis of fellowship as we have seen. But this will just not do, for many
of the religious groups around us say this also, yet upon scrutiny, their beliefs and doctrines
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do not originate from the Oracles of God, but the conceits of the flesh. They do not hold or
believe the Truth that saves, preferring rather to embrace and believe in the alleged Immortality of the Soul, the Personal Devil and the Doctrine of the Trinity – to name but a
few of their superstitions. There is then, a need for true believers to define from the Word
certain principles of Truth, which then form the basis of their fellowship - certain doctrines
which the Scriptures reveal to be of fundamental importance. So, Brother Roberts wrote:
“It is necessary to have the truth defined. It is not enough for an applicant
(for baptism or fellowship) to say he believes the Bible or the testimony of
the apostles. Multitudes would profess belief in this form who we know are
ignorant or unbelieving of the Truth and therefore unqualified for union
with the brethren of Christ. The question for applicants is, do they believe
what the Scriptures teach? To test this, the teaching requires definition. This
definition agreed to forms the basis of fellowship among believers, whether
expressed in spoken or written words” (The Ecclesial Guide).
THE BIRMINGHAM AMENDED STATEMENT OF FAITH

The essential principles of the “law and testimony” which form the basis of the fellowship
of Christ’s servants in these last days are accurately and succinctly described by the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith (BASF). By comparing it with the Word of Truth,
we can demonstrate how what it teaches are indeed fundamental doctrines of Scripture.
But before we can do this, we must firstly recognize not simply the importance of having
such a Statement, but also the authority it must have in the running of Ecclesias.
It is sometimes argued that whilst the BASF can be used as a set of general guidelines, because it is a humanly written document it should not be treated as being more important
than any other human writing. So it is reasoned that if an individual disagrees with a particular aspect of it, because it was produced by man, they are only disagreeing with man’s
words, and therefore their standing before God remains unaffected. Further, the BASF only
being a summary of what a particular religious group has agreed to accept as their views
on what doctrines are true, or not true, rather than disfellowship one who cannot accept a
particular part, we should show mercy, and humility, accepting that their viewpoint might
be as valid as ours. We should respect their deep love they have for God, and the great respect they might have from other brethren and sisters, and who are we to refuse to break
bread with them?
But this argument is one of the most dangerous sorts. It is very easy to accept on face value,
for it fits in very comfortably with the philosophy of today’s generation, of mutual acceptance
and toleration - and it also contains certain elements of truth, which makes it seem all the
more plausible. But those truths are mere half-truths, and the expression of them in this form
smuggles in with them certain assumptions which are full falsehoods. For instance, it is true
to say that the BASF was compiled by man, as it is not a Divinely Inspired document. But
it is not true to say that it is comprised of man’s words, and is therefore man’s opinion of
what is true. Rather, it is solidly based on God’s Words, and what God reveals as Truth.
To give one example: Clause 17 states “That the gospel consists of ‘the things concerning
the kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ’. - Acts 8:12; 19:8,10,20; 28:30,31”.
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Now, the document as a whole is uninspired - but are these man’s words? Only partly, for
the majority of this clause is a direct quotation from Scripture - God’s Words. And the references which follow give the scriptures from which this clause was derived. This is the
pattern with each clause of the BASF - a statement is made, summarizing Scripture Teaching (although not always a specific quotation from one Bible passage), and appended to
each clause are references to those passages from which the teaching was derived. This
being the case, it is clearly wrong to regard the BASF as being nothing but a humanly contrived document. The concepts and principles it describes were not devised by man, but by
God. And even the very wording used to define those principles is largely derived from
Scripture. The real issue therefore, is not whether a particular individual agrees with the
BASF as a man-made document, but whether or not they agree with the Divine Truths
which that document describes, culled from the foundation of Scripture.
The BASF then, although not directly written by the Hand of God, as were the Holy Scriptures, is authoritative - absolutely so. It is not simply a summary of what a particular religious group has chosen to accept, rather it is in essence a summary of the first principles of
belief and conduct as taught in Scripture, which it is incumbent upon all who would be
“brethren in Christ” (Col 1:2) to believe. Any who reject the BASF, in any aspect of it’s
teaching, are therefore denying the fundamental teachings of Scripture enshrined within it.
So, it speaks with authority - no less than the authority of Scripture itself, for the Revealed
Word is its foundation, a fact which elevates it above the whim of human philosophy, giving
it the position of being an authoritative statement of what the Eternal God would have us
believe. And its role in these last days is vital, for as a Statement of Bible principles, it provides both a test for fellowship, and an important safeguard against the Truth-nullifying
doctrines of the heathen.
Christopher Maddocks
“What a fearful crime for men to despise God! Those despise God who despise His Word;
and those practically despise His Word (in God's estimation) who neglect or disobey it.
They do so with impunity now. No harm seems to come to their negligence. It would be foolish to be misled by appearances. It was so with Israel for a time. It did not seem to matter
whether they observed the law of Moses or not. The sun rose, the rain came, the harvest matured, prosperity reigned as much as when the first generation of their fathers feared the 397
commandments.
Yes, for a while; but mark the expression of this chapter (Jer. 14): "He will now remember
their sin." ....there are things long past - deeds and transactions which are ancient and forgotten
history with the world - to come up again in divine reckoning and be made the basis of terrible
acts of retribution. And yet men may individually insulate themselves from the guilt of a generation in which they live. Hence Peter exhorted those who were reasonable to save themselves from that generation. But men who drift with the stream partake of the guilt of their
generation and may find themselves involved in the whirlpool of judgment that will destroy
the present wicked world when the time of "remembrance" arrives. This remembrance, however, acts both ways. God will remember also forgotten deeds of obedience, for "a book of
remembrance” was written before Him for them that feared Yahweh, and that thought upon
His name. The day of the issue of things will shew the supreme wisdom of such, and the supreme folly of those who allow themselves to be cheated into forgetfulness of God and disobedience of his commandments”
Robert Roberts, The Christadelphian 1887 page 411
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Tracing the History of the
Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith
The BASF from its inception was designed to be a statement of the “One Faith” taught in the
Bible. The brief propositions were all supported by numerous quotations: for brevity these were
not printed in full but just the references were given. In actual fact, the Statement consists mainly
of scripture with very brief explanations.
So why “Birmingham”? Birmingham became a centre of operations for the Christadelphian
Faith in the very early days of its establishment in the UK. John Thomas after a speaking tour
around the country in 1862 advised Robert Roberts to settle in Birmingham as he recounts in
his autobiography:
“Before leaving us, Dr. Thomas advised me to go to Birmingham if I could
arrange it. He said there was a wide field for the truth there. There was not
only a large population, but circumstances specially favouring religious independence. The people were mostly radical in politics, and were not priestridden as in other parts. An interest had been aroused in the truth by his
lectures, but there was no one to follow it up. If I went, he thought something
might come of it. The place was central for the whole country, and it would
be a good radiating point of operations”.
“My Ways and My Days” by Robert Roberts Page 119

So this he did in 1863 and by 1864 he had begun to publish a magazine he entitled
“THE AMBASSADOR OF THE COMING AGE” (which he renamed “THE CHRISTADELPHIAN” in 1870 ). Dr Thomas’s advice did indeed prove to be good, and the
faith flourished and grew.
In the earliest days of the formation of the Birmingham Ecclesia, it was felt necessary
to formally adopt a statement that defined the “One Faith” upon which the Ecclesia
was built. In 1868 there is a little advertisement in the magazine detailing such a statement having been published.
Neatly got-up, glazed cover (gold-lettered), 34 pages, price fourpence,
RECORD OF THE BIRMINGHAM CHRISTADELPHIAN ECCLESIA

Containing, amongst other things, a verified Statement of the One Faith, on
which they are built; together with a scripturally-sustained Specification of
the current fables of the Religious World, of which they require a rejection on
the part of all seeking their fellowship
The Ambassador of The Coming Age, 1868 page 355
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In 1873 there is mention of a tract being published that was an explicit statement of
first principles.

…presenting an explicit statement of first principles, … the Record
of the Birmingham Ecclesia
The Christadelphian, 1873 page 480.

We see then the beginnings of the Birmingham Statement of Faith, and note that from
its earliest times they were referring to “The One Faith” and First Principles”. The statement was designed to express what beliefs they thought to be essential for salvation. The
Statement was widely approved of and began to be adopted by other Christadelphain
Ecclesias, for example the following Intelligence from the Aberdeen Ecclesia in 1873:
The statement of the one faith, contained in the Record of the Birmingham
Christadelphian Eccelesia (which we, as a church, accepted as expressing Divinely revealed truth and our faith), was transmitted by us to the brethren in
Dundee…
…With the view of making our position definite and easily appreciable, we have
this day formally expressed our adoption of the Birmingham Ecclesial Record’s
“Statement of the One Faith,” as embodying our faith and hope, and as the
standard by which we shall henceforth test the claims of all to fellowship
with us in the truth.—In name of the brethren, J. Steel, Secretary
The Christadelphian 1873 page 564–565.

This extract also highlights that the statement was seen as not only expressing the
“One Faith” but also a Basis of Fellowship. The following from the Intelligence of
the Walkerton Ecclesia in Canada 1876 illustrates that its reach was far and wide:

“CANADA Walkerton.—… we unanimously adopted the basis or statement
of the One Faith, drawn up and adopted by the Birmingham ecclesia in
1871, together with the statement of fables set forth in the Record of that
year, to be rejected.”
The Christadelphian, 1876 page 143
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We see here mention of what is now referred to as the “doctrines to be rejected”, a necessary
inclusion when the inevitable deviations from the One Faith occurred. Another reference
found to the Statement is found in the Intelligence of the Swansea Ecclesia in 1876

Swansea.— The brethren here have adopted and printed the statement of the
one faith appearing in the Record of the Birmingham Ecclesia of 1874–5
The Christadelphian, 1876 page 192

By 1877 Robert Roberts was again advertising the statement as available in booklet
form as follows:
Statement of Faith.—The Scripture-verified statement of faith appearing in
the Record of the Birmingham Ecclesia has been printed separately for general circulation, under the title of “A statement of the things concerning the
Kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ, set forth in a series of thirtyfour Scripture-attested propositions, in which are exhibited the positive and
negative aspects of the one faith, forming the basis of fellowship among
Christadelphians, as distinguished from all other professing Christians.” The
statement will be useful to put into the hands of both enquirers and strangers.
It is stitched in coloured cover, and makes a little book like the Bible Companion —price 2d.
The Christadelphian, 1877 page 595.

Here again we see reference to the fact that they saw this statement as “forming the
basis of fellowship among Christadelphians” . Further evidence of this is illustrated in
the the Intelligence of 1883 from the Spottsville Ecclesia in the United States:
UNITED STATES Spottsville (Ky)

... The question of the nature of Jesus, which created so much trouble in England
in “1873,” created some little stir, but was not regarded as a matter of much importance, the brethren for the most part, however, inclining to the free life theory.
Since “1879,” the two subjects have again been brought before the ecclesia,
causing some of us to resolve to unite ourselves on a surer basis of fellowship.
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With a view to this end, on the eighth of October, 1882, an agreement was presented to the brethren, setting forth that we, the undersigned, agree that the (published) statement of the “one faith” upon which the Birmingham ecclesia
is founded, is true and Scriptural, and that the fables specified therein should
be rejected, that the above should constitute the basis of fellowship among
believers of the truth, and that we hereby withdraw from fellowship with all
who will not endorse the above by signing this agreement.
The Christadelphian 1883 page 96

Although Robert Roberts was more successful in establishing a larger and more cohesive fellowship there arose a group who taught or tolerated partial inspiration of the
scripture, he reached the point of despair in1885 with the prevalence of false doctrine
infecting the fellowship, making the application of the doctrine of fellowship impossible. As he wrote in 1885

“The question is how are we to proceed to get rid of them in our midst?… what
we propose to do is to take a line of action that will make no mistake… We
propose to rally to the right doctrine, and then to step aside from all who refuse
to do this..”

He continues:

“The community as a community has become corrupt. We propose to cease
our connection with it on this account. We will go out in the name of allegiance
to the bible as God's wholly-inspired and infallible word. This is a Scriptural
line of action. To 'come out from among them' [2 Cor.6:16-18; Isa 52:11] is a
matter of command when a community, as such, has become hopelessly corrupt. We have done it before when we came out of the sects which claim to
be Christ's people. It is the only course that can extricate us from the false
position in which we have been placed by the the reception of a false and destructive doctrine by so many in our midst.

On 12th June 1885 the following resolutions were passed:
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THE MEETING FOR ACTION
Resolution no.6
That being the greater number (both of the executive and general body) of those
heretofore constituting the organisation known as the Birmingham Ecclesia,
we hereby use the power residing in the majority, of dissolving the said organisation...
Resolution No.8
That we now and hereby re-incorporate ourselves as the Birmingham Christadelphian Ecclesia.
The Christadelphian 1885 page 306.

And as Robert Roberts notes in the following year:

Our New Constitution at Birmingham
“Over twelve months ago, advantage was taken of special circumstances, to
suspend the constitution under which we had been working for twelve years,
with a view to the introduction of improvements when a sufficient time had
elapsed for their consideration” …
“Our Foundation.—That the book currently known as the Bible, consisting of
the Scriptures of Moses, the prophets, and the apostles, is the only source of
knowledge concerning God and his purposes at present extant or available in
the earth, and that the same were wholly given by inspiration of God in the
writers, and are consequently without error in all parts of them, except such as
may be due to errors of transcription or translation.
1.—That we are a Christadelphian ecclesia.
2.—That we accept and profess the doctrines and precepts of Christ, as taught
in the apostolic writings, and defined (positively and negatively) in the annexed Statement of Faith and Epitome of the Commandments of Christ.
3.—That we recognise as brethren, and welcome to our fellowship, all who
have been immersed (by whomsoever) after their acceptance of the same
doctrines and precepts.
The Christadelphian 1886, page 362-365.
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And CC Walker confirms this account in his biography of Robert Roberts:

…The great number, both of the executive and the general body, declared for
a wholly inspired and infallible Bible: and so declaring, dissolved the ecclesia,
and re-incorporated themselves as The Birmingham Christadelphian Ecclesia,
placing at the head of their “Statement of Faith” forming their “Basis of Fellowship” the following:
THE FOUNDATION
That the book currently known as the Bible, consisting of the Scriptures of
Moses, the prophets, and the apostles, is the only source of knowledge concerning God and His purpose at present extant or available in the earth, and
that the same were wholly given by inspiration of God in the writers, and are
consequently without error in all parts of them, except such as may be due to
errors of transcription or translation (2Tim 3:16; 1Cor 2:13; Heb 1:1; 2Pet 1:21;
1Cor 14:37; Neh 9:30; John 10:35).
The minority formed a separate meeting, and the division endures to this day.
Unity of mind of the subject was and is alleged by the minority, but one looks
in vain for any such statement as the foregoing in their Basis of Fellowship. As
for the ex-Congregationalist minister, he returned to his clerical associations,
and afterwards even drifted into Spiritualism.
1917 His Days and His Ways CCW page 249-250.

The copy below is from an edition of the BASF printed in the days of CCW.
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The BASF was adopted by Ecclesias not just in the UK but also in America and Australia as a good statement of the “One Faith” which Christadelphians believe.
In 1893 JJ Andrews promulgated his new belief that resurrectional responsibility only
applied to baptised believers. To make plain that this is false doctrine, Clause 24 of
the statement of faith was amplified, as explained below:
K. K.—There is no “amended” Birmingham Statement of the faith in the
proper sense of the term, The existing one is the same as that of 1886 to
which you refer. The only difference is in the wording of Prop. 24., which is
briefly amplified by defining “the responsible” in this bracketed description—
(namely, those who know the revealed will of God, and have been called upon
to submit to it). You will perceive, therefore, that the report that “brother Walker
had issued an amended statement” is without foundation. As a matter of fact,
he is not even responsible for the few words introduced. They first appeared in
brother F. G. Jannaway’s booklet, “Why I am a Christadelphian,” having been
suggested in revision of proof by brother Roberts. They were afterwards incorporated in the Statement by the Birmingham ecclesia.
The Christadelphian 1900, page 518

It can be seen from this explanation that the meaning of the clause was not changed,
but simply amplified so that it could not be misunderstood or misrepresented. But from
this time on it was known as the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith.
As re-affirmed again by CCW In 1931:
The “Amended” Statement of Faith
K. In the proper sense of the term there is no “amended” Statement of the Faith
in connection with the Temperance Hall Ecclesia, Birmingham. The existing
Statement is the same as that of 1886, which was drawn up after the Inspiration Division, and which contains the opening statement on Inspiration under
the heading “The Foundation” The only difference is in the wording of Prop.
24., which is briefly amplified by defining “the responsible” in this bracketed
description—(“namely, those who know the revealed will of God, and have
been called upon to submit to it”). This particular amplification was first suggested by the late brother Roberts himself, during the Resurrectional Responsibility controversy. It was after his death incorporated in the Statement as a
result of that controversy. The addition of the words “or as police constables”
to clause 35 of “Doctrines to be Rejected” is a minor matter.
The Christadelphian 1931, page 358.
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Although it must be acknowledged that the BASF was not the statement used by every
single Ecclesia in the Central fellowship it was very widely adopted and seen as the
bench mark for all other statements. As CC Walker records in the following extract:

‘The Christadelphian’ on the
Nature of Man and the Sacrifice of Jesus Christ
During the last eighteen months we have drawn attention to what we believe
to be the true teaching of the Bible on these subjects (The Christadelphian,
1937, p. 552; 1938, pp. 127, 173). These doctrines have been maintained
since the revival of the Truth nearly 100 years ago, and are set forth in the
Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith, which is in use in the majority
of ecclesia’s in the following clauses:—(He then Quotes Clauses 4-10)
The Christadelphian 1939 page 228.

So as CCW points out “The Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith”, was used
“in the majority of ecclesia’s”. There are countless items of Intelligence stating that
Ecclesias had adopted the Statement. Not just in the UK but from all over Australia
and America. Even John Carter Acknowledged as late as 1947 that the “The Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith,” … “is recognized as the accepted standard
in the Central fellowship as a definition of the doctrines to be believed”. (Christadelphian 1947 page 68).
Intelligence such as the following from Wigan in 1948 were common:
WIGAN. — … Due to recent developments we have resolved, “That this ecclesia re-affirm our whole-hearted acceptance and belief of the Birmingham
Amended Statement of Faith, and we will accept in fellowship only those
who unreservedly subscribe to this resolution”.—J. Winstanley.
The Christadelphian 1948 page 425.

This is just one of many occasions that could be quoted to illustrate that the Birmingham
Statement was used as a basis of Fellowship, as it had been right from the beginning. A
summary of its development can be found in The Christadelphian of 1955:
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The Record of the Birmingham Christadelphian Ecclesia for 1868 which
contains a Statement of the One Faith. This was evidently modified and
slightly expanded between 1871 and 1875, The Record of 1875 containing the
newer edition. In 1877 this enlarged Statement was published jointly by the
London (Islington) ecclesia and bro. Roberts. We have a copy of the London
(Islington) ecclesia’s Statement which differs from this, and which presumably
that ecclesia used before having the joint issue in 1877. After the division of
1884, bro. Roberts revised the Statement, and in 1886 the revised form became The Statement of the Birmingham Christadelphian Ecclesia.
The Christadelphian 1955 page 425.

From 1900 to reunion in 1957, there were several attempts at reunion with the Suffolk
Street Ecclesias, for example the following from 1940:

“... the following resolution was adopted:
“That those brethren and sisters who desire the association of our fellowship
shall accept, adopt and profess the principles of the One Faith and the commandments of Christ as defined in the Birmingham Central Statement of
Faith (ie the BASF)”

They also resolved that:

…the Suffolk St brethren must accept unreservedly what we impose on ourselves and for any reunion there must be “a unanimous vote of the brethren and
sisters comprising an Ecclesia in the Suffolk St Fellowship. A majority vote
will prove unacceptable”
The Christadelphian 1940 page 131
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From this it emerged that a major issue of concern was the prevalence in Suffolk St
of the belief that resurrectional responsibility only applied to baptised believers. So
the Suffolk St response was to Clause 24, was “that many of their brethren could not
accept..." so that attempt failed.
Eventually reunion was achieved In the UK by abandoning the requirement of a
“unanimous vote,” which had previously hindered the process. Instead, a system of
majority vote was implemented, which meant that ecclesias wanting to be in fellowship could participate with reunion when 49% of the ecclesia could not accept the
BASF in it’s entirety! We have personal knowledge of some who reject the BASF,
but claim entitlement to Fellowship on that basis. Part of the way in which this situation was dealt with, was by publishing a “Explained Final Statement” and in Australia the “Carter Cooper Addendum”, and eventually “The Unity Document” which
in 50 pages presented a form of words that both sides could accept.
Full details of the process can be supplied, but in essence, the BASF was undermined
in the process of reunion, which effectively meant that it was no longer the basis of
ecclesial fellowship: fellowship could be extended to those who cannot accept it in
it’s entireity.
This being so, the current situation in the Central Christadelphian Fellowship is that
generally speaking, the Bible principles described in the BASF are no longer adhered
to. In various quarters, it is no longer seen as a statement of the “One Faith”, or used
as a “basis of fellowship.” Rather it is seen as a humanly contrived doctrine which
has no basis or authority. In short, the document is no longer a statement of the
Christadelphian faith: members are welcomed who deny some of it’s clauses.
One member in the UK - prominent because of his preaching work- stated recently
that he did not have a copy of the BASF and that it is not used anymore. He said
much of it was untranslatable into other languages - so clearly the majority of Central
members today won’t have read a copy. The same member said what is now being
used instead, are the courses developed by the Christadelphian Bible Mission - but
regrettably we find that they also contradict the BASF in various particulars.
This same member many years ago actually tried to deny that the BASF had ever
been used as a “Basis of Fellowship”. In this article, we have demonstrated that this
is incorrect: the Bible doctrines it states have been embraced by Christadelphians for
many years, forming the basis of their fellowship. There is a vital need to maintain
sound doctrine, and adhere to the faith held by those in the past.
Christopher Maddocks
“Be not downcast at the prevalence of trouble. Remember the words of Christ:
'Behold, I have told you before.” This he said both concerning trouble in general
and trouble in particular — in particular as concerning the troubles that were to
mark the close of the Apostolic and Gentile ages; and in general as concerning
the inevitable experience of his friends in the present evil world. And his object
in telling it before-hand was that his friends might have consolation in the trouble.
He plainly says; 'Let not your heart be troubled, neither let it be afraid'; 'In me ye
shall have peace;' 'in your patience possess ye your souls’”
Robert Roberts, The Christadelphian 1885 page 103.
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Why Doctrines to be Rejected?
There are those who maintain that an affirmation of Truth is itself sufficient, and that there
is therefore no need to also detail doctrines which are incompatible with the Truth. However, Bro Robert Roberts gives good reasons why false doctrine be specifically denied as
well as the Truth affirmed.
“At first sight, it might appear superfluous, and even unwarrantable , to set
forth points of non-belief as a basis of faith, but a moment’s reflection will
dissipate this impression, and reveal the negative side of faith to be of equal
value with the positive. Every affirmative proposition has a converse. Every
“yes” has a “no”; and if a man is not prepared to boldly accept that “no”, it
shows his “yes” is not worth much. For instance, if a man professed to believe in the God of Israel, he is bound to be able to say that he does not believe in the gods of the heathen. If he were to be timorous about affirming
the latter, would it not show that his belief in the God of Israel was no belief
in the real sense, but merely a fragment of ancient polytheism, which recognised different gods for different nations? Is it not part of a true profession
of faith in Jehovah to be able to say boldly that we do not believe in any of
the deities of heathen imagination? Would any even “Christian” community
recognise the faith of a man who hesitated to commit himself to his negative?
Does not the acceptance of any truth involve the repudiation of everything
opposite to it? And would not hesitancy to repudiate the opposites, show uncertainty and indecision with regard to the positives? There is but one rational
answer to these questions, and that answer falls in with Paul’s exhortation,
that in maintaining the Truth, we must “refuse profane and old wives fables.”
Now in the present day there are many profane and old wives’ fables abroad
in the earth in the name of the Gospel. Paul predicted that such would be the
case—that the time would come when men, professing the Name of Christ,
would turn away their ears away from the Truth, and be turned aside unto
fables (2 Tim. 4:3-4). Now, is it not of the first importance that these fables
should be repudiated? Can anyone hold the Truth without rejecting them? Is
it not a part of a true profession of faith in our time to reject the traditions
that make the Word of God of none effect? Common sense will supply the
answer. There is a negative as well as a positive side to the faith in our day,
for the simple reason that there is a spurious faith to be destroyed before the
true faith can enter the mind. In the Apostle’s days, the work was more
simple. There was no counterfeit Christianity to obstruct the operations of
the Truth. The apostles had only to propound their doctrines constructively.
There was no necessity to go out of the way and deal with the dogmas of
Paganism. Paganism was paganism, and the gospel was the gospel. They
did not stand on the same ground. There was no competition between them.
If Christ was received Paganism was rejected as a matter of course, but it is
a different thing now. We have to deal with Paganism in the garb of Christianity. We have to deal with another gospel preached in the name of Christ
and His apostles; and it therefore forms one of the first duties of intelligent
and faithful testimony to protest against and expose the imposture. One of
17

the first acts of a valid profession of the Truth is to repudiate “the profane
and old wives’ fables” which abound in the guise of Truth. In fact, in times
like these, the repudiation of false doctrine is almost a criterion of the reception of the Truth. If a man shrink from the rejection of the fictions of socalled Christendom, it is a sure sign that his appreciation of the verities of
the Gospel is very weak, if it is not altogether non est. Positive belief—(that
is full assurance of faith) – on one side necessitates and produces positive
non-belief of the other. A man heartily believing the Truth will heartily reject
error; and if he does not heartily do the latter, it is an infallible proof that he
is incapable of heartily doing the former. Hence the propriety and necessity
of exacting the non-belief of truth-nullifying fable as a corollary to the reception of the Truth in its positive form. On this foundation, the Birmingham
ecclesia take their stand, and will have fellowship with none who are not
prepared with themselves to maintain the purity of the Truth.
R Roberts, The Ambassador
of the Coming Age, 1866
To illustrate the point, we shall consider the first “Doctrine to be Rejected’ which is symmetrical with the first Truth to be received, called “The Foundation” clause—namely that
all Scripture is wholly inspired by God. In addition to the frequent “Thus saith the Lord”
of the prophets of old, there are two key passages from which this clause is derived:
“All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine,
for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness: that the man of
God may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works” (2 Tim. 3:16)
“ … no prophecy of the Scripture is of any private interpretation. For the prophecy came not in old time by the will of man: but holy men of God spake as
they were moved by the Holy Spirit” (2 Pet. 1:20-21).
In our age, it is not just the case that there are those who outrightly deny the inspiration
of the Scriptures. As time goes by there is increasing wooliness of thought that obscures
this simple Truth with the reasoning of men. For instance, it is sometime said that John
“had a deeper understanding” than the other gospel writers on the basis of what is contained in both the Gospel and the Epistles which bear his name. Again, it is thought by
some that the writer to the Hebrews must have been the Apostle Paul, because of his style
of writing being similar to other epistles that bear his name. And again still, it is said in
the context of David, that he often drew upon his own experiences as a shepherd for inspiration in order that he might pen the Psalms that bear his Name. All of these ideas miss
the overall theme of Scripture that “all Scripture is given by inspiration”. The themes of
the Gospel and Epistles as recorded through John are not expressive of his own mind, or
depth of thought—they are the product of the operation of the Spirit, and teach those
things that Yahweh wishes to teach, in the way in which it Pleases Him. The Epistle to the
Hebrews was produced by Yahweh—to speculate on who was the penman that inscribed
the book misses the point that it is entirely a work of the Spirit. And again, the Psalms
were written by God, drawing upon and enunciating principles that he, not David wrote.
The case of David is particularly instructive. It is said that he drew upon his own life’s
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experiences to pen the Psalms. But what saith David himself?
“The Spirit of Yahweh spake by me, and his word was in my tongue” (2 Sam.
23:2).
There is an appropriateness that Yahweh chose a shepherd through which Psalms which
bear the theme of shepherding should come. But David himself specifically stated that
“his word was in my tongue” – he was directly inspired by God to speak. It was not the
case that David drew upon his experiences: it is rather that the Spirit drew upon David’s
experiences, producing an infallible word that related as directly to the penman as to those
for whom he wrote.
A “FOUNDATION”

There are those who voice protest against calling the first Clause as being “THE FOUNDATION”. They say that the only Foundation is Christ, and not the Word. So it is claimed:
“The key to where Christadelphian teaching goes astray is their insistence that
the Bible is the True Foundation of their Faith. Jesus should be”.
Of course, Christadelphians do not reject Jesus as being the foundation of the ecclesia.
But Christ is “the word made flesh” (Jno. 1:14) and it is as such that He is the foundation
of our faith. Hebrews 6:1 states:
“ … therefore leaving the principles of the doctrine of Christ, let us go on unto
perfection; not laying again the foundation of repentance from dead works,
and of faith toward God”
According to this passage therefore, the foundation is “repentance from dead works and
of faith toward God”.
Again, Ephesians 2 states:
“ye are no more strangers and foreigners but fellowcitizens with the saints,
and of the household of God; and are built upon the foundation of the apostles
and prophets, Jesus Christ himself being the chief corner stone” (Eph. 2:20)
According to this passage, “the apostles and prophets” form “the foundation” as well as
Jesus Christ himself. But how so? How can these be part of the foundation? Surely by
virtue of the Gospel they preached (see Rom. 15:20). The only means by which “the
apostles and prophets” can have anything relating to the ecclesia today is the inspired record of faith and courage that we have to strengthen ourselves.
ANALYSING TEXT

There is another point which ought not be overlooked. Often in today’s humanistic world,
there is an emphasis on being “objective” when studying texts, including the Bible. But
whilst that is ok so far as it goes, there is a real danger that we treat the Bible as being
simply a piece of text to study in a detached manner, like the works of men. The Bible is
inherently different: it is more that words on the page—it is a “power”: “it is the power of
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God unto salvation” (Rom. 1:16). It is also living: “the word of God is living, and powerful, and sharper than any twoedged sword …” (Heb. 4:12).
What this means is that when we come to Scripture, rather than to be detached in our
studies, we ought to allow the Word to draw us unto itself, to impart unto us a power that
the words of men can never achieve. It is testified that:
“all flesh is grass, and all the glory of man as the flower of grass. The grass
withereth, and the flower thereof falleth away: But the word of the Lord endureth for ever. And this is the word by which the Gospel is preached unto
you” (1 Pet. 1:24-25).
“All flesh is grass”, and withereth. What then remains? For those who seek to be “detached” in their objectiveness before the Word, there is nothing! As grass, they shall wither.
But for those who seek to fill themselves with the Word, eager to absorb its precepts and
principles, what remains is a “new creature” within themselves, “renewed in knowledge
after the image of him that created him” (Col. 3:10). Being made in the “image” of our
Creator is the purpose of Bible Study. It elevates our mind from the carnal inclinations of
the Flesh to become after the Spirit of God. Only when we recognise the Power that the
Word has to transform us, can this be accomplished. And only then will there be something
within us worthy of perpetuation into the Kingdom and Age to come.
Christopher Maddocks

The Importance of Sound Doctrine
Till I come, give attendance to reading,
to exhortation to doctrine …” (1 Timothy 4:13)
Due to the influence of the so-called Ecumenical movement, it is increasingly common
in religious circles to minimize those things that set the various sects of Christendom
apart from each other. Interestingly, according to Wikipedia, the terms “Ecumenical”
“comes from the Greek οἰκουμένη (oikoumene), which means “the whole inhabited
world”, and was historically used with specific reference to the Roman Empire. The ecumenical vision comprises both the search for the visible unity of the Church (Ephesians
4:3) and the “whole inhabited earth” (Matthew 24:14) as the concern of all Christians.”
The link with the Roman Empire is particularly interesting, as the roman catholic position
is for all churches to unite together under the authority of the Pope.
Since the elements that divide churches and denominations are almost always to do with
matters of belief and doctrine, there is a notable trend towards minimizing the importance
of doctrinal differences. Differences of belief are styled “different points of view,” each
equally valid and each worthy of mutual respect and tolerance. That is, of course, except
the point of view that there is such a thing as “absolute truth” which men and women
must believe in order to be saved from their sins. This is seen as “rigid, “inflexible”,
“intolerant”, and even “arrogant”. To claim there is such a thing as Absolute Truth is severely frowned upon at the very least. A popular illustration of this principle is seen in
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Lillian Quigley’s book “The Blind Men and the Elephant”, which we considered in a
previous article back in 2008. She retells the ancient Buddhist fable of six blind men
who visit the palace of the Rajah and encounter an elephant for the first time. As each
touches the animal with his hands, he announces his discoveries:
“The first blind man put out his hand and touched the side of the elephant.
“How smooth! An elephant is like a wall. “The second blind man put out his
hand and touched the trunk of the elephant. “How round! An elephant is like
a snake. “The third blind man put out his hand and touched the tusk of the
elephant. “How sharp! An elephant is like a spear. “The fourth blind man put
out his hand and touched the leg of the elephant.” How tall! An elephant is
like a tree.” The fifth blind man reached out his hand and touched the ear of
the elephant. “How wide! An elephant is like a fan. “The sixth blind man put
out his hand and touched the tail of the elephant. “How thin! An elephant is
like a rope.”
An argument ensued, each blind man thinking his own perception of the elephant was the correct one. The Rajah, awakened by the commotion, called
out from the balcony. “The elephant is a big animal,” he said. “Each man
touched only one part. You must put all the parts together to find out what an
elephant is like.”
Enlightened by the Rajah’s wisdom, the blind men reached agreement. “Each
one of us knows only a part. To find out the whole truth we must put all the
parts together.”
However attractive the logic of this story may seem to some, it’s flaws when applied to
matters of religious instruction are clear:
•

If at best we each only know one part of the Elephant, who can see the whole
animal to tell us we are only looking at a part, and not the whole thing?

• The logic only works in this story if each individual examines his or her part
in isolation from the whole. Whereas in religious circles, the various parties
draw different conclusions regarding the same parts of the ‘elephant’. Take
for example the Atoning work of Christ: churches teach he died as a substitute
for us, whereas we teach that he was a representative man. So in this single
issue, it is not the case that the church is validly viewing a different part of
the elephant, rather the disagreement is regarding the particulars of the same
part.
• In the story, each man is assumed to be correct in his opinion of the part he
touches – whereas in reality, such correctness is highly questionable – it is by
Revelation, not by searching that God is found.
The characters examining the Elephant are solely left to their own devices to determine
the truth of the part they examine, and each man is assumed to be correct in his understanding of that part he touches. The facts of the case, however, are that rather than being
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left to our own abilities to find the Truth about the Deity (Job 11:7), we have been provided with instruction in Scripture. The Bible claim is to be the immutable Word of the
Living God, “profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness” (2 Tim. 3:16). So then, the story of a man solely using his abilities to learn an
isolated, single, and small aspect of the truth concerning the Elephant breaks down: a
closer analogy would be for men to instead listen to one who has seen all the pieces describe the whole to them.
Several times, the present writer has heard this story of “The Blind Men and the Elephant” from the platform, to describe how men come to God with “different points of
view,” all equally valid and acceptable. The questions arise therefore: Does it matter
what we believe? Is doctrine important? And if it is, is it so important that it should divide sincere believers who hold to different doctrinal principles from each other? What
does the Bible say?
THE BIBLE SPEAKS

The inspired writer to the Hebrews describes pleasing God in these terms:
“without faith it is impossible to please him: for he that cometh to God must
believe that he is, and that he is a rewarder of those that diligently seek him.”
(Heb. 11:6)
Faith or Belief, then, is an essential prerequisite for pleasing God. But faith in what?
Here, it is in two particulars: that God exists, and that it is necessary to “diligently seek
him” in order to be rewarded.
In his prayer recorded in John chapter 17, Messiah speaks likewise concerning belief:
“this is life eternal, that they might know thee the only true God, and Jesus
Christ whom thou hast sent” (Jno. 17:3).
Eternal life then, is bound up with knowing both God himself, and Jesus Christ as one
sent by Him. Life eternal being the “reward,” those who would wish to avail themselves
of it must give all due “diligence” in seeking to know the things testified concerning God
and His Son.
Interestingly, in this same prayer, Messiah describes the Word of God itself:
“Sanctify them through thy truth: thy word is truth.” (Jno. 17:17)
There are a number of logical outcomes from this statement: firstly, there is such a thing
as ‘Absolute Truth’. God’s Word “is Truth”—and absolutely so. Secondly, if anything
deviates from that Word of Truth, by definition it cannot therefore itself be ‘truth’. And
if it is not truth, it is a lie: a deception or delusion which therefore cannot save. This
may fly in the face of the “politically correct” society that is forming around us, but the
principle holds true in our age just as much as in ages gone by. The world around us
changes in its form and government, but its underlying principles remain the same: “all
that is in the world, the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life, is
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not of the Father, but is of the world. And the world passeth away, and the lust thereof:
but he that doeth the will of God abideth for ever” (1 Jno. 2:16-17).
Those who desire to join themselves to the One who is “the Way, the Truth and the Life”
(Jno. 14:6), must themselves be lovers of Truth. It is the Truth that saves: those things
that are not Truth cannot save. Hence, the Apostle refers to those who “received not the
love of the Truth, that they might be saved …” (2 Thes. 2:10). And again, he continues:
“… And for this cause God shall send them strong delusion that they should believe a
lie: That they all might be damned who believed not the Truth, but had pleasure in unrighteousness” (2 Thes. 2:11-12).
This last passage is most instructive, for it indicates that those who disbelieve the Truth
will be “damned”, rather than be saved. It follows therefore that it does matter what we
believe: if we do not wish to be “damned”, we must believe that which is True, and become lovers of that Truth.
SOUND DOCTRINE

From what we have seen so far, we should be able to readily grasp the principle that the
pursuit of Truth is a primary focus for the faithful. True doctrine (or teaching as the word
means) is important, for it contains the Truth that saves. Accordingly (as per our opening
quotation), the Apostle exhorts Timothy: “Till I come, give attention to reading, to exhortation, to doctrine” (1 Tim. 4:13). And again: “Take heed unto thyself, and unto the
doctrine; continue in them: for in doing this thou shalt both save thyself, and them that
hear thee” (1 Tim. 4:16). To give attention to, and to take heed to doctrine, will “save”
both the teachers and the hearers, and is something we should vigorously pursue. By
contrast, the Apostle also describes those things which are not truth: “… any other thing
that is contrary to sound doctrine …” (1 Tim. 1:10).
The testimony of Scripture is very plain: Believers in Messiah should “be no more
children, tossed to and fro, and carried about with every wind of doctrine, by the sleight
of men, and cunning craftiness, whereby they lie in weight to deceive, But speaking the
Truth in love, may grow up unto him in all things, which is the head, even Christ” (Eph.
4:14-15). Notice the expression here: “speaking the Truth in love.” There are two aspects
of the matter for us to grasp. Firstly, we must speak the Truth—which by definition means
that we do not speak error—but also, we must do so “in love”. Sometimes the two are set
against each other: those who insist on maintaining true doctrine are said to be “hardline”,
or “unloving”. To practice the love of Christ is seen as a separate thing to maintaining
sound doctrine. As the present writer was told recently, “I’d rather live the principles of
Christ than to study them”. But the situation is not either/or. We must do both, for how
can we know what the principles are unless we search the Scriptures to find them out?
We must “speak the Truth in Love”. Both aspects come together in the walk of the disciple.
As the apostle expressed it again: “wherefore be ye not unwise, but understanding what
the will of the Lord is” (Eph. 5:17). This is the “full assurance of understanding” (Col.
2:2) which gives wisdom, confidence, and peace of mind to those who walk in it.
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THE TESTIMONY OF ACTS

The book of Acts recounts the preaching of the Apostles, largely to the Gentiles, but also
to the Jews. We would expect therefore, to see an emphasis on the importance of making
sure that what we preach is right, and this is something we should give attention to. Interestingly, early on a situation arose amongst the new converts, that the Grecians believers became neglected in the provisions made for them. The situation became serious,
to the extent that the Apostles had to take control of the situation, and provide a remedy.
But what was to be the solution? The attitude of many towards this situation in our own
day, would be to say that living the Truth, and providing for the poor is more important
than ‘doctrinal correctness,’ and so this should be given priority. However, the Apostles
would disagree:
“Then the twelve called the multitude of the disciples unto them, and said, It
is not reason that we should leave the Word of God and serve tables. Wherefore, brethren, look ye out among you seven men of honest report, full of the
Holy Spirit, and wisdom, whom we may appoint over this business. But we
will give ourselves continually to prayer, and to the ministry of the Word.
And the saying pleased the whole multitude …” (Acts 6:2-4).
Here, the pressing need for the distribution of temporal things to the rapidly growing ecclesia was dealt with in a way that is most instructive for us. The most important thing
was “the ministry of the Word,” and that was not to be hindered by the distraction of material things. Certain men were selected to ensure that the practicalities of distributing
goods to meet cases of need were met, leaving the others to work in the more important
ministry of the Word. The Apostolic remedy was the very reverse to that recommended
today!
There are a number of other passages in Acts which demonstrate the importance of ensuring that what we preach is right, which we shall consider as follows:
Acts chapter 11 recounts the calling of Cornelius, who was instructed to send for Peter
“who shall tell thee words, whereby thou and all thy house shall be saved” (Acts 11:14).
The plain teaching here, is that “words” can “save”. They are not simply ink upon the
page: words are the vehicles of meaning, and the words of the Gospel provide the means
by which Divine things are communicated to man. Secondly, it is evident that there was
a saving message that Peter was going to give. If it doesn’t matter what we believe, there
would have been no advantage in sending for Peter, as his message would have no purpose, for salvation would be given anyway.
Acts chapter 16 recounts the words of Paul and Silas to the Philippian jailor, who asked
the question: “Sirs, what must I do to be saved? And they said, Believe on the Lord
Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved, and thy house. And they spake unto him the word
of the Lord, and to all that were in his house” (Acts 16:30-32). The importance of belief
is again expressed: it is necessary to “believe on the Lord Jesus Christ” in order to be
saved. And it logically follows, that it is the Bible New Testament “Lord Jesus Christ”
who saves, not the trinitarian myth set forth by the churches. His is the only Name
whereby we “must be saved” (Acts 4:12). The false Christ taught by the churches cannot
save: only the Truth can save.
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Acts chapter 17 describes the response of the men and women of Berea to the Word
preached to them: “These were more noble than those in Thessalonica, in that they received the word with all readiness of mind, and searched the Scriptures daily, whether
those things were so. Therefore many of them believed …” (Acts 17:11-12). Notice
this, by contrast to those who dispute the importance of doctrine, the Berean were very
keen to ensure that what was being preached to them was indeed the truth. They searched
the Scriptures every day “with all readiness of mind” to make sure that what the Apostles
were teaching them was correct. If doctrine, or teaching, is not important, the Bereans
were wasting their time.
Acts chapter 20 recounts the final words of Paul to the elders at Ephesus, regarding what
he had taught them: “Wherefore I take you to record this day, that I am pure from the
blood of all men. For I have not shunned to declare unto you all the counsel of God”
(Acts 20:26-27). Notice here, the Apostle was not selective in what he taught. He did
not leave out some of the more unpalatable aspects of the Truth, such as judgment to
come, and the need to be on guard against apostasy. He taught “the whole counsel of
God” – and so should we, if we are to do our duty correctly. To teach that which is not
truth by definition is not the “counsel of God”, and we need therefore to take heed what
we say.
Acts chapter 24 records Paul’s confession of what he taught: “this I confess unto thee,
that after the way that they call heresy, so worship I the God of my fathers, believing all
things which are written in the law and the prophets” (Act 24:14). Hence, a superficial
glance at the New Testament is not enough, we also need to believe “all things which
are written…” which we cannot do without studying both Testaments.
Acts chapter 28 describes the teaching of Paul, how that he “expounded and testified the
kingdom of God, persuading them concerning Jesus, both out of the law of Moses, and
out of the prophets, from morning till evening” (Acts 28:23). And again: “Paul dwelt
two whole years in his own hired house, and received all that came in unto him, preaching
the kingdom of God, and teaching those things which concern the Lord Jesus Christ,
with all confidence, no man forbidding him” (Acts 28:30-31). From these words, we
gather that the things to do with the Kingdom of God and the Name of Jesus Christ were
important aspects to learn, understand, and believe. We ought also preach those things
“with all confidence” to those who might receive them, and so be saved from their sins.
Sometimes it is claimed that to make the assertion that doctrine is important, is tantamount to “salvation by doctrinal correctness”, with our position being caricatured as saying we can only be saved with “100% doctrinal correctness”. And this contrasted with
the doing of good works towards the poor etc, which is seen as “practical Christianity”.
But this is a distortion of the case and a caricature of our position. According to the
Apostle, the Gospel is something to be understood and obeyed: “God be thanked, that
ye were the servants of sin, but ye have obeyed from the heart that form of doctrine which
was delivered you” (Rom. 6:17 see also Jas. 2:18). It is true that we must manifest our
faith through the performance of works in our everyday lives. But it is also true that unless we know the teaching of Scripture, we will be unable to follow it as we will not
know what is required of us. To live a live of sin is said by the Apostle to be “contrary
to the doctrine that ye have learned” (Rom. 16:17). Like the Bereans of old, we must
25

therefore seek out the wisdom that can only come from a fervent study of the revealed
Word. Only by doing this can we benefit from Scripture, and be “throughly furnished
unto all good works” as it is written:
“All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine,
for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness, That the man of
God may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works” (2 Tim. 3:1617).
Christopher Maddocks

Union and Unity
"All speak the same thing . . that there be no divisions among you,
but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind
and the same judgment" (1 Cor. 1:10)
UNITY is a beautiful and desirable thing, but it has conditions that can- not be forced, and
it requires no pleas. Where it exists, it asserts itself like a law of nature. Union may require
its pleas.
Union has advantages. There has been much talk of late years of "the re-union of Christendom." The scheme is favoured by many who would sacrifice oneness of faith (or indeed
faith of any kind) for the sake of seeing all sects fused into one church. It was supposed
that the Pope himself was in favour of the scheme; so he was, provided all accepted the
Roman Catholic faith, in which, so far as theory was concerned, he was more consistent
than the rest.
Among ourselves, there was a similar movement 20 years ago. Records of it will be found
on pg. 538 of the Christadelphian for 1877 under the heading "Proposal for Reunion." In
that case, the cause of disunion was disunity of mind on the subject of the nature and sacrifice of Christ.
The remarks made then are applicable at the present time, when the particular disunion
existing is due to disunity of mind on the more serious question of the character of the Holy
Scriptures. We remarked then as follows:
"Union and peace are results springing from preceding conditions. Those
from whom separation took place would rejoice to accept the restoration
of fellowship if it were offered on the basis of truth accepted and error discarded: but they cannot accept it on the basis of a form of agreement which
would cover up and compromise the real issue.
"To 'let bygones be bygones' is a reasonable proposal when the 'bygones'
are of such a nature as to be sorrowed for and repudiated; but those to whom
a return is proposed have no bygones to repent of so far as their course in
this particular matter is concerned.
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“They acted with a good conscience before God, with sorrow they were
compelled to act, but seeing no alternative: and they are in the mind to act
so again if necessity call for it--which God forbid. Their position now is the
position they occupied then.”
"If any desire to take part In this position as the result of a conviction that
they have been seduced into a wrong position, those to whom they wish to
return will gladly welcome their fellowship in it. But let there be no misunderstanding. THERE CAN BE NO UNION WITHOUT UNITY."
These remarks, just 20 years old, are strictly applicable to the present case. Agreement as
to the wholly inspired infallible character of the Scriptures is the very first condition of association on the basis of belief of what they teach. This agreement was broken by the promulgation of a theory of the effect that the Scriptures were partly human and erring.
There were those who accepted this theory and those who could not, and there were those
who were disposed to make it a matter of indifference. Cleavage was the inevitable result
of such a situation.
The author or authors of the present "plea for unity" are not the only persons "saddened"
by the "divisions and estrangements that have taken place," but union without unity is not
the remedy for the sadness.
And UNION WITH UNITY WILL NEVER BE A GENERAL THING TILL THE LORD
IS HERE. He said there would be division even in families about him. And it has been so;
and it is not going to stop till he ends it.
The only practicable rule of operation at present is fellowship on the basis of oneness of
mind. It is a rule fraught with embarrassment and pain, but it is not of human appointment
and cannot be set aside where faithfulness to the Word of God is not extinct. To confound
this rule with the Corinthian schisms that gloried in particular men after the flesh, is a
serious mistake.
*****
THERE is suggested the appointment of "delegates" to meet and "finally settle the differences which exist," "Delegates" have no power to settle matters of faith, conviction, or
duty. You may give them power to engage a hall or enter upon a printing contract, or any
other secular matter in which you agree beforehand to be bound by their decision.
You cannot delegate the decision of spiritual issues. This is wholly a matter of individual
responsibility in which no man can bind or absolve another. When you appoint "delegates"
to settle questions of duty, you abdicate individual conscience and set up a spiritual tyranny
akin to the councils which have already for ages desolated the world.
The only practicable method of work in an age when God has chosen to be silent is for
each man to judge for himself and as many as are of one mind to work together. The proposal to "appoint delegates with full powers to act," and that "their decision for unity shall
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be final," is the proposal of a man who may want peace (which is a good thing on the right
foundation), but who does not understand what he is proposing.
1f oneness of mind be not the condition-precedent of oneness o f association, then let us
return to the churches and chapels with all speed. Why stand apart from the orthodox communions, with their many advantageous connections and associations, for the sake of a
spiritual fad, if the One Faith is not essential to the One Body?
It is a thing apostolically enjoined, a thing commended by the highest reason, to contend
earnestly for the Faith in its integrity, and to stand aside from all who corrupt it. It is a thing,
the absence of which in the first century, led to wholesale corruption, and would in our day
have already destroyed the distinctive features of the Truth
.
In the arduous battle for the Truth, it is a thing beset with many difficulties, and a true friend
of the spiritual order would not increase those difficulties by protesting against it, but would
rather abet and encourage every tendency in the direction of faithfulness in this gloomy
and unfriendly age.
*****
THEN there is the proposition that "Christadelphianism is not a finality." If this were our
opinion, we should be found altogether elsewhere. We would not sacrifice present respectability and present ease for the sake of a thing admitting of uncertainty and requiring further
"enquiry."
In this point we totally differ from all our critics. WE ARE CERTAIN WE HAVE ATTAINED TO THE TRUTH, WE ARE POSITIVE, WE HAVE NO DOUBT. The Truth is
not with us an object of search, or a subject of investigation, it is a possession and a finality,
and this confidence is not a matter of assumption or an idiosyncrasy. - It is founded on a
lifetime's incessant daily reading of the Scriptures.
The critics condemn confidence as to the teaching of the Word. They either mean that we
never can reach to the full assurance of faith or that their view of the case and not their
neighbor's is the infallible one. If the former be their meaning, they convict themselves of
belonging to the class condemned in the Scriptures, who are "ever learning and nev- er
able to come to a knowledge of the truth." If the latter, it is a choice of infallibilities, and
we do not hesitate to reject theirs.
"Progress" is a pretty word, and "stemming the current of progress" a dreadful crime, of
course; but there is progress two ways, and we can- not accept the guidance of the critics
as to when the progress is back- wards and when forwards. The backward progress of things
in the first century was pushed forward with "good words and fair speeches, which deceived
the hearts of the simple."
We are one with those who hold the Truth as a finality, who do not re- quire to "lay again
the foundations;" but who, strong in faith and filled with all wisdom, are engaged in the
work, not of discussing the Truth, but advocating it for the development of a people who
shall be found in all assurance of faith, looking and preparing for the second appearing of
the Son of Man in power and great glory.
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Paul commands the brethren to "all speak the same thing," and to .be "perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same judgment" (1 Cor 1:10). How strangely, by the
side of this, does the statement of this pamphlet read: That "certain differences of opinion
are necessary to progress," and that these differences are to be "appreciated rather than
otherwise." What can we do but hold by Paul and reject the pamphlet?
We can understand the sentiment of the pamphlet as applied to matters of science where
knowledge comes from investigation, and investigation is stimulated by conflicting theory,
but it is incomprehensible in reference to the faith of Christ except on the hypothesis already
rebutted--that this is a matter of uncertainty.
The advocacy of "differences of opinion" as a matter of advantage among brethren will
please well a certain class; but it will not find any favour among true saints who have come,
and are helping others to
". . come unto the unity of the faith and of the knowledge of the Son of God
. . . being henceforth no more children tossed to and fro, and carried about
with every wind of doctrine by the sleight of men and cunning craftiness,
whereby they lie in wait to deceive"
In fact this principle of unity, as opposed to "difference of opinion," distinguishes the true
brethren of Christ from mere opinionists, who have a smattering of the Truth; but who,
though "ever learning," are never able to come to a knowledge of it.
TO THE charge of holding "that the knowledge of Scripture, in the writings of Dr. Thomas,
has reached a finality," WE PLEAD GUILTY.
If we were ignorant or unfamiliar with the Scriptures, or were like those who when they
attempt to write or speak, have to look at them through the telescope of dictionaries, concordances, and such like, we should not have ground sufficient to entertain this conviction;
but our acquaintance with them in daily intercourse for a lifetime enables us to be confident
on the point.
Our reading has not been confined to the Scriptures, or to the writings of Dr. Thomas. We
have read what others have to say in many realms of human thought. We have, therefore,
all the materials to form a judgment; and our judgment is distinctly to the effect imputedthat, in the writings of Dr. Thomas, the Truth is developed as a finality, and that they are a
depot of the Christian doctrine. In this sense we are "committed to Dr. Thomas."
Dr. Thomas has been laid aside in the grave for a season; and so long as God permits life
and health, we shall defend the mighty results of his labors against all ridicule and opposition from friend or foe. Were he in the land of the living, some who are in hostility would
be in a different attitude towards him. When he appears, they will be ashamed.
'Meanwhile, God, who used him in the doing of His work, lives to note the gap made by
his death, and the results which were not unforeseen to Him. In His sight, and with His
help, we shall hold fast to the Truth brought to light by his means; and, please God, will rejoice with him at the near-impending realization of all the hopes of the saints, in the day
when bitterness of present warfare will only add sweetness to the hour of triumph.
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We shall try to endure the odium which calls this a dictatorial spirit. The clear perception,
strong choice, and resolute defence of that which is true and good is not the offspring of
dictation; nevertheless, if enemies or friends choose to consider it so, we must heed them
not. It is this spirit that enables a man to say at last: "I have fought a good fight: I have
KEPT THE FAITH!"
We recognize in sorrow and compassion, the painful position of all men who love the good
things revealed in the Scriptures, and incline to pursue the course that is right, and yet find
themselves in a strait between their desire to live peaceably with all men, and their resolution
to walk in faithfulness to the Gospel to which they have been called.
We have from the beginning suffered from this agonising embarrassment, and can sympathise with all who suffer in the same way. This sympathy takes off the edge of the resentment we should feel at the odiums cast upon us by many who love peace and
misunderstand our attitude.
At the same time, it cannot relax enlightened determination to persevere in the policy of
the past. Dr. Thomas recommended that policy and we have found it the only practicable
one; to GIVE THE TRUTH THE BENEFIT OF ALL DOUBTS, and to accept such cooperations only as uncompromising loyalty to it might allow.
There are, of course, extremes in the application of this principle to which Dr. Thomas himself did not go, and to which we cannot lend ourselves-where unrevealed details admit of
variety in opinion.
But as regards the great general truths involved in "the things concerning the Kingdom of
God and the Name of Jesus Christ," there is no tenable ground between returning to the
churches and unqualified assent to these elements of truth.
Robert Roberts, 1898

The Truth
Sometimes our detractors describe us as being “arrogant” because we say that we have the
Truth, and “other Christians” do not. As one of our adversaries has it: “we don’t have a
monopoly of the Truth” - and who are we to judge others who worship Jesus just as sincerely as we do?
The root of the mischief - for that is what it is - is that our position is mis-stated. We do not
say that of our own selves “we have the Truth”. Rather, we say that the Bible has the Truth,
and we believe the Bible with all deference and humility - just as our adversaries are at liberty to do, if they so choose. It is perfectly true to say that “we don’t have a monopoly on
the Truth” - but our God does. As it is written: “Yea, let God be True, but every man a liar”
(Rom. 3:4).
As we have often cited, according to the Lord Jesus Christ, the Word of God is Truth. As
he said in his prayer for his disciples: “Sanctify them through thy Truth: thy word is Truth”
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(Jno. 17:17). Whereas Truth is sometimes portrayed as a subjective thing, with “one man’s
truth being another man’s heresy,” these words of the Master demonstrate that there is a
fixed and absolute standard of Truth - which is the Word of God. And by definition, the
which differs from that Word is not Truth. Hence it is said of those who forsake it, that
they: “concerning the Truth have erred” (2 Tim. 2:18). And again, that they “erred from
the Truth” (Jas. 5:19). Concerning teachers who preach something different to Apostles, it
was prophesied: “... they shall turn away their ears from the Truth, and shall be turned unto
fables” (2 Tim. 4:4). Here is the vital principle: “no lie is of the Truth,” (1 Jno. 2:21) and
that which contradicts the true Words of God are by definition lies.
But what of those “sincere Christians” who have a different point of view to ourselves?
Surely it is unChristlike to speak against others who just don’t see things as we do? Actually,
no, as we have shown elsewhere in this special issue: This is the teaching of Messiah:
“... they be blind leaders of the blind. And if. the blind lead the blind, both shall
fall into the ditch”. (Mat. 15:14).
A blind man cannot have a “point of view” - he can see nothing. Those who would brand
us to be “unChristlike” should examine what Christ actually said. Men close their eyes to
the things of the Truth (Acts 28:27), for the natural man cannot receive the things of the
Spirit of God (1 Cor. 2:14). A person who closes their eyes cannot have vision of what is
before them. They need to anoint their eyes with the eyesalve of the Word, so that they
can see (Rev. 3:18). Only then can they have a legitimate “point of view”.
THE GOSPEL TRUTH

The Word of Truth comes to us through the Gospel being preached. Hence that Word is
styled in Scripture as: “the Truth of the Gospel” (Gal. 2:14, Col. 1:5). The Gospel is defined
as “the things concerning the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus Christ”, which is
was necessary for the hearers of Philip to understand and believe in order to be baptised
(see Acts 8:12). The BASF describes those two aspects very succinctly and scripturally. It
thus epitomises the principles of the Gospel.
Sometimes the issue is raised as to how much a person needs to understand in order to be
validly baptized. The Scriptures contain both “first principles” and “solid food” (Heb.
5:12): it is those first principles that need to be understood to lay a foundation for repentance
from dead works (Heb. 6:1). Those who do this, are said to “believe and know the Truth”
(1 Tim. 4:3), for they have “come unto the knowledge of the Truth” (1 Tim 2:4).
Again, is sometimes asserted that a person doesn’t need to have a particularly detailed
knowledge in order to express belief and repentance in submitting to Baptism. But such
forget that Israel were “destroyed for lack of knowledge” (Hos. 4:6). It is possible to not
have enough knowlege to be saved - but it is not possible to have too much knowledge!
But this assertion overlooks that it is necessary to “believe” the first principles: “he that
believeth and is baptised shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall be damned” (Mrk
16:16, see also 2 Thes. 2:12). But what is it that has to be believed? As we defined above,
the “things concerning the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus Christ” - and it is a
summary of those things that provide the Statement of our Faith.
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UNDERSTANDING AND WORKS

There is a need then, to have an understanding of, and belief in, the principles that collectively form the Gospel. This is described as “the full assurance of understanding” (Col.
2:2), without which there can be no faith, or belief - for how can a man have faith in somthing he knows nothing about?
Sometimes the idea is expressed that we need to live out the principles of the Truth in our
lives, rather than to just study the Bible. But this is a false dichotomy: the situation is not
either/or, but both! We must “love in deed and in Truth” (1 Jno. 3:18), and be found “walking in Truth” (2 Jno. 4). And it logically follows that we cannot walk in the Truth, if we do
not know what that Truth is! We must believe and understand the righteous principles of
the Gospel message, in order to “walk according to the Truth of the Gospel” (Gal. 2:14),
and thereby “obey the Truth” (Gal. 3:1, 1 Pet 1:22). Yes, it is vital to live out the practical
outworking of the Gospel believed, but it is also necessary for us to “study to shew thyself
approved unto God, a workman that needeth not to be ashamed, rightly dividing the word
of Truth” (2 Tim 2:15). Both aspects are necessary in order to please our Father and Maker.
A DELIGHT!

Another objection heard from time to time, is that we need to enjoy ourselves as well as
doing Bible study. But such sentiments do not come out of the mouths of those who are
lovers of the Truth (2 Thes. 2:10). The Apostle Paul wrote: “I delight in the law of God
after the inward man” (Rom. 7:22). And again, the Psalmist:
“Blessed is the man that walketh not in the counsel of the ungodly, nor standeth
in the way of sinners, nor sitteth in the seat of the scornful. But his delight is
in the law of Yahweh; and in his law doth he meditate day and night” (Psa. 1:12, Psa. 119:97).
To study the Scriptures is not a chore to lovers of the Truth. It is a “delight”! Often we
hear folk say concerning a novel or some other book that “it was so absorbing I couldn’t
put it down!” That is what the Bible is to the brethren of Christ. It absorbs us into itself,
and engages the mind in spiritual things. Those of a spiritual mind will delight in it, and
will be reluctant to put it down!
The Lord Jesus Christ taught that “the Truth shall make you free.” And as we have demonstrated, the Truth needs to be understood and believed (1 Tim. 4:3). As the Apostle wrote,
we need to receive it “not as the word of men, but as it is in Truth, the word of God, which
effectually worketh also in you that believe” (1 Thes. 2:13).
It is written by Paul to the believers at Colosse: “Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly
in all wisdom …” (Col. 3:16). But logically, the word of Christ cannot dwell in us, unless
we put it there! To study the Bible brings great enjoyment and pleasure to men of the Spirit,
and it also provides wisdom, and a power by which we can be saved. To study the Word
is not an optional extra for the more studious amongst us: everyone that is of the Truth will
hear the Master’s word (Jno. 18:37). We disregard it therefore, at our peril.
Christopher Maddocks
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The theory that the truth once known will abide with us, and render diligent
Bible reading an unnecessary trouble is hurtful because it is false.
The truth will not remain with us in power unless we daily deal with it.
The human mind has no power to retain anything apart from regular use.
The memory of everything grows dim without renewal.
This is true even of things for which the mind has a natural affinity; how
much more true it is of divine ideas to which the mind is naturally alien.
Accustoming his mind to godliness, as his daily and hourly habit, a man will
be able to say, "How sweet unto my taste, O Lord, are all Thy words of
truth."
Robert Roberts

“Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly.” This is the apostolic exhortation. It is the voice of reason. It means that we must adopt the habits
and methods that will lead to this result.
How can a man expect the word of Christ to dwell richly in him, who does
not put it in, but fills up his mind instead with the human thoughts reflected
in human literature of the moment, and allows his heart to be wholly preoccupied with the affairs of fleeting life which may collapse like a bubble
any moment?
“Give thyself to reading” are Paul's words again. This is an absolute
necessity. Only by reading can we make God's acquaintance in his revealed
word, and come under the power of his thoughts and commandments.
The daily reading of the Bible ought to be the inexorable practice of every
man and woman who aims to “overcome” in the battle all have to wage,
who mean to “lay hold on eternal life.”
Robert Roberts, The Christadelphian 1883
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