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TENNESSEE STUDY WEEKEND----May 4 & 5, 2019 (Please note 

the date change.)  Contact bro. Jeremy Osborne at 

josborne827@gmail.com or sis. Sharon Osborne at 

Steve.sharontn@gmail.com 

 

LAMPASAS JUNE GATHERING……June 7 – 9, 2019 at the 

Lampasas Meeting Hall.  Contact bro. Mark Braune, 209 Ranger 

Dr., Buda TX, 78610 or 512-577-1119, or markbraune@gmail.com 

 

RICHARD FRATERNAL GATHERING......June 28–July 1, 2019  

sis. Linda Jones, PO Box 48 Richard, SK, Canada S0M 2P0,  

gljon@yourlink.ca 1-306-441-2248 or 1-306-246-4628 

 

HYE TEXAS FRATERNAL GATHERING……..July 21-28 2019 

Lord willing, the 2019 Hye gathering will be July 21-28. We will be 

studying Galatians in the first study class, and 1, 2, & 3 John in the 

second. Contact info is bro. Mark Braune, 209 Ranger Dr., Buda 

TX, 78610 512-577-1119, markbraune@gmail.com 

 

FLORIDA GATHERING………...  October 18-20, Lord Willing.      

A Study of the Trees of the Bible.  Gathering will be held in High 

Springs, Fla.  Contact bro. Mike Jasionowski, at 

mjasionowski@gmail.com 

 
ECCLESIAL NEWS BRISBANE 

 

Dear brethren and sisters in the hope of Israel 

 

The brethren and sisters of Brisbane and Papua New Guinea send their 

loving greetings to all those of like precious faith around the world.  

We were pleased to welcome bro. and sis. Jim and Kathy Sommerville to 

Brisbane towards the end of 2018 as part of their itinerary of various 

destinations around Australia. We hope our brother and sister enjoyed their 

visit to our country, whose landscape, fauna and flora diversity, beauty and 

harshness provoked reverence to the power of our great Creator. We were 

thankful for their company at Bible Class and bro. Jim’s exhortation on 

the first day of the week, joining in fellowship with those in Brisbane as 

we wait the return of our Lord and Master.  

 

Bro. Peter and sis. Sharon travelled to PNG on 24th December to 

consolidate the work done during another visit in July 2018.  The 

following is a report of their trip: 
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We were hampered by not being able to travel to Aiyura in the Eastern 

Highlands because of ongoing tribal conflicts. These conflicts caused bro. 

Aiyuta to contact us and warn us not to attempt visiting. The brethren and 

sisters of Aiyura were themselves fearful of leaving their properties, the 

roads being very dangerous, so reluctantly we abandoned for now seeing 

our beloved brethren and sisters in Aiyura, whose trials we pray will soon 

be relieved to the grace of our Heavenly Father.  

 

We travelled to the cities of Lae and Mt Hagen to strengthen the brethren 

and sisters in those places. We had opportunity to preach the gospel to 

interested friends from the block of land recently purchased in Lae where 

we hope to build, God willing, a tabernacle, that the brethren and sisters 

in Lae can have as a central meeting place. We also daily received at the 

place where we were staying in Lae, brethren and sisters who brought 

interested friends, who intend to go through the Key Lessons.  I spoke to 

them on the things concerning the name of Jesus Christ, contrasting the 

truth the scriptures reveal with the doctrines of the churches.  

 

The trials of the brethren and sisters in Lae were however very 

evident―not just the daily struggles to provide for their families, but even 

trying to get to where sis. Sharon and I were residing. On one occasion 

bro. Hensley was stopped by a large group of people moved to violence 

against another tribal group, in which bro. Hensley lost all that he was 

carrying in his bag.  He was only saved from physical harm when he 

produced some of the Bible pamphlets we distribute to interested crowds, 

and they realised bro. Hensley was a man motivated by God’s holy word 

– the Hope of Israel.  

 

In leaving Lae we embraced all our dear brethren and sisters and reminded 

them of the apostle Paul’s words, “that through much tribulation we must 

enter the kingdom of God”.  Sis. Sharon and I had also by this stage, as so 

often is the case in visiting PNG, fallen ill, and by the time of we arrived 

in Mt Hagen, we were struggling to be able to meet the brethren and 

interested friends there. After a couple of days rest, our elderly bro. Keen 

met us and guided us to bro. Matthew’s home in his village. We were 

overjoyed to see bro. Matthew, whose poor health over the last two years 

threatened to end his probation. It was very evident that bro. Matthew 

summoned all his strength to receive his visitors, and along with his 

family, made us very welcome.  I spoke of the signs of the times, with 

many neighbours curiously watching their visitors from Australia in the 

midst of their village preach the coming of Christ and the re-establishment 

of God’s kingdom on earth. But it was not long before bro. Matthew could 

no longer sit, and he had to go inside and get more support. Here a 

memorial meeting was held, and after further ministrations we left, 
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climbing up the steep gullies surrounding bro. Matthew’s home, guided by 

our beloved bro. Keen.  

 

During this trip back, bro. Keen now in his 70’s, vouchsafed his 

unshakable determination to stand steadfast in the hope and spoke to us of 

his longing for the Lord’s coming, in which he prayed he and the other 

brethren and sisters throughout PNG might one day be granted the 

inestimable privilege of ruling with Christ for one thousand years, and 

being sent back to their home land to convert all of PNG to the hope of 

Israel, and that he himself would oversee this great work in Mt Hagen.  

 

We wish to convey to all our dearly beloved brethren and sisters 

throughout PNG and Africa, and wherever tribulation and hardship presses 

its burden, let us all remember Paul’s example and those with him, who 

were “burdened beyond strength that we despaired of life itself”, “that it 

was to make us rely not on ourselves but on God who raises the dead”.  

“For this slight momentary affliction is preparing for us an eternal weight 

of glory beyond all comparison”.  

 

Come, Lord Jesus! 

Your brethren in Christ, 

Peter Small & Ted Mingham 

 

Editorial 
 

Christadelphians believe that it is fundamental to understanding the truth, 

to recognize that Jesus was both Son of God, and Son of Man.  Further, 

that he was born of the virgin Mary without the assistance of man, and 

apart from the lusts of the flesh.   

 

II.—That Jesus of Nazareth was the Son of God, begotten of the 

Virgin Mary by the Holy Spirit, without the intervention of man, and 

afterwards, anointed with the same spirit, without measure, at his 

baptism (Mat. 1:23; 1 Tim. 3:16; Acts 2:22-24, 36; Matt. 1:18-25; Luke 

1: 26-35; Gal. 4:4; Isa. 7:14; Matt. 3:16-17; Isa. 11:2; 42:1; 61:1; John 

3:34; 7:16; 8:26-28; 14:10-24). 

 

Great controversy has arisen from this principle, not so much his divine 

heritage, as the world generally takes this principle to the extreme of 

making Jesus himself, God.  Rather, the controversy swarms around Jesus, 

the Son of Man, and how complete a statement this is, with all that that 

statement entails.  How could Jesus have been God manifested in flesh, 

and at the same time, of condemned human nature?  This issue will deal 
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with this question.  And while our answer is that we do not know how, we 

do accept it as a fact that he was.   

 

In an article in this issue called “The Sin Bearer,” bro. Sulley explains in 

great detail the force of meaning behind these words.  He considers the 

temptations Christ fought in his role as the son of Man.  He clearly shows 

that Jesus had a will of his own, which arose from human nature, and that 

such a will necessarily and by definition, was contrary to that of his Father.  

This had to be the case, or Jesus was not of our identical nature.  Human 

nature inherited from Adam is sinful, full of sin, and prone to evil as the 

sparks fly upwards.  It can never be anything else than contrary to the will 

of God.  If Jesus bore our nature, then this had to be the characteristics of 

that nature which he bore: 

Gal._5:17  For the flesh lusteth against the Spirit, and the Spirit 

against the flesh: and these are contrary the one to the other: so that 

ye cannot do the things that ye would. 

 

This inherited will, as bro. Sulley points out, is lamented by Jesus 

throughout the Psalms.  “O God thou knowest my foolishness, and my sins 

are not hid from thee.” (Psa. 69:5.) As no one could convict him of sin, 

this could not refer to any action in his lifetime which he was lamenting, 

but only his acute awareness of the contrary impulses in his fleshly nature. 

 

Some, when looking at Jesus saying “not my will, but thine be done,” 

imagine that this would necessarily mean that Jesus was plotting and 

scheming in his mind against the will of God.  And as such rebelliousness 

would have disqualified Jesus from the claim of sinlessness, they then 

conclude that no contrary thought could ever have been developed in the 

Christ-man.  Nothing could be farther from the truth.  The will Jesus 

lamented was not schemes and plans in rebelliousness to God. (which truly 

would have been sinful.) but simply his acknowledgement of the 

uncontrollable impulses inherent in Adamic flesh.  These impulses which 

are common to all men, were dispatched by Jesus as soon as they became 

thoughts in his mind which he recognized as contrary to the will and 

purpose of God.   

 

The word “will” is from the Greek “thelo” and it is the word used by the 

apostle Paul when describing the thoughts inherent in his flesh.  

 Rom. 7:18  For I know that in me (that is, in my flesh,) dwelleth no 

good thing: for to will (thelo) is present with me; but how to perform 

that which is good I find not.  

This will, Paul says, dwells in his flesh, and was always present with him.  

Paul says this will is “sin which dwelleth in me.” 
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When Jesus prayed to God in the Garden of Gethsemane, he prayed 

concerning these same inherent impulses: 

Matt. 26:39  And he went a little further, and fell on his face, and 

prayed, saying, O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from 

me: nevertheless not as I will (thelo,) but as thou wilt. 

 

Jesus was not plotting concerning how he could summon more than 

twelve legions of angels to deliver him from the upcoming trial.  He 

knew he had the authority to summon the angels.  And flesh, always 

anxious to avoid trial, considered this fact as a way to be delivered 

from the trials.  But no sooner had an intelligible impulsive thought 

formed in his mind, that Jesus destroyed such a contrary thought to 

God’s purpose, with “but how then should the Scriptures be 

fulfilled?” 

 

Those who deny that Jesus had a will contrary to that of his Father, 

would make Jesus’ nature of a different form of Adam’s flesh than 

we.  They argue that such a conclusion as we make are impossible, 

as “Even the thought of foolishness is sin” (Prov. 24:9.)  Therefore, 

they argue, Jesus could not have had such impulses forming within 

his mind.  We have no doubt but that the thought of foolishness is 

sin, the same sin of which Jesus is seen lamenting in the Psalms.  

These impulses are the sin which dwells in our flesh.  But this is not 

something for which we are guilty.  It is our misfortune to have 

inherited this sinful nature from Adam.  It is not our crime. 

 

Bro. Roberts sets this concept of foolishness and sins as rooted in 

the flesh before us quite clearly.  We read his explanation of Psalms 

69: 5, and his application of this to Jesus here: 

“‘O Lord, thou knowest my foolishness, and my sins are not hid 

from Thee.’ The application of this to Christ is only intelligible 

on the principle that he partook of the common nature of our 

uncleanness—flesh of Adamic stock, in which, as Paul says, 

there dwelleth no good thing; a nature the burdensomeness of 

which arises from its native tendencies to foolishness and sin.  

 

“This burden is felt in proportion as higher things are 

appreciated. Christ knew, as no man can know, the 

gloriousness, and spotlessness, and spontaneous holiness of the 

Spirit nature. The indwelling of the Father by the Spirit would 

make him sensible of this. Hence, he could feel more keenly the 
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earthward tendencies of the earthy nature—the tendencies to 

foolishness and sin, which are the characteristics of sinful flesh, 

not that the tendency was stronger in him than in others, but that 

his spiritual affinities and perceptions were higher, and that, 

therefore, he would be more conscious of the burden which all 

the saints of God feel, more or less, causing them to exclaim, 

‘Oh, wretched man that I am!’  

 

“True, Christ sustained the burden; he carried the load without 

stumbling. He kept the body under; he held it in subjection to 

the will of the Father in all things, and thus by obedience, 

obtained the Father’s approbation, who was in him.  

 

“Still, the burden was there; and his consciousness of it finds 

expression in the words under consideration. Paul’s consolation 

must be ours when we are grieved by a similar cleaving of the 

soul to the dust: ‘It is no more I but sin that dwelleth in me.’ 

The new man delights in the law of God after the inward man; 

the flounderings of a sluggish inefficient nature belong to the 

list of innocent calamities from which we shall be delivered in 

the day when beauty shall be exchanged for ashes; the oil of joy 

for mourning; the garment of praise for the spirit of heaviness.” 

 

Those who say that Christ could not have had our exact sinful nature, 

and could never have had a thought contrary to God (since he was 

the manifestation of God,) think they glorify Christ, as purer in 

nature than those he came to save.  Instead, they rob him of his 

greatest victory.  His complete and total conquering of all that the 

flesh could do to dissuade him.  They rob him of his title, Son of 

Man.  And his great destruction of the flesh we all succumb to. 
 

Begotten of Mary by the Holy Spirit 

 

In considering the effect of the Holy Spirit upon Mary resulting in the birth 

of Jesus who is repeatedly described as a son of man, we are sometimes 

asked to explain how, if Jesus was of our identical nature, was he able to 

live a life of sinlessness?  Certainly Paul’s testimony is that all have 

sinned.  Doesn’t this necessarily imply that Jesus could not have been of 

our nature?   
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If Jesus had been of human descent on both maternal and paternal sides, 

then this would have been, in fact, impossible.  But he wasn’t.  He was 

quite literally, the son of God, whose design was to manifest, or exhibit 

Himself through His son Jesus.  This answer usually gives rise to the 

following question.  How could the character of God be manifest, or 

exhibited though a man of our nature, with a completely independent 

volition?  The fact is, we don’t know how God did it.  But we have the 

Scriptural testimony that He did it.  With man alone, such a thing would 

have been impossible.  But with God, all things are possible.   

 

As bro. Roberts once pointed out in answering this question, just because 

we do not know the precise method by which a seed develops into a stalk 

producing wheat, do we therefore refuse to eat bread?  There are many 

things that God does, which we accept as fact, without knowing the exact 

method of His operation. 

 

What we do know is that God did it.  Mary showed this in one of her 

earliest declarations, referring to “God our Saviour.”  God provided for 

our salvation.  God created Jesus to be exactly what he had to be, to be 

able to fully experience the full force of all the trials and temptations of 

the flesh, which is what qualified him to be our faithful high priest, having 

been encompassed with our infirmities.  And at the same time, God created 

Jesus with the wisdom and discipline to overcome those difficulties, and 

in so doing, to exhibit to us the beautiful and loving character of God.  All 

the glory was to God, as Jesus himself testified. 

John 5:30  I can of mine own self do nothing: as I hear, I judge: and 

my judgment is just; because I seek not mine own will, but the will 

of the Father which hath sent me. 

 

In this we learn that in the process of manifesting the character of God, 

Jesus did have his own independent will.  A point he makes at least three 

separate times. 

John 6:38  For I came down from heaven, not to do mine own will, 

but the will of him that sent me.  

 

Matt. 26:39  And he went a little further, and fell on his face, and 

prayed, saying, O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from 

me: nevertheless not as I will, but as thou wilt.  

 

So along with having his own independent will, he also had been created 

with the capacity for knowledge and wisdom in order to overcome his will, 

and always conform to the will and purpose of his Father.  God provides 

us this testimony: 
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Isa. 53:11  He shall see of the travail of his soul, and shall be satisfied: 

by his knowledge shall my righteous servant justify many; for he shall 

bear their iniquities.  

 

Perhaps the best explanation of what God, through His Spirit, created Jesus 

to be is shown in the veil which separated the Holy Place, from the Most 

Holy, inside the tabernacle, and eventually the Temple.  Of that veil we 

learn: 

Exo. 26:31  And thou shalt make a vail of blue, and purple, and 

scarlet, and fine twined linen of cunning work: with cherubims shall 

it be made:  

 

This veil, we learn from the apostle Paul represented the flesh of Jesus. 

Heb. 10:19-20  Having therefore, brethren, boldness to enter into the 

holiest by the blood of Jesus, By a new and living way, which he hath 

consecrated for us, through the veil, that is to say, his flesh;  

 

And the symbology cannot be missed in the crucifixion of Jesus.  We are 

told that at his crucifixion 

Luke 23:46-45 “And when Jesus had cried with a loud voice, he said, 

Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit: and having said thus, he 

gave up the spirit.  And the sun was darkened, and the veil of the 

temple was rent in the midst.” 

 

This veil then, with its carefully woven colors represented the flesh of 

Jesus in his mortal life.  White is the color of righteousness.  This teaches 

us that Jesus was specially created by God with a bent towards 

righteousness.  The blue represented the healing power of God.  Jesus was 

created with the wisdom to always look to God for direction.  The purple 

represented his royal destiny.  He was created with the understanding of 

the unique role he was to play in the plan and purpose of God.  And the 

scarlet represented the flesh of sin he bore, which was to be controlled by 

carefully weaving the principles of righteousness, divine instruction, and 

his focus on divine goals into all things of his life. 

 

These colors were to be blended together in “cunning work.”  The word 

cunning means to plan, plot, compute, contrive, or weave and fabricate.  It 

shows the hand of God was intimately involved in the development of all 

the attributes which were woven into the flesh of Jesus, and which resulted 

in his manifestation of the character of God in his mortal life.   

 

We are sometimes asked, was Jesus filled with the Holy Spirit from birth, 

as was John the Baptist?  We answer, how could any of the things shown 

in symbol in the veil, be true, if Jesus was not filled with the Holy Spirit 

as was John?  Being filled with the Holy Spirit gave him an awareness of 
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his unique role in the divine plan, but no more kept him from sinning, than 

it would have John.  And just as John did no miracles, being filled with the 

Holy Spirit was not the same thing as being anointed with the Holy Spirit 

without measure, such as Jesus was at his baptism. 

 

His special creation would have made him intimately aware of all the 

events taking place around him, and his total dependence upon his Father 

for direction.  But as a man of identical nature with us, it was still necessary 

for him to “grow in grace with God and men,” and, as he grew up, to “learn 

obedience through the things which he suffered.” 

 

These are the principles of God manifestation.  It is what the Scriptures 

has allowed us to know.   Bro. Roberts once wrote: 

“It is sufficient to believe the testimony concerning Christ—that he 

was the Word made flesh—that according to this flesh, he was the 

seed of David—that he came down from heaven—that he learned 

obedience by the things that he suffered, and that because of his 

obedience, he was highly exalted, and that he will come the second 

time unto the salvation of all who obey him. These are the fruit-

producing facts of the case. They are all of them mentally-inductive 

elements of reverence, love, obedience, hope, and comfort.” 

 

These are the principles that lead to unity and peace.  But when we allow 

these things to slip out of their perfect balance, and if we begin to 

emphasize one characteristic of Jesus’ nature at the expense of another, 

strife ensues.  If the divine influence of Jesus is emphasized at the expense 

of his humanity, Jesus is then looked upon as purer than the race he came 

to save.  This ultimately ends up in Trinity.  And vice versa, if his humanity 

is emphasized at the expense of his divine parentage, the end result is 

mere-manism.   

 

Bro. Thomas asked: 

Thus, “the Logos became flesh, and dwelt among us,” says John, “and 

we beheld his glory, glory as of an only-begotten from the Father, full 

of grace and truth;” for “the law was given through Moses; the grace 

and the truth came through Jesus Anointed”—John. 1:14, 17. Now, 

“Theos was the Logos,” says John; that is, Deity was the Word; and 

this Word became flesh in the manner testified. Was the product, 

therefore, not Deity? Did the union of spirit with flesh annihilate that 

spirit, and leave only flesh? Was the holy thing born a mere son of 

Adam? or “the fellow” and “equal” of the Deity?—Zech. 13:7; John 

5:18; Phil. 2:2. The latter unquestionably. 

 

So in what way did the Spirit survive its union with the flesh?  Certainly 

not in a physical sense, as the spirit of God, by which immortal life exists, 
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was not a part of Jesus’ nature while on earth.  And certainly not in the 

sense of being the all-inclusive wisdom of God, which the “Logos” as the 

possession of Deity truly was and is.  Rather, it was the character of 

Divinity which was not destroyed in the blending of Deity with the 

Adamic nature of man.  It was Deity’s character in the man Jesus, inherited 

from God, which allowed him to accept the title of “God,” or “Eloah.”  

The character of God is what Jesus manifested, or exhibited while in the 

flesh.  In Eureka, bro. Thomas wrote: 

Eureka Vol 1:107 “Perfection of character and substance, then, is the 

consummation predetermined by the Deity in his manifestation by 

spirit in Jesus and his brethren. In his wisdom, which is “first pure,” 

he requires perfection of character first; and as a recompense for this, 

he confers perfection of substance, or consubstantiality with himself. 

This was the order of the Divine Manifestation in the son of David’s 

daughter; who is the great model after which the One Yahweh-

Elohistic development is to be apocalypsed.  

 

Perfection of character was first manifested in Jesus, who was 

faultless before the Deity. The character of Jesus was the character of 

the Deity—a mirror in which was reflected the moral attributes 

peculiar to him, the Word, before manifestation in flesh.  

 

Nevertheless, though Jesus could truly say, “I always do those things 

which please the Father;” yet he said, “there is none good but the 

Deity,’ nor am I yet perfect. He testified his own imperfection in 

declaring that he could of his own self do nothing; that he must die; 

and that he would be perfected in the third day of his mission. 

“Behold,” said he, “I cast out demons, and I do cures to-day, and to-

morrow, and the third I shall be perfected”—Luke 13:32. In this third, 

“he was made perfect” ex anastaseos, from, or out of resurrection, 

when he “ascended to the Father;” and being thus exalted to 

consubstantiality with him, Paul speaks of him as, “Having been 

perfected for the Aion”—eis ton aiona teteleiomenon; or 

apocalyptically, “I was dead, and behold I am living for the Aions of 

the Aions”—chap. 1:18”  

 

It was the divine character from God which held the inherited human 

nature of Adam, Abraham, and David in its grasp (so to speak,) and never 

allowed it its wicked victory.  Thus in the blending of the Holy Spirit with 

a daughter of David, the character of Deity was imparted to the man Christ 

Jesus, to war against the weaknesses and sinfulness of human nature, and 

overcome it.  The character of sinful man could never have overcome the 

wickedness of the flesh.  Only the true and literal son of God, specially 

prepared for the war in which he was to engage, could do it.   
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The purpose was that man would recognize his utter helplessness to 

provide for his own salvation.  The teaching of the law was that all men 

were dead, because no man could keep the law.  But a specially prepared 

child of God could keep it, (though it cursed him in his death) which God 

provided for us, that we might say with Mary, “I rejoice in God our Savior. 

 

 

Question on the Divine Nature of Christ 
By bro. Roberts 

Question.—If Christ was born of the spirit, by Mary, was he not spirit and 

not flesh, on the principle that that which is born of the spirit is spirit? W. 

H. 

 

Answer.—The question arises from an inaccuracy of words. Jesus was not 

“born of the Spirit, by Mary,” but begotten of Mary, by the Spirit. Here is 

a great distinction. “He was sent forth made OF a woman”—Gal. 4:4. He 

was fashioned from the human substance of Mary, by the power of the 

Spirit, and was, hence, a flesh product after the Spirit’s type, and therefore 

“holy, harmless, and undefiled.” On this subject, see the excellent letter 

which we publish in this number, from Dr. Thomas’s daughter. The birth 

of the spirit, which results in spirit nature, pure and simple, is a process in 

which the flesh has no formative participation.  Chdn. 1867 pg. 103 

------------------------------ 
L. A.—It is well not to go beyond the word in our definitions of this. The 

Spirit generated the flesh of Christ, and was in association therewith from 

the moment that the Holy Spirit came upon Mary, till the Son of Man was 

glorified; but our comprehension of the relation between the one and the 

other, is too much at fault to justify us in the use of the description you 

suggest (“Spirit-flesh” or “divine substance”). The physical nature 

resulting is declared to have been the flesh and blood of the children. My 

understanding of the matter is, that this physical nature was held in the 

grasp, as it were, of the inscrutable Spirit of Jehovah, without making the 

physical a mixture of human and divine nature.  

 

It is truly said, that the Spirit is “Deity substance”; it is so in its own 

essence and primal form; but a definition applicable to Spirit in the abstract 

may not be appropriate when that Spirit, as in this case, has assumed a 

certain form of manifestation. Far be it from me to say that Spirit was 

annihilated in the process; but because it is beyond our reach to 

comprehend the relation of one to the other, it is best to avoid the use of 

definitions which seem to imply that we do. The Spirit is beyond our 

comprehension, and, therefore, all its operations must be. The results only 

are what we may know.  
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God-manifestation is a matter for faith, not for definition. If we aim to 

agree on metaphysical definitions, we shall fail in reaching that state of 

spiritual calm in which we are gladdened by the goodness of God believed, 

though God Himself be above our comprehension. Definitions carrying a 

lie such as “mere man,” are certainly to be repudiated; but it will be a pity 

if in our zeal against one lie, we begin to use a phraseology which might 

very easily glide into another. Chdn. 1897 pg. 455 

 

What does it mean to be Son of God and 

Son of Man, or 

The True and Scriptural Divine Mystery 
By bro. John Thomas 

 

Jesus, or Yahweh Tzidkenu (He who shall be our righteousness) was Son 

of the Deity by creation, and the son of man by the flesh developed from 

Mary, the descendant of David’s substance, without human intervention. 

Hence, his flesh was the same flesh as First Adam, with which ours is 

identical. 

 

A man’s descent is traced from his father. Jesus, Yah or “Jehovah,” was, 

therefore, the power of the Deity his Father, “born of a woman, and made 

under the law.” He was, therefore, a DIVINE SON; and in that sense, “Deity 

manifested in flesh,” as a father is manifested in a son…  

 

Yah—Jesus—claimed equality with Deity in claiming to be the 

“Incorruptible Deity’s” Son. He was therefore a Divine Man, in the 

original scripture styled Eloah, and in the common version, “God.”  

 

The power which constituted this Second Adam. Eloah, or a man of Divine 

Power, made all things for His power manifested and embodied in this 

Eloah. His maternal flesh was anointed; it did not anoint itself, because 

weakness cannot “anoint” itself “with power;” and “Jesus was anointed 

with power,” and then “went about doing good and healing.” “The flesh 

profits nothing.” Hence, in his case it was destroyed, and exists no more. 

Sin was condemned in it; and on his ascending to the Father, (not his 

assumption, or “taking up into heaven,”) his flesh restored to life became 

spirit (was raised to equality with angel-nature, which is the Father’s, for 

“the Deity is the spirit,”) or power almighty embodied, “the Eloah of the 

heavens;” “He who was, and is, and shall be” manifested at “the 

manifestation of the Sons of the Deity.” He is now to be honored as the 

Father, John. 5:23; because the Father has so ordained. 
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The begettal of Yehoshua, or Jesus (He who shall save) by Holy 

Spirit, or power, and of the will of the Deity, made him “more Deity 

than any other man,” but not less sin’s flesh” than we. “I said ye are 

Elohim; and all of you sons of the Most-High. Surely as man ye shall 

die, and as one of the princes ye shall fall.” This was said to them to 

whom the word of the Deity came (John 10:33, 36) to Israel. Thus a 

special class of men, though mortal, are styled Elohim, or Gods, in 

the sense of being the Sons of the Deity. Some may use the phrase 

“as any other man,” as indicative and comprehensive of all the men 

and women of our common race. Of these, then, the scripture plainly 

teaches, that there is no more Deity in them than in “ the beasts that 

perish” for “they are beasts” and “have no pre-eminence above a 

beast” — Eccles. 3:18, 19; Psalms 49:12, 20. “Any other man,” than 

Jesus and obedient believers under the several dispensations of the 

past and present, are Devils, or sinners under condemnation. Their 

relations to the Deity are all antagonistic, inimical and diabolical. 

Jesus was “more deity” than his brethren in that he was generated 

independently of the will of the flesh, but not less flesh than they. 

Truly, as Paul says concerning this subject, “great is the mystery of 

godliness, Deity manifested in flesh, &c.”--Ambassador 1866 pg. 192 

 

THE DIVINE SONSHIP OF JESUS CHRIST 
BY ROBERT ROBERTS. 

THIS is a phrase which, notwithstanding its unscripturalness as a matter 

of words, represents a scriptural idea, viz., that Christ was the Son of God.  

Some say “that he was the son of God by his anointing and resurrection 

from the dead,” but the son of Joseph by natural procreation.  In this article, 

this will be termed the “Josephite” view. 

 

The terrible error of this view is apparent in a variety of ways. There is 

first the fact that the sonship of Christ was proclaimed while he was yet in 

the flesh (Matt. 3:17; Luke 9:35; John 1:49; 3:16; 5:19–23; 6:69; 10:36). 

He was the Son of God before he suffered (Heb. 5:8). Therefore in 

determining the sense in which he sustained this character, we must 

exclude his resurrection from consideration. His sonship was a fact before 

he died and rose again.  

 

This being so, we must confine our attention to “the days of his flesh” 

(Heb 3.) in seeking to know what constituted his sonship. Hedged, in this 

inquiry, within the four walls, as it were, of Christ’s mortal life, in what 
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does the Josephite view allege Christ’s sonship to have consisted? It 

replies, “His anointing.” It does not indicate the authority upon which the 

anointing of the Spirit is to be considered synonymous with sonship. Saul 

was the “Lord’s anointed” (1 Sam. 24:1); but not a son. David also had 

been anointed both with oil and Spirit; but he is nowhere styled the son of 

God. Jesus was anointed; but he was the Son of God in addition to this. 

That Jesus is the Christ (anointed), and that Christ is the Son of God, are 

two separate propositions (1 John 2:22; 5:5).  

 

The prophets were moved by the same spirit that dwelt superabundantly 

in Jesus; but he was a Son, while they were not. Witness the distinction 

observed in Hebrews 1:1: that “God, who at sundry times, and in divers 

manners, hath spoken unto the fathers by the prophets, hath in these last 

days spoken unto us by A SON.” God spoke in both cases, and by the same 

spirit, but the channel of utterance was different. In the one case it was the 

mouth of the selected sons of Adam, in the other it was a begotten Son of 

God.  

 

What made him Son of God? Josephites say, “the possession of spirit;” but 

this cannot be; for the prophets had the spirit as well as he. “The spirit of 

Christ was in them” (1 Pet. 1:11). According to the Josephite theory, all 

the prophets were all sons of God, for all had the same spirit. If so, where 

was the distinction indicated in the words of Paul, and emphasized in 

Christ’s parable of the vineyard: “And when the time of the fruit drew near 

he sent his servants to the husbandmen, that they might receive the fruit of 

the vineyard. . . . Last of all he sent unto them HIS SON, saying they will 

reverence MY SON” (Matt. 21:34–37). Let this be read in view of the fact 

that the prophets were men selected, and inspired by the Spirit, while Jesus 

was preternaturally begotten of a virgin, by the power of the Holy Spirit, 

and the distinction is highly intelligible and immensely interesting.  

Introduce the Josephite theory, and it is without meaning. 

 

As to Christ being styled “The Son of Man,” we see in that title an 

intimation of the fact that he was not of the nature of angels (Heb. 2:16) 

but of real human stock—Son of Man, though Son of God. This is 

explained by the fact that though the inception of his being was due to 

divine impulse, his nature was elaborated from the substance of Mary, as 

much so as any child is from its mother; but if the meaning of it be that 

Joseph was his father, how is he the Son of God?  This point has already 

been brought out.   

 

Josephites ask if Adam could have been styled “Son of Man?” Certainly 

not, because there was no antecedent man-nature from which to evolve 

him. But what is he called? SON OF GOD (Luke 3:38). This point tells 

destructively against Josephism. Adam is styled Son of God because he 
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was the direct product of the Creative Power as distinct from human 

procreation. With this fact in view, we have scriptural light shed on 

Christ’s title as Son of God. His being called Son of Man as well is due to 

the intervention of human instrumentality by Mary his mother. 

 

The Genealogy of Jesus 
The genealogies of Luke and Matthew, while apparently giving the 

descent of Jesus through the line of Joseph, are two separate lines. They 

coincide from Abraham to David, but here there is a complete divergence. 

One line (that of Joseph) proceeds through Solomon and the kings of Judah 

his successors; and the other (that of Mary) through Nathan the prophet, 

into a collateral branch of the royal family. The two lines once more unite 

in the family of Salathiel, in the days of the Babylonish captivity; but in 

the days of his grandson they again separate, and do not again approximate 

until the espousal of Mary and Joseph, with whom all genealogical traces 

of the line of David terminate. These facts will be apparent to anyone who 

will take the trouble to write out and compare the two genealogies.  

 

The difficulty for some is that Joseph appears to be the terminus of both 

lines. He is introduced at the end of both lines, but an inspection of the 

genealogies will show a difference. As regards Matthew’s genealogy, 

there is no obscurity. It brings the line from Abraham to Jacob, father of 

Joseph (an interval of forty-two generations), and concludes with the 

words, “and Jacob begat Joseph, the husband of Mary, of whom was born 

Jesus, who is called Christ.” This, then, is the line of Joseph beyond doubt; 

but even this does not favour the view that Joseph was the father of Jesus. 

The very opposite. It does not say “And Joseph begat Jesus.” It ought to 

have done so if it was so. 

  

But as soon as it reaches Joseph, it breaks away from the style of 

phraseology by which the descent of the line is previously traced, and 

introduces Joseph, not as the father of Jesus, but as “the husband of Mary.” 

It isolates Joseph from all connection with Christ’s paternity, by declaring 

that of Mary was Jesus born, and that Joseph was merely her husband. 

 

This shows the object of this genealogy, and suggests an answer to the 

question, “why was this line given if Joseph were not the father of Jesus?” 

As the husband of Mary, Joseph was legally one with Mary. The two were 

made “one flesh” by marriage. Hence, in a legal point of view, Jesus was 

the son of Joseph by being the son of Mary, and through Mary inherited 

the lineage and rights and titles of Joseph. Had any other than a son of 

David been the husband of Mary, it would have interfered with the legal 

and blood relationship of Jesus to David. Jesus would not in all respects 

have been the son of David. In fact, his relationship would have been 

obstructed by the legal power of the husband over the wife. It was 
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necessary that the husband of Mary should be the son of David as it was 

that Mary should be a descendant of David; for if it had not been so, 

Christ’s legal rights under the covenant made with David would have been 

destroyed. But by both father and mother being “of the house and lineage 

of David,” the natural and legal proprieties and necessities of the case were 

preserved, in spite of the marvel of Christ’s supernatural begettal. Hence, 

the genealogy of Matthew is of the utmost value in showing that Joseph is 

descended from David. 

 

Luke’s genealogy is a little more obscure, but not a whit less fatal to the 

Josephite theory. Luke begins at the opposite end from Matthew. He traces 

the line backward, while Matthew does it forward. He begins with Jesus 

at the time of his baptism by John, and says, “Jesus himself began to be 

about thirty years of age (being as was SUPPOSED) the son of Joseph.” 

Now, why does Luke employ the word “supposed”? If, as Josephism hints, 

Luke believed Jesus to be the natural son of Joseph, why does he not say 

so, in the simple unequivocal style observed in all the other cases, instead 

of introducing a word which suggests doubt and mystery?  

 

Who “supposed” that he was the son of Joseph? And why was it the subject 

of “supposition”? Does not the existence of a “supposition” show that a 

contrary idea had been asserted, viz., that Jesus was not the son of Joseph 

in a natural sense, but “Son of God”? Does it not show that there was a 

diversity of opinion existing at the time of Luke’s writing?  

 

Supposition only comes into play where uncertainty exists; but according 

to Josephism, there was no uncertainty; “for,” say the Josephites, “all the 

Jews believed and knew Jesus to be the son of Joseph, and the evangelists 

did not contradict it.” Yet, according to Luke, “supposition” was active at 

the time of Christ’s baptism, on the subject of his paternity. This 

“supposition” could not be as to which man was his father, for his 

supposed father was well-known, and all his family. The supposition 

therefore could only relate to the question of human versus divine 

paternity; and Luke treats the popular view of the question as a 

“supposition,” in the sense of an idle and wrong supposition. Luke’s words 

prove that to his (Luke’s) private information, Jesus was not the son of 

Joseph in a natural sense; for in penning this public record of his genealogy 

in which he is bound to admit the legal relation of Jesus to Joseph, he 

inserts a parenthesis which fences off the popular idea of his being the 

natural son of Joseph. It is as much as to say “The common idea was, that 

he was the real son of Joseph, but this is a popular delusion; for though the 

legal son of Joseph, he was the product of creative power, through Mary, 

the wife of Joseph.” This is the effect of Luke’s parenthesis. On no other 

principle can the occurrence of such a parenthesis be rationally accounted 

for. 
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There is another, and, if possible, more conclusive view of the matter. A 

glance at the original would suggest that Luke’s brief parenthesis is 

wrongly marked in the common version; and that it really includes the 

whole supposition alluded to. Luke’s words literally translated, would read 

“And he (Jesus) was beginning about thirty years of age, being (as was 

supposed, a son of Joseph) of Heli.” The words “which was the son,” that 

precede “of Heli,” in the common version, are not in the original. Their 

introduction changes the significance of the verse. It makes it allege that 

Joseph was the son of Heli (Mary’s father), whereas he was the son of 

Jacob; and it destroys the connection between Jesus and Heli, which it is 

evidently Luke’s intention to point out.  

 

Paraphrasing Luke’s words, so as to express their evident significance, 

they would read “Jesus was at this time about thirty, and the general 

supposition was that he was the natural son of Joseph, but he was, in 

reality, genealogically of Heli.” Genealogy being only reckoned by males, 

Heli, Mary’s father, would be put for Mary in stating his natural extraction. 

This harmonises all the apparent difficulties in the case, and destroys the 

proof which Josephites see in Luke’s genealogy. Luke’s genealogy is not 

the genealogy of Joseph, but of Heli, Mary’s father, and Joseph’s father-

in-law. If Luke give the genealogy of Joseph, Matthew does not; for the 

lines are different. One is the genealogy of Mary, and the other of Joseph; 

and both are essential to show that, notwithstanding the departure from the 

natural order of things in Christ’s begettal, Jesus is still the son of David, 

and heir to his throne. 

 

The Josephite denies that the genealogy of Luke is that of Christ through 

Mary, affirming it to be Joseph’s line on the maternal side, and that 

Matthew’s genealogy is Joseph’s, in the line of his father. Of Mary he 

makes nothing. He declares the attempt to prove her to be of the house of 

David a failure. For the purpose of his argument, Mary is a stranger, and 

not of the house of David at all. It is in Joseph that the genealogical purity 

centres. “He is of David, by father and mother, but not so Jesus. The 

genealogies are given to prove the genuineness of Joseph’s descent. It is 

in him that the two lines of David end. Christ’s purity is broken by the 

intervention of the stranger, Mary, who is not of the house of David at all.” 

 

One would almost imagine that Joseph was to be the Messiah. Has it never 

occurred to the Josephite that if it was important for Joseph to be of pure 

Davidian descent, it was no less so for his son, who was to be heir to the 

throne; and that if it was necessary for Joseph to have father and mother 

both descended from David, it surely was as much so for Jesus who was 

to be the true bearer of the Davidian glory? It would really seem that the 
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exigencies of his theory have made him lose his bearings, and landed him 

at the shrine of Joseph instead of “great David’s greater son.” 

 

But he says “you only allege, and do not prove—that Luke’s genealogy is 

that of Mary.” And what does he do? He alleges that it is the genealogy of 

Joseph; he does nothing more. He asserts that his view is right. It may be 

said that one assertion is as good as another. In the abstract this is true, but 

where collateral facts are brought to bear, it makes a difference. Now, the 

collateral fact in this case is that the New Testament alleges Jesus to 

have been born of Mary, without Joseph, an allegation which is 

borne out by every subsequent allusion to the origin of Jesus, and 

therefore if Jesus is a pure descendant of David, Mary must have 

been of the house of David.  

 

Hence prima facie, one of the two genealogies must be that of Mary. 

It is for the Josephite to prove that it is Joseph’s; the onus lies upon 

him. He asserts it is so; further he cannot go; and further the other 

side cannot go upon the exclusive merits of the genealogies. The 

point must abide the determination of the wider and more general 

question whether Jesus was the Son of God or the Son of Joseph. 

The evidence on this question is so conclusive, that all minor 

questions, such as that raised on the genealogy, must fall in, and take 

rank under the great conclusion that “great is the mystery of 

Godliness, God manifest in the flesh.” 

 

Prophecies of the Messiah 
It is true that “the prophecies in the Old Testament” represent the Messiah 

as a prophet like unto Moses, a son of David, a man of sorrows, and so on, 

but these representations are in no way incompatible with the fact that the 

method by which he was constituted a man and a son of David, was by 

supernatural begettal, constituting him son of God as well as son of David. 

The prediction of Isaiah cannot be harmonised with the Josephite theory. 

“The Lord himself shall give you a sign; Behold A VIRGIN shall conceive 

and bring forth a son, and call his name Emmanuel.” 

 

Some say, “a virgin” should be translated “a young woman?” Where 

would the “sign” be then? What would there be in the nature of sign or 

wonder in a young woman conceiving? Is it such a rare and extraordinary 

event for a young woman to conceive, that its occurrence would be “a 

sign?” And where is the young woman that has born Emmanuel? How is 

Jesus, if the natural son of Joseph and Mary, Emmanuel—GOD WITH US? 

If Jesus was a mere man, he was not “God with us.” If he were God with 

us by simply having the spirit, then all the prophets and apostles were 
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“God with us,” and there was no meaning at all in Christ being called 

Emmanuel. 

 

But while discussing the suggestion that “virgin” may be changed to 

“young woman,” we are bound to affirm its utter inadmissibility from a 

philological point of view. The word (ALMAH) translated “virgin” in the 

passage quoted from Isaiah, is never translated “young woman,” and 

never used in any sense other than that of an unmarried female. This may 

be seen by reference to the only places of its occurrence, which are Gen. 

24:43; Ex. 2:8; Ps. 68:25; Prov. 30:19; Cant. 1:3; 6:8; Isaiah 7:14. The 

word most frequently used for virgin (bethoolah) Gen. 24:16, is not the 

one used in Is. 7:14. The word translated “young woman” (nagara)—

(Ruth 4:12, ) is most frequently rendered “maiden” and “damsel,” and it is 

probably this fact that has suggested the attempt to get rid of Is 7:14, as a 

proof of Christ’s miraculous conception, by the assertion that “young 

woman” (married or unmarried) is interchangeable with the “virgin” of the 

passage in question.  

 

The suggestion is entirely false. The word means a young virgin female in 

the absolute sense; and we can only eliminate this idea from the passage 

by deleting ALMAH the word, and substituting nagara; and even then, the 

unscrupulous critic who would dare upon such a liberty, would not be 

much assisted in his designs, for even the substituted word would more 

naturally bear the construction of “virgin” than “young woman.” 

 

There is nothing more characteristic of John’s epistles than the assertion 

of the divine sonship of Christ, as against those who denied it, by asserting 

he was the son of Joseph. He says, “Believe not every spirit; try the spirits 

whether they are of God; because MANY FALSE PROPHETS ARE GONE OUT 

INTO THE WORLD”—(1 John 4:1). Of these “false prophets,” he says “They 

went out from us but they were not of us” (2:19). John therefore recognises 

the existence of error in his time. It will not do to quote the opinion of 

these false prophets as evidence in favour of their opinions. John says “We 

are of God; he that knoweth God heareth us; he that is not of God heareth 

not us. Hereby we know the spirit of truth and the spirit of error” (4:6). 

Now, on the subject of Christ’s sonship, he says “We have seen and do 

testify that the Father sent the Son to be the Saviour of the world. Whoever 

shall confess that JESUS IS THE SON OF GOD, God dwelleth in him, and he 

in God” (14 15.) Those who alleged he was the son of Joseph would come 

under the implied condemnation of this passage. Every declaration that 

Christ is the Son of God (and they are numerous throughout the whole 

New Testament) is a condemnation of those who asserted he was the son 

of Joseph. 
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If a Mere Man, How Could Christ have Been Sinless? 
The Josephite theory creates a difficulty which is insurmountable. If Christ 

was a mere man, how is it that he was sinless? Was any other man ever 

known or heard of without sin? Experience says “No;” and the Bible says, 

“There is not a man that liveth and sinneth not.” “If any man say he has no 

sin, he is a liar, and deceiveth himself.” How, then, are we to explain the 

fact that Jesus was “holy, harmless, undefiled, without sin?”  

 

The testimony which the Josephites would throw overboard, explains it, 

because it reveals the source of Christ’s high capacity and impulse in a 

divine direction, in a divine paternity. This explains everything. The clay 

of fallen human nature, in the hands of the Divine Potter, was fashioned 

unto the likeness of the divine; that by the instrumentality thus established, 

a door of escape from the pit might be opened for this doomed race.  

 

Admit that Jesus was the son of Joseph, and then it is not true that “God 

hath concluded all under sin;” it is not true that “all have sinned, and come 

short of the glory of God;” for Jesus is an exception: he was sinless, and 

yet a mere man; and if Jesus was sinless any other man might have been 

sinless; and Christ’s being the Messiah was a mere accident; every man 

his own Saviour, and Christ’s name (Jehovah shall save by an Anointed) 

a great fallacy! This is the conclusion to which the Josephite premises lead. 

 

The Josephites say if the apostles held the doctrine of the miraculous 

conception, it would have been as prominent in their teaching as it is in the 

religious writing of the present day. So it is. Nothing is more prominent in 

all their writings than that Jesus is the Son of God, and every time this 

proposition is affirmed, the miraculous conception is proclaimed; for the 

divine sonship of Christ is a myth without it. But the Josephites argue that 

because the phrase “miraculous conception,” or some literal equivalent is 

not made use of by the Apostles, they did not believe that Jesus was the 

Son of God in that way.  

 

Apply this to cases of ordinary paternity, and the fallacy will be apparent. 

We say such a man is son to So-and-so; we do not go further. The rest is 

implied—maternity is understood. The means are always involved in the 

expressed result. It is sufficient to say that Jesus is the Son of God.  

 

The iteration of this statement is virtually a repetition and prominent 

setting forth of the miraculous conception; for it involves it. Jesus could 

not be the Son of God without it. If other men who have not been 

miraculously conceived, are called sons of God, it is because they acquire 

this title from Christ, and possess it only in prospect of being made like 

him. “We are all the children of God through faith in Christ Jesus” (Gal. 

3:26). By union with him, they are legally covered with his name, and 
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incorporate with his relationship. They are not adopted till the resurrection. 

(Romans 8:23; Luke 20:36). They are only sons by virtue of connection 

with him who was primitively and par excellence the Son of God. The 

relation had its origin in him, and in judging of what constituted that 

relationship we must not look at those who have only a borrowed title; and 

say that because that they are mere men; therefore Jesus was. 

 

The Whole Counsel of God, Declared by Paul and John 
The Josephites challenge quotations from Paul, who “declared the whole 

counsel of God,” in proof of the miraculous conception. We possess but a 

fragment of the speeches to which Paul refers, when he said he had 

declared the whole counsel of God. What we have, however, taken in 

conjunction with his letters, furnish the proof desired.  

 

The very first thing recorded of him is that after his conversion 

“Straightway he preached Jesus in the synagogue, that he is the Son of 

God” (Act 9:20). If it was believed at the time by any considerable section 

of professed disciples that Jesus was the son of Joseph (which the 

Josephites contend was the case), this shews the side of the question Paul 

took. To say that he simply preached that Jesus was the son of Joseph, was 

raised from the dead, and that this is what he meant by preaching that 

Christ was the Son of God, is to play with words. The resurrection of a son 

of Joseph is one thing; the declaration that such a man is the Son of God, 

quite another.  

 

The propositions are not interchangeable. Christ was the Son of God 

before his resurrection. A crowning proof is furnished in the incident 

recorded in connection with the cured blind man, who was cast out of the 

synagogue for confessing Jesus. “Jesus heard that they had cast him out, 

and when he had found him, he said unto him ‘Dost thou believe on the 

Son of God?’ He answered and said, ‘Who is he, Lord, that I might believe 

on him?’ and Jesus said unto him, ‘Thou hast both seen him, and it is he 

that talketh with thee’” (John 9:35–37).  

 

When Paul, therefore, straightway preached that Jesus was the Son of God, 

he proclaimed something that was a fact previous to Christ’s resurrection. 

Did he simply preach that the son of Joseph, a righteous man, was filled 

with the Holy Spirit? The suggestion seems absurd. He brought before 

their notice a man whose origin was direct from God, and, therefore, who 

was Son of God, as declared by his resurrection. 

 

Paul’s letters, more than Paul’s speeches, which are scarcely preserved, 

furnish conclusive evidence of the miraculous conception. In Gal. 4:4, he 

says “When the fulness of time was come, God sent forth his Son, made 
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of a woman, made under the law, to redeem them that were under the law, 

that we might receive the adoption of sons.”  

 

The Josephites try to escape the force of this by citing the language of Job, 

“Man that is born of a woman is of few days, and full of trouble.” As a 

mere matter of words, there is a coincidence, but the subject and nature of 

the allusions are as different as possible. In Job’s use of the words, one can 

see the poetical association of weakness of origin with ephemerality of 

nature; but there is no poetry in Paul’s words. His is the language of fact 

and logic. His subject, in the scripture in question, neither suggests nor 

admits of Job’s use of the phrase. He is stating the mode of deliverance 

adopted by God with reference to those who, under the law, were in 

hopeless condemnation.  

 

He says he sent forth His Son (not that he adopted a son of Joseph); and, 

indicating the method of the sending, he adds “made of a woman.” This 

agrees with Luke, Matthew, and Isaiah, who say that for this very purpose, 

he begat a son of his own by a virgin of the house of David, overshadowing 

her with the creative power of the Holy Spirit. It is very significant that 

Paul should have inserted the words “made of a woman” in such a 

connection. They are not the only words in which Paul, in declaring the 

whole counsel of God, affirms the divine sonship of Jesus. He says:  

Rom. 8:3 “What the law could not do, in that it was weak through the 

flesh, God (hath done in) sending His own Son in the likeness of 

sinful flesh.”  

 

Here the sonship of Christ is placed in contrast to the weakness of the flesh. 

The Josephite theory destroys the contrast, since it makes Jesus part and 

parcel of that flesh, the weakness of which, Paul says made salvation 

impossible.  

 

Jesus was the Son of God in his sending forth, and not merely at some 

stage of his life. He was Son of God by constitution. How else are we to 

understand Paul’s other words:  

Heb. 5:8 “Though he were a Son, yet learned he obedience by the 

things which he suffered”  

 

Did he not learn obedience before he was thirty? Did the Father not 

pronounce himself “well-pleased” with him at that age, viz., at his baptism, 

which was part and parcel of his obedience? and what was the basis of this 

approval, publicly proclaimed, if not his obedience which he had learned? 

This obedience he had learned “though he were a Son.” Therefore he was 

a son in the first instance, instead of only becoming one in some recondite 

sense by the anointing of the spirit at his baptism.  
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He was a son, because of his direct procreation by the Father through 

Mary, without human intervention. This explains Paul’s other words, in 

which, declaring the counsel of God, he virtually affirms the miraculous 

conception, viz., those in which he quotes:  

Psalms 40:6, 8. “When he cometh into the world he saith ‘Sacrifice 

and offering thou wouldest not, but a body hast thou prepared me . . 

. Lo, I come to do thy will, O God.’ He taketh away the first that he 

may establish the second, by the which will, we are sanctified by the 

offering of the body of Jesus Christ once for all.” 

 

All this is intelligible in view of the miraculous conception. The sacrifices 

under the law were incapable of taking away sin (verse 4), because the sin 

of a human being could never be punished in an animal. Sin requires the 

death of the sinner; the law admits of no substitution. It fastens on the 

offender and destroys him, and that which commits him to destruction 

holds him in destruction. The ‘only remedy in the case was the one that 

has been adopted, and that was for God to manifest himself in the nature 

under condemnation, and meeting the full requirements of the law in death, 

vanquish it in a resurrection necessitated (on account of sinlessness) by its 

own operation.  

 

This plan was foreshadowed in the words of the Spirit through David. 

“Sacrifice and offering thou wouldest not.” As an ultimate arrangement, 

sacrifices were worthless. They were merely part and parcel of a 

provisional order of things, established intermediately to teach preparatory 

lessons, and pointing, allegorically, to the real remedy in contemplation. 

As a final means (which ignorance was apt to regard them) “in them thou 

hast no pleasure. Then said I, Lo, I come.” The spirit was to accomplish 

the real work, and to enable it to do this, “a body hast thou prepared me.” 

The body required to be sin’s flesh, that is, the nature of Adam, which by 

reason of sin, was under condemnation. This was one ingredient in the 

preparation. “He took not on him the nature of angels, but the seed of 

Abraham.” “He was made sin.” “He was sent forth in the likeness of sinful 

flesh.”  

 

But had the body been a mere product of Adamic procreation, it would not 

have been serviceable for the purpose. A mere human being would have 

been a sinner. Had Jesus been the natural son of Joseph, he would not have 

been the body prepared; because as the son of Joseph, he would not have 

been sinless, and though he might have “died for our sins,” he could not, 

as a sinner, have risen again, for that which kept all the children of Adam 

in bondage would have held him, and the scheme of salvation would have 

been a failure.—It is in resurrection after suffering where the success is 

achieved (1 Cor. 15:17).  
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This success, as between God and man, is limited to Christ, but he is 

invested with power and authority, as a mediator, to operate towards all 

who come unto God by him, and to dispense the results of his victory to 

all who receive them by faith. He is their judge and life-giver—the 

resurrection and the life. Being begotten by the spirit, Jesus was a prepared 

body; for by this means he was made capable of sinlessness. He received 

a stamp and capacity of mind which qualified him for greater 

accomplishments than were possible in the polluted channel of merely 

Adamic generation; and was thus qualified to be the Saviour of the world. 

 

As to the idea of miraculous conception dating back into antiquity, this is 

not worth much. The misapplication of truth in times of ignorance, does 

not destroy it. The ancients believed that the righteous became gods after 

death. Is it therefore untrue that it is the destiny of the righteous to become 

elohim, after the death state is at an end? The heathen fable was the truth 

in distortion. The Babylonians believed Nimrod to have been miraculously 

conceived; is it therefore untrue that the true captain of salvation—the seed 

of the woman—who was promised from the earliest times, and whose 

tradition was misapplied to Nimrod, was “sent forth made of a woman?” 

There is an ingredient of truth in fables sometimes.  

Something is made of the circumstances that Jesus was not officially 

proclaimed Son of God till his immersion in Jordan. Consider the 

testimony of John the Baptist, who said to his disciples  

John 1:30,34:  “After me cometh a man who is preferred before me, 

for he was before me, and I knew him not, but that he should be made 

manifest to Israel, therefore am I come baptising with water. . . . He 

that sent me to baptise with water, the same said unto me, upon whom 

thou shalt see the spirit descending, and remaining on him, the same 

is he that baptiseth with the Holy Spirit, and I saw and bare record, 

that this is the Son of God”.  

 

The immersion of Christ was therefore merely his official introduction to 

Israel—his manifestation, not his making; the descent of the Holy Spirit at 

his baptism was his identification as the Son of God—not his constitution. 

He was the Son of God before, having been begotten by the power of the 

Highest, according to the testimony of Luke. 

 

Then it is asked “Is it not strange that there was such positive ignorance of 

the fact that he was the Son of God, if it was announced at his birth?” The 

answer is that the ignorance was not so positive as assumed. John the 

Baptist knew there was such a man, though he was unacquainted with him 

personally. He said “there standeth one among you whom ye know not . . 

. whose shoe-latchet I am not worthy to unloose.” If it be thought a wonder 

that John should not know him, being his cousin, we have only to 

remember that John was brought up in the desert from childhood (Luke 
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1:80), and probably never had the opportunity of seeing Jesus, who lived 

in another part of the country. 

  

As to the people not knowing him, it shows they were mistaken in 

supposing him to be the son of Joseph. As Jesus said to them afterwards 

“Ye judge after the flesh” (John. 8:15). “But, if it was announced at his 

birth, why should they be ignorant?” We must remember that the 

announcement was not made with the publicity which it has since attained 

in the wide-spread diffusion of the scriptures of the New Testament, nor 

at a time when there were the facilities for propagating news that now 

exist. We are apt to judge the incidents of the time with reference to 

modern experience in the circulation of intelligence.  

 

Thirty years had elapsed from the birth of Christ to the baptism in the 

Jordan. This was long enough to have effaced in great part the impression 

made at the time of his birth. The child Jesus grew up as an ordinary child, 

under the care of his parents; and presenting nothing remarkable to the 

notice of neighbours, the tradition of his birth, if it ever got beyond his 

family, would soon sink into forgetfulness. Popular interest feeds on 

marvel; and when marvel ceased, the attention would flag and die, and 

Jesus would grow up unnoticed, as the carpenter’s son.  

 

It is highly improbable that his divine paternity was a matter of common 

report. It was precisely a matter of that description that would be kept 

private. “Mary kept all these things and pondered them in her heart.” It is 

a question if Joseph and Mary understood the matter fully. It is testified of 

them in the very narrative “that Joseph and his mother marveled at those 

things that were spoken of him” (Luke 2:33).  

 

The lapse of thirty years would greatly tend to involve in haze the 

mysterious and feebly-comprehended occurrences of his birth, and made 

the public manifestation of his true character by immersion, by the visible 

effusion of the Holy Spirit, a necessity and an appropriate introduction of 

him to Israel at full age.  

 

The idea that he was the son of Joseph from his birth to 30, and at that age 

became the Son of God by the anointing of the Spirit, is a mere theory and 

absurd at that. There is nothing in proof of it; while to prop it up the 

Josephite throws overboard the narratives of Matthew and Luke, which, if 

one or two scholars opine to reject, an overwhelming majority consider 

genuine, and which, if lacking in one or two MSS. (mutilated to suit the 

carnal doctrines of the Josephite school), a preponderating number 

possess? 
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The Josephite gives two reasons for Jesus being styled the Son of God. 

First, he says, “Son of God” was equivalent to “the Messiah.” But how 

came this to be the case? The answer is, because the Messiah was to be a 

son of God. Can the Josephite theory furnish an answer? “It was so 

understood by the Jews,” he adds, viz., that the two terms were equivalent. 

This does not help the matter. The reason which made them 

interchangeable among the Jews, destroys the theory. Although the Jews 

consider Jesus to be son of Joseph, yet as to the Messiah of their own 

expectation, they looked for him to be “the Son of the Blessed” (Mark 

14:61), and that he should “continue forever.” The “Messiah” and the “Son 

of God” were interchangeable, because one was to be the other. The 

second reason why Josephism alleges Jesus to have been styled Son of 

God, is the fact that he was the first to rise from the dead immortal. This 

is confuted by the fact that he was called the Son of God before his 

resurrection, as already shown. 

 

The Josephite cannot account for Matthew introducing Joseph as the 

husband of Mary, and not as the father of Jesus. He simply says that 

Matthew having done the one, it was unnecessary to do the other. This is 

not satisfactory. The truth admits of a complete solution. It was only by 

the legal union of his mother with Joseph in marriage, that Jesus could 

acquire the rights and titles of Joseph’s first-born, and Matthew is careful 

to show that this was accomplished. The Josephite enquires why the 

miraculous conception, if a fact, was not placed above suspicion by 

happening before instead of after the marriage? The answer is fatal to the 

Josephite view. If Christ’s birth happened out of wedlock, he would not 

have been Joseph’s son, and would therefore have lacked one of the 

qualifications of the Messiahship, but occurring after Mary had become 

“one flesh” with Joseph, he had all the advantage of a direct paternity, 

without the hopeless defilement that would have come with a purely 

Adamic descent.   

 

The Virgin Birth of Emmanuel 
The Josephite claims the application of Isaiah’s prophecy—(“A virgin 

shall conceive, and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel”)—to 

Isaiah’s own son—“Mahershalalhashbaz.” His says Jesus was not called 

Emmanuel. If this is a good reason against Christ, it is a good reason 

against Mahershalalhashbaz, for he was not called Emmanuel. But, says 

he, it was applied to Mahershalalhashbaz, to “denote the presence of God 

in effecting the liberation of the Jews.” According to this, the name 

“Emmanuel” was applied on the principle of a recognised significance in 

the events to which the child stood related. If this is sound in the case of 

Mahershalalhashbaz, why is it to be refused in the case of Jesus? Oh, says 

the objector, he was not to be called the meaning of the word Immanuel, 

but “shall call his name Immanuel.” If this is to rob Jesus of the name, does 
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it not equally bar its applicability to the other child? But more; if this is a 

sound principle as applied to Immanuel, can it be unsound in reference to 

other names? 

 

If because Jesus was called Jesus, and not Immanuel, this prophecy does 

not apply to him, how are we to deal with the prophecy which says, “his 

name should be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the Everlasting Father, the 

Prince of Peace?” (Isaiah 9:6). These names were only realised in meaning 

in Christ and not in personal denomination. By the Josephite argument on 

Emmanuel, we should be compelled to dismiss this passage from Isaiah 

from the list of Messianic predictions. The same remarks apply to “The 

Branch,” “David,” “Michael,” and other names which only express 

doctrinal truth concerning Christ, but were not denominatively applied to 

him. “Immanuel” is as much a name of Christ as “Jesus;” for all names are 

his that define the truth about him. He, and he alone, is, “God with us.” 

“The word was made flesh and dwelt among us” (John 1:14). “Without 

controversy, great is the mystery of godliness, God manifest in the flesh, 

justified in the spirit, seen of angels,” &c. (1 Tim. 3:16). 

 

But how, it is asked, was the birth of Christ a sign to Ahaz? In seeking an 

answer to this question, it must be kept in view that Ahaz did not want a 

sign, and declined to ask one, and that this was not given at his request. 

The birth of Emmanuel by a virgin was a sign volunteered by the Deity. 

This is important, because it suggests that a wider scope would be given 

to it than would have pertained to a sign requested for private uses. 

 

The circumstance of the moment to which it had relation was a 

confederacy between Israel and the Syrians, to destroy Judah. This was the 

peril which elicited the divine assurance that the enemies of Judah should 

not prevail, of which the sign given was the birth of Immanuel. Now, 

taking the comprehensive view of this which is justified by the fact that it 

was a divine pledge, we can see it go beyond the days of Ahaz, and extend 

to all the perils that should beset the house of David. The birth of 

Immanuel is the guarantee that the house of David shall be delivered from 

all its enemies, and triumph to the ends of the earth. The assurance of this 

event served the purpose of the moment, for before Christ was even born, 

“the land which Ahaz abhorred was forsaken of both her kings.” When the 

virgin Mary “brought forth her firstborn son,” Rezin and Pekah were 

rotting in the dust. But while thus answering the purpose of the moment, 

in affording a basis for the assurance that Pekah and Rezin should not 

succeed in their plot against Jerusalem, it furnished a general pledge for 

all time that God would manifest himself in a son of David, and in him, be 

with Israel for the taking away of their sins and the destruction of their 

enemies. 
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The sequel of the prophecy gives it this comprehensive bearing. Days of 

evil are predicted (verse 17) future to the time of Ahaz, when, through the 

vast depopulation of the land, there would be abundance of field produce 

for the few survivors. The triumph of Assyria, not only over Damascus 

and Samaria (the sources of Judah’s then immediate danger) but over 

Judah itself, is foretold:  

Isa. 8:8 “He shall pass through Judah; he shall overflow and go over; 

he shall reach even to the neck; and the stretching-out of his wings 

shall fill the breadth of thy land, O Immanuel.”   

 

Then a confederacy of nations against Judah is contemplated in the 

indefinite future.  

Isa. 8:9  “Associate yourselves, O ye people, and ye shall be broken 

to pieces; and give ear all ye of far countries; gird yourselves, and ye 

shall be broken in pieces; take counsel together, and it shall come to 

nought; speak the word, and it shall not stand: for GOD IS WITH 

US.”  

 

Here the birth of Immanuel (God with us) is distinctly associated with the 

final triumph of Israel over every hostile combination. 

 

That this is the scope of the prediction becomes more and more evident 

with every verse in the prophecy, which begins at the beginning of chap. 

7. and extends to the end of chap. 9 Immediately after the verse last quoted 

(viz., in verse 10), the prophet is warned not to participate in the panic 

which then prevailed with regard to the hostile alliance of Ephraim and 

Syria. He is instructed to fear Jehovah, and not the enemy, who will come 

to nought, and there is coupled with this injunction a prophetic reason 

which directly lays hold on the days of Christ:  

Isa. 8:14: “He (Jehovah) shall be for a sanctuary; but (in the first 

instance) for a stone of stumbling, and a rock of offence to both the 

houses of Israel, for a gin and a snare to the inhabitants of Jerusalem, 

and many of them shall stumble and fall, and be broken, and be snared 

and be taken.”  

 

Now, in Jesus (whose very name intimates the part Jehovah played in his 

mission), Jehovah is a sanctuary of refuge, both in relation to present 

individual wants and the future salvation of Israel; but in the first aspect 

of his manifestation, he became a stone of stumbling and a rock of offence. 

His appearance among them was the occasion of the greatest catastrophe 

that ever befell the nation. They rejected him and were destroyed. “They 

stumbled at that stumbling stone” (Rom 9:32). They fell upon that stone, 

and were broken. 

 



270 

 

The sequel to this stumbling-stone effect of Immanuel’s manifestation is 

indicated in the prophecy thus:  

Isa. 8:16: “Bind up the testimony; seal the law among my disciples; 

and I will wait upon the Lord, who hideth his face from the house of 

Jacob, and I will look for him. Behold I and the children whom the 

Lord hath given me, are for signs and for wonders,” &c.  

 

In this, we have depicted the confirmation of the promises in the death of 

Christ, and their establishment as a living testimony in the persons of those 

believing the gospel through the preaching of the apostles; and, 

furthermore, the withdrawal of Christ to the presence of the Father, and 

the relation of Christ’s brethren to the Jews, as signs, if they could but read 

them. 

 

There is no speculation in these applications of the prophecy, for almost 

every part of it is quoted in this way in the New Testament (Heb. 2:13; 1 

Peter 2:8). Then follows the dreary interregnum of the times of the 

Gentiles, culminating in the breaking in of joy upon the nation, through 

the supernatural breaking of the power of the enemy:  

Isa. 9:5-7 “For every battle of the warrior is with confused noise and 

garments rolled in blood, but this shall be with burning and fuel of 

fire. For unto us a child is born (here is the final application of the 

Immanuel prophecy), unto us a son is given, and the government shall 

be upon his shoulder, and his name shall be called WONDERFUL, 

COUNSELLOR, the MIGHTY GOD, the EVERLASTING 

FATHER, the PRINCE of PEACE. Of the increase of his government 

and peace there shall be no end, upon the throne of David and upon 

his kingdom, to order it, and to establish it with judgment and with 

justice, from henceforth even forever. The zeal of the Lord of Hosts 

will perform this.”  

 

Then the prophecy reverts to the immediate danger to Judah from Rezin 

and Pekah’s designs, showing that the scope of the sign of Immanuel with 

which it opens, extended to the days of the Messiah, who alone could 

answer to the name, and who, assuredly, has been born of a virgin. 

 

After the sign of Emmanuel, having reference to God’s general and 

ultimate purpose with the house of David, there is introduced by a 

“moreover” (chap. 8:1) — the sign of Mahershalalhashbaz, whose name 

imported ruin upon Ephraim and Syria, who were confederate against 

Judah. This child was purely an omen of evil. His birth guaranteed the 

destruction of Judah’s then active enemies, but did not, like the other, bring 

with him a pledge of Judah’s triumph over all future perils. He brought no 

indication of God being with them. His name (“In making speed to the 

spoil, he hasteneth to the prey”) was purely a token of strife and rapine, to 
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be directed first against Syria and Ephraim, then against Judah, and 

afterwards to be turned back from the house of David, on account of 

Immanuel, “the child born, and the son given, whose name (‘God with 

us’), should be called Wonderful, &c.”  

 

Rationalism confounds Immanuel with Mahershalalhashbaz, and 

Josephism follows it in the mistake, from a natural desire to get rid of so 

potent a testimony to the miraculous conception, as is contained in the 

words applied to Immanuel. The effort is unavailing. The two are distinct. 

Isaiah’s son was a pledge of calamity; Immanuel is the “dayspring from 

on high”—the intervention of the Almighty—the arm of the Lord—God 

manifest in the flesh, for the great purpose which is the only joy of men—

the purpose to take away the sin of the world, extirpate the evils, physical 

and political—to which it has given birth, and fill the earth with glory. --

Chdn. 1889 pg. 386 

 

The Abrahamic/Davidic Sonship of Jesus Christ 
By bro. John Thomas 

(Taken from Eureka Vol 1:245) 
 

We repudiate the devil of the churches as a mere phantasma of disordered 

brains, but we by no means deny the existence of what is styled diabolos 

in the scriptures. Our proposition is, that the Devil of the clergy is not the 

Diabolos of scripture. This is easy to be seen by taking their representation 

of the devil as the definition of the word, and trying to expound the 

scriptures in which devil is mentioned thereby.  

 

Take, for instance, Heb. 2:14, where it is written,  

Heb. 2:14  “Therefore for as much as the children (given of the Deity 

to the Son for brethren) partook of flesh and blood, he also himself in 

like manner shared in the same, that through the death (he 

accomplished) he might destroy that having the power of death, that 

is, THE DIABOLOS.”  

 

Now, Paul elsewhere informs us that “Jesus was crucified through 

weakness” (2 Cor. 13:4); and the clergy teach that their diabolos, or devil, 

is second only to their Trinity in power—almost, if not quite, omnipotent; 

at all events, powerful enough to hold in eternal captivity and torture the 

vast majority of the human beings God has made. He either holds them 

with God’s consent or against it; if he hold them with it, God and the Devil 

are made co-partners; and God is made by their traditions to have created 

an enormous multitude of men, women, and children for no other destiny 

than eternal torments; which gives the lie to the scriptures, which teach 
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that “God is love:” if the Devil hold “the damned” against God’s consent, 

then the Devil is more powerful than God!  

 

But, the clergy are unwilling to accept the consequences of their own 

theories. They would not like to admit the co-partnership, nor the superior 

strength of their Devil; though upon their premises one or the other is 

unavoidable. They will admit, however, that their father and patron, the 

Devil, is vastly powerful. This is admission enough to illustrate the 

incompatibility of their traditions with scripture.  

 

Thus, How comes it that the Spirit laid hold upon death-stricken and 

corruptible flesh and blood, which is so weak and frail, called “the Seed 

of Abraham,” that through its death he might destroy so mighty and 

powerful a Devil? Would it not have been more accordant with the 

requirements of the case for him to have combated with him 

unencumbered with flesh, or in the spirit-nature of angels? Why was it 

necessary for him to become weak and dead to destroy the mighty and the 

living; when the Creator of the Devil could with a word annihilate him! 

But there is little reasoning from Scripture in “the depths of Satan” as the 

clergy teach; and therefore it would be a mere waste of time and space to 

occupy ourselves any further with their speculations and traditions upon 

this subject. 

 

The Spirit clothed himself with weakness and corruption—in other words, 

“Sin’s flesh’s identity”—that he might destroy the Diabolos. It is manifest 

from this the diabolos must be of the same nature as that which the Spirit 

assumed; for the supposition that he assumed human nature to destroy a 

being of angelic nature, or of some other more powerful, is palpably 

absurd. The Diabolos is something, then, pertaining to flesh and blood; 

and the Spirit or Logos became flesh and blood to destroy it. 

 

Now, whatever flesh-and-blood thing it may be, Paul says that “it hath the 

power of death”—that is, it is the power which causes mankind to die. If, 

then, we can ascertain from Paul what is the power or cause of death, we 

discover what the thing is he terms the Diabolos; for he tells us that the 

Diabolos has the power of death. 

 

Well, then, referring to Hos. 13:14, where the Spirit saith,  

“I will ransom them from the power of the grave,”  

 

Paul exclaims, in view of this deliverance as the result of a price paid,  

1 Cor. 15:55 “O Death, where is thy sting? O Hades, (sheol, or grave,) 

where is thy victory?”  
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The power of a venomous serpent to produce death lies in its “sting;” 

therefore Paul uses “sting” as equivalent to “power:” hence his inquiry is, 

“O Death, where is thy power?” This question he answers by saying, “The 

sting (or power) of death is SIN, and the strength of sin is the law.” That 

the power of death is sin, he illustrates in his argument contained in his 

letter to the saints in Rome. In Rom. 5:12, he says, “Death by sin.”  

 

He does not say, “By the Devil sin entered into the world;” if he had, this 

would have given “the Devil” existence before Sin: but he says, “By one 

man, or Adam, sin entered into the world.” This agrees with Moses, who 

tells us that there was a time after the creation was finished when there 

was nothing in the world but what was “very good”—“and Elohim saw all 

that He (the Spirit) had made, and behold, it was very good”—Gen. 1:31. 

Man is, therefore, older than Sin, and, consequently, older than the 

Diabolos. Man introduced it into the world; and not an immortal devil, nor 

God. Neither God, then, nor such a devil, was the author of sin; but the 

authorship was constituted of the sophistry of the serpent believed and 

experimented by the Man, male and female. 

 

Man, then, having introduced Sin, “death entered into the world by Sin; 

and so death passed upon all men * * * to condemnation; for by one man’s 

disobedience the many were constituted sinners; and the wages of sin is 

death to those who obey it”—Rom. 5:12, 8, 19; 6:23, 16. But though 

constituted sinners in Adam, if no law had been given after his 

transgression, his posterity would not have known when they did right or 

wrong; for Paul says, “I had not known sin, but by the law.” The law is, 

therefore, “the strength of Sin.” Sin reigns by “the holy, just, and good 

law,” through the “weakness of the flesh”—Rom. 7:7, 12; 8:3. Where there 

is no law there is no sin; for “sin is the transgression of law:” so that 

“without the law sin is dead”—chap. 7:8; 1 John 3:4.  

 

This shows how inherently bad flesh is in its thoughts and actions, that a 

good thing should stir it up to wickedness. Its lusts and affections are 

impatient of control. Paul therefore said, “in me, that is, in my flesh, dwells 

no good thing.” When this, which is utterly destitute of any good thing, is 

placed under a good law, scope is afforded it to display itself in all its 

natural deformity; and to prove that “the law of its nature” is not the law 

of God, but “the law of sin and death.” Thus, the introduction of a good 

law, demanding obedience of that which has nothing good in it, is the 

occasion of sin abounding in the world (chap. 5:20), and thereby evinces 

its enormity, and shows that “SIN is an exceedingly great sinner”—kath, 

hyperbolen amartolos—chap. 7:13. In this expression Paul personifies 

Sin; and says that it deceived him, slew him, and worked death in him. 
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“SIN” is a word in Paul’s argument, which stands for “human nature,” with 

its affections and desires. Hence, to become sin, or for one to be “made 

sin” for others, (2 Cor. 5:21,) is to become flesh and blood. This is called 

“sin,” or “Sin’s flesh,” because it is what it is in consequence of sin, or 

transgression.  

 

When the dust of the ground was formed into a body of life, or living soul, 

or as Paul terms it, a psychical or natural body, it was a very good animal 

creation. It was not a pneumatic, or spirit-body, indeed, for it would then 

have been immortal and incorruptible, and could neither have sinned nor 

have become subject to death; but for an animal or natural body, it was 

“very good,” and capable of an existence free from evil, as long as it’s 

probationary aion, or period might continue. If that period had been fixed 

for a thousand years, and man had continued obedient to law all that time, 

his flesh and blood nature would have experienced no evil; and at the end 

of that long day, he might have been permitted to eat of the Tree of the 

Lives, by which eating he would have been changed in the twinkling of an 

eye into a spirit-body, which is incorruptible, glorious, and powerful; and 

he would have been living at this day.  

 

But man transgressed. He listened to the sophistry of flesh, reasoning 

under the inspiration of its own instincts. He gave heed to this, “the 

thinking of the flesh,” or carnal mind, which “is enmity against God, is not 

subject to his law, neither indeed can be.” The desire of the flesh, the desire 

of the eyes, and the pride of life, which pertain essentially to all living 

human, or ground, souls, were stirred up by what he saw and heard; and 

“he was drawn away of his, lust, and enticed.” His lust having conceived, 

it brought forth sin in intention; and this being perfected in action, caused 

death to ensue—James 1:13. Every man, says the apostle, is tempted in 

this way.  

 

It is not God, nor the clerical devil that tempts man, but “his own lust,” 

excited by what from without addresses itself to his five senses, which 

always respond approvingly to what is agreeable to them. 

 

Seeing that man had become a transgressor of the divine law, there was no 

need of a miracle for the infliction of death. All that was necessary was to 

prevent him from eating of the Tree of Lives, and to leave his flesh and 

blood nature to the operation of the laws peculiar to it. It was not a nature 

formed for interminable existence. It was “very good” so long as in healthy 

being, but immortality and incorruptibility were no part of its goodness. 

These are attributes of a higher and different kind of body. The animal, or 

natural body, may be transformed into a deathless and incorruptible body, 

but without that transformation, it must of necessity perish. 
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This perishing body is “sin,” and left to perish because of “sin.” Sin, in its 

application to the body, stands for all its constituents and laws. The power 

of death is in its very constitution, so that the law of its nature is styled 

“the law of Sin and Death.” In the combination of the elements of the law, 

the power of death resides, so that “to destroy that having the power of 

death,” is to abolish this physical law of sin and death, and instead thereof, 

to substitute the physical “law of the spirit of life,” by which the same 

body would be changed in its constitution, and live forever. 

 

By this time, I apprehend, the intelligent reader will be able to answer 

scripturally the question, “What is that which has the power of death?” 

And he will, doubtless, agree, that it is “the exceedingly great sinner SIN,” 

in the sense of “the Law of Sin and Death” within all the posterity of 

Adam, without exception. This, then, is Paul’s Diabolos, which he says 

“has the power of death;” which “power” he also saith is “sin, the sting of 

death.” 

 

But why doth Paul style Sin diabolos? The answer to this question will be 

found in the definition of the word. Diabolos is derived from diaballo, 

which is compounded of dia, a preposition, which in composition signifies 

across, over, and answers to the Latin trans; and of ballo to throw, cast; 

and intransitively, to fall, tumble. Hence, diaballo, is to throw over or 

across; and intransitively, like the Latin trajicere, to pass over, to cross, 

to pass. This being the signification of the parent verb, the noun diabolos 

is the name of that which crosses, or causes to cross over, or falls over. 

DIABOLOS is therefore a very fit and proper word by which to designate 

the law of sin and death, or Sin’s flesh.  

 

The Eternal Spirit drew a line before Adam, and said, Thou shalt not cross, 

or pass over that line upon pain of evil and death. That line was the Eden 

law; on the east of that line was the answer of a good conscience, 

friendship with God, and life without end; but on the west, fear, shame, 

misery, and death. To obey, was to maintain the position in which he was 

originally placed; to disobey, to cross over the line forbidden. But “he was 

drawn away, and enticed by his own lusts.” The narrative of Moses proves 

this. The man was enticed of his own lust to cross over the line, or to 

disobey the law; so that his own lust is the Diabolos. Thus, etymology and 

doctrine agreeing, our definition must be correct. 

 

But diaballo has secondary and ternary significations. It signifies to 

traduce, to attack character, to slander, to libel; and thirdly, to deceive, 

mislead, impose upon. Hence, diabolos will also signify a traducer, 

slanderer, deceiver, imposter. In this sense, Judas is styled a diabolos—

John 6:70. So also the pious scribes and Pharisees, priests and rulers, who, 

though as priests, officially holy, were as Jesus said, “of father the 
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Diabolos, and the lusts of their father (the flesh) they would do. The same 

was a man-killer from the beginning, and stood not in the truth, because 

truth is not in him. When he speaks a lie he speaks of his own things, for 

he is a liar, and the father of it”—John 8:44. And “he that committeth sin 

is of the Diabolos, for the diabolos sinneth from the beginning”—1 John 

3:8.  

 

All this is perfectly intelligible when understood of Sin’s flesh, in which 

dwells no good thing, and which of itself can neither do right nor think 

aright. Man’s ability to do either is derived from a higher source—from 

the truth indoctrinated into him. When this is declared and reasoned into 

him, and he comes to understand it, to believe it, and to love it, a power is 

set up within him called “the law of the Spirit of life,” which is 

counteractive of “the law of sin and death,” and brings the man to “the 

obedience of faith,” by which he is manifested to the skillful in the word 

as a son of God. The disobedient are all of father Diabolos; and his spirit, 

which is the spirit of the flesh, works in them. Hence the clergy, Jewish 

and Gentile, are all of what they call “the Devil,” being ignorant, and 

consequently disobedient of the gospel of the kingdom. 

 

But, Diabolos is discoursed of in scripture in its imperial as well as racial 

manifestations. John says, “For this purpose the Son of God was 

manifested, that he might destroy the works of the Diabolos”—1 John. 3:8. 

When the Diabolos and his works are destroyed “every curse will have 

ceased”—Rev. 22:3. The works of the Diabolos are the Works of Sin. Look 

into the world, ecclesiastical and civil, and the reader will see Sin’s works 

on every side. The thrones, dominions, principalities, and powers; Greek, 

Latin, Mohammedan, Pagan, Protestant, Sectarian, and “Infidel,” 

superstitions of all “Names and Denominations,” are all the works of Sin, 

which festers and ferments in all “the children of disobedience.” They are 

all based upon the transgression of the divine law; and are all officered and 

sustained by the children of the Diabolos.  

 

The Messiah’s mission is to destroy them all. John, the baptizer, 

proclaimed this in pointing to Jesus, and saying, “Behold, the Lamb of 

God who takes away THE SIN of the world!” which, by Paul and John the 

apostle, is interpreted as the Son of God that destroys the Diabolos and his 

works—the flesh and all its institutions: for the time comes at the end of 

the Thousand Years, when flesh and blood nature will be abolished from 

the earth; and by consequence, all evil and death, “the last enemy,” which 

are its wages in all the earth. 

 

The fourth beast of Daniel is the symbol of the Diabolos in Imperial 

manifestation. It represents “the Kingdom of Men” upon “the whole 

habitable,” which, in the days of John, in regard to the Fourth Beast, 



277 

 

extended from the Tigris to the Atlantic; and from the Rhine, the Danube, 

and the Euxine, to the Atlas Mountains and Upper Egypt; the 

Mediterranean lying in the midst. Since the apostle’s time, the territory of 

this dominion has been greatly extended by the addition of Germania and 

“All the Russias.” Upon this platform “the kingdom of men” mainly rests. 

It is the Kingdom of Sin, or the Empire of the Diabolos, which has passed 

through various constitutional phases, but always in harmony with its 

diabolism. This, in apostolic times, was of that species of heathenism, 

according to which the flesh worshipped Jupiter, and all the Olympian 

deities, through the works of men’s hands. The magistrates of this pagan 

power were not only individual diaboloi, but the officials through whom 

the Imperial Fourth Beast Diabolos oppressed, tempted, persecuted, and 

destroyed the Saints. All the prisons of the Habitable belonged to the 

Diabolos, whose spies and informers “walked about, as a roaring lion, 

seeking whom they might devour.” This power is entitled in Rev. 12:9, 

“the great red Dragon, that Old Serpent, surnamed the Diabolos, and the 

Satan, which deceives the whole Habitable.” The “Dragon” is the serpent-

symbol of the power which sought to seduce the faithful from their 

allegiance to Christ—to cause them to transgress—to cross the line of “the 

law of faith.” It was, therefore, truly “surnamed THE DIABOLOS” by the 

Spirit. It was also “the Adversary” to everything not pagan; and, therefore, 

rightly “surnamed THE SATAN.” It was adversary to Jesus, and crucified 

him; it was adversary to all the apostles whom it slew and persecuted; and 

to the Saints for two hundred and eighty years, when it was “cast out of 

the heaven.” For further information, in connection with this subject, the 

reader is referred to Eureka Vol. 1, page 139, under the caption, “He is 

Coming with the Clouds.” 

 

This was then the Diabolos who, the Spirit predicted, would cast some of 

the Smyrneans “into prison, that they might be tempted;” for all Asia 

Minor was under its dominion. The purpose of their imprisonment would 

be to tempt them to abandon the faith. The manner in which the Diabolos 

tempted, is illustrated in the case of Polycarp. When he was apprehended, 

they sat him upon an ass, and led him into the city. “The Irenarch Herod, 

and his father Nicetes, met him, who, taking him up into their chariot, 

began to advise him, asking, “What harm is it to say, Lord Caesar! and to 

sacrifice, and be safe?” At first he was silent, but being pressed, he said, 

“I will not follow your advice.” When they could not persuade him, they 

treated him abusively, and thrust him out of the chariot, so that in falling, 

he bruised his thigh. 

 

When brought before Statius Quadratus, the proconsul, he began to exhort 

him, saying, “Have pity on thine own great age—and the like. Swear by 

the fortune of Caesar; repent; say, Take away the atheists.” Polycarp, with 

a grave aspect, beholding all the multitude, waving his hand to them, and 
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looking up to heaven, said, “Take away the atheists.” The proconsul urging 

him, and saying, “Swear, and I will release thee—reproach Christ.” 

Polycarp said, “Eighty and six years have I served him and he hath never 

wronged me, and how can I blaspheme my King who hath saved me?” The 

proconsul still urging, ‘Swear by the fortune of Caesar,’ Polycarp said, ‘If 

you still vainly contend to make me swear by the fortune of Caesar, as you 

speak, affecting an ignorance of my real character, hear me frankly 

declaring what I am: I am a Christian; and if you desire to learn the 

Christian doctrine; assign me a day, and hear.’ ” The proconsul said, 

“Persuade the people.” Polycarp said, “I have thought proper to address 

you; for we are taught to pay to magistrates and powers appointed by God, 

all honor consistent with a good conscience. But I do not hold them worthy 

that I should apologise to them.” “I have wild beasts,” said the proconsul: 

“I will expose you to them unless you repent.” “Call them,” replied 

Polycarp. “Our minds are not to be changed from the better to the worse; 

but it is a good thing to be changed from evil to good.” “I will tame your 

spirit by fire,” said the proconsul, “since you despise the wild beasts, 

unless you repent.” “You threaten me with fire,” answered Polycarp, 

“which burns for a moment, and will soon be extinct: but you are ignorant 

of the future judgment, and of the fire of Aion-punishment reserved for the 

ungodly. But why do you delay?—Do what you please.” The proconsul 

was visibly embarrassed; he sent, however, the herald to proclaim thrice 

in the midst of the assembled multitude, “Polycarp hath professed himself 

a Christian!” Upon this, they all, both Gentiles and Jews, who dwelt at 

Smyrna, with insatiate rage, shouted aloud, “This is the teacher of Asia, 

the father of Christians, the subverter of our gods, who hath taught many 

not to sacrifice nor to adore.” They now begged Philip, the Asiarch, to let 

out a lion against Polycarp. But he refused, observing, that the 

amphitheatrical spectacles of the wild beasts were finished. They then 

unanimously shouted, that he should be burnt alive. Whilst he was praying, 

he observed the fire kindling; and turning to the faithful that were with 

him, he said “I must be burnt alive.” The business was executed with all 

possible speed, in which the Jews distinguished themselves as usual. As 

soon as the fire was prepared, the usual appendages of burning were placed 

about him. And when they were going to fasten him to the stake, he said, 

“Let me remain as I am; for he who giveth me strength to sustain the fire, 

will enable me also, without your securing me with nails, to remain 

unmoved in the fire.” Upon which they bound him, without nailing him. 

The burning, however, not proceeding satisfactorily, the confector 

plunged his sword into his body, by which his existence was terminated. 

 

This account, which is condensed from Milner, may serve to show how 

the Diabolos was “resisted steadfast in the faith,” as well as how he 

tempted the resistants. Polycarp was an elder of the ecclesia of the 

Smyrneans in A.D. 107, when Ignatius visited him on his way to suffer 
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death in Rome. Both Ignatius and Polycarp were acquainted with the 

apostle John; and is highly spoken of by Ignatius, who says of him and 

others, “they live as in the presence of the glory of God.” Polycarp was 

put to death sixty years after Ignatius, A.D. 167. If he was one of those in 

Smyrna to whom the Spirit saith, “I know thy works, and tribulation, and 

poverty—but thou art rich;” and if he continued “rich in faith” to the end, 

(which his martyrdom is no proof of, as many of “the synagogue of the 

Satan” also suffered,) then he was clothed with “the whole armor of the 

Deity;” and his examination before the proconsul exhibits “the wiles of the 

Diabolos,” and how Polycarp stood against them in the armor,—Eph. 

6:11, 16; quenching all the fiery darts of the wicked one, or Diabolos, with 

the shield of faith.—1 Pet. 5:9. 

 

THE PARABLE OF THE SIN BEARER 
BY BRO. HENRY SULLEY 

OR WHY IT WAS NECESSARY TO BE SON OF GOD AND SON OF MAN 
 

The beautiful figure contained in the sixth chapter of the book of Isaiah 

described one whose sin is purged by a live coal taken from the altar  

Isa. 6:6-7  Then flew one of the seraphims unto me, having a live 

coal in his hand, which he had taken with the tongs from off the 

altar: And he laid it upon my mouth, and said, Lo, this hath touched 

thy lips; and thine iniquity is taken away, and thy sin purged.  

 

Without question the one referred to must be Jesus Anointed, because he 

quoted this prophecy in explanation of the use of parables in order that 

men who were not worthy of receiving the precious gift of divine 

knowledge should “hear” without understanding, and “see” without 

perceiving (Matt. 13:10–16). 

 

Further, the Apostle John quotes this prophecy, Chap. 12:40 and 

specifically applies it to Jesus, saying: 

John 12:41 “These things said Isaiah, when he saw His glory and 

spake of Him.” 

 

“He saw his glory,” i.e., Isaiah saw the earth full of the glory of him whose 

sin was figuratively purged by the live coal taken from off the altar, and 

who also said, “Behold me: send me” (Isa. 6:8). In this prophecy we have 

a parabolic representation of the behests of the Father and the response of 

the Son, a parable not readily understood by those who are influenced by 

a theory of pre-existence sanctified by hoary tradition. Also the same 

theory blinds the eyes to the true meaning of the fortieth psalm, which 

undoubtedly refers to Jesus Christ, because the Apostle Paul in his letter 
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to the Hebrews quotes the words, “Lo, I come (in the volume of the book 

it is written of me) to do thy will, O God” (Chap. 10:7). The words 

following in this Psalm also indicate that he who thus speaks was 

encompassed with iniquities which had taken hold upon him, and therefore 

he needed purgation therefrom. Thus we read: 

Psa. 40:9-12 “I have preached righteousness in the great 

congregation; lo, I have not refrained my lips, O Lord, thou knowest 

… withhold not thou thy tender mercies from me, O Lord; let thy 

loving kindness and thy truth continually preserve me. 

 

“For innumerable evils have compassed me about: mine iniquities 

have taken hold upon me, so that I am not able to look up; they are 

more than the hairs of my head: therefore my heart faileth me.” 

 

Nor is this the only Psalm which represents the Son of Mary in his relation 

to sin, of which more anon, and consequently sharing the necessity of 

passing through a cleansing or “purging” process as indicated in the 

prophecy of Isaiah. For instance, in the eighteenth Psalm we read of an 

“upright one” thus: 

Psa. 18:23 “I was also upright before him, and kept myself from mine 

iniquity.” 

 

This could not refer to David, because he was not altogether upright before 

God, and because the upright one is also represented as saying: 

Psa. 18:43 “Thou hast delivered me from the strivings of the people; 

and thou hast made me the head of the heathen.”  

 

This is a prophecy not fulfilled in David, but will be in Christ. Now since 

the Son of Mary “partook of the same flesh as the children,” since “he was 

tempted in all points as they” (Heb. 2:14; 4:15) there should be no 

difficulty in understanding in what way he kept himself from “his 

iniquity.” He knew what was in man (John 2:24, 25) therefore he must at 

all times have possessed perfect knowledge of any thought or impulse 

arising from the flesh contrary to the purpose of His Father, thus leading 

him to view his temptations as “iniquities” more numerous than the hairs 

of his head (Psalm 40:12).  

 

While the “iniquity” that took hold of him was in his flesh, in which 

dwelleth no good thing (Rom. 7:18; Matt. 19:17) the character which he 

manifested was perfect and pleasing to his Father, hence we read in Psalm 

18-23., “He delivered me, because he delighted in me,” and could say, “I 

do always the things that please him.” Nothing can be more truthfully said 

than as stated in this Psalm: “He kept himself from his iniquity” (V. 23). 
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Again, the sixty-ninth Psalm must refer to Jesus Christ because the 

following statements are in the New Testament said to be fulfilled in Him: 

“For the zeal of thine house hath eaten me up” (verse 9). “They gave me 

also gall for my meat; and in my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink” 

(verse 21.) Now, the One whose burden is foreshadowed in this Psalm 

speaks to the Father thus: 

Psa. 69:5 “O God, thou knowest my foolishness, and my sins are not 

hid from thee.”   

 

The possibility of such an expression and such an aspiration ascending 

from the Son of God seems unthinkable unless we look at him in the 

Garden of Gethsemane, and consider him in that agony of mind when he 

shrank from crucifixion and death. The impulse to escape from that terrible 

ordeal, and the mental conflict arising therefrom, was in his flesh, yet in 

the midst of it all he said: 

Matt. 26:39 “O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me, 

nevertheless, not as I will, but as thou wilt.” 

 

Here was consciousness of “will” in himself contrary to that of his Father: 

of a desire to escape the ordeal, but his mind was in absolute submission 

to his Father, willing to offer himself upon the tree. How often he may 

have meditated upon this possibility we know not but who can doubt that 

in the intensity of his trial he felt that perfect hatred for those impulses 

which he could not prevent arising, and to which he did not yield. In this 

situation he may have felt towards God just as that weeping woman, in the 

midst of poignant grief, who looked up through her tears, and said: “I know 

this is foolish of me, it is right and good for God to afflict those whom He 

chooses to become perfect under the rod of His chastisement, so that they 

may be prepared for that great joy which is to be revealed.” 

 

In view of such a situation the Psalm literally expresses the mind of Jesus 

Godward: 

Psa. 69:5 “O God, thou knowest my foolishness, and my sins are not 

hid from thee.”  

 

To recognise this aspect of Him is very different from entertaining the idea 

that there was in Jesus Christ any thought offensive to God, or that his 

character was tainted in the least degree by the corruption to which he was 

related. Had he passed over the line of injunction there would have been 

sin in the sense of transgression, but he did not err even in thought. The 

point of the parable in Isaiah is that he who came to do the will of the 

Father manifested a perfect character in defiled human nature, from which 

he was ultimately cleansed. 
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The way in which Jesus was “cleansed from His iniquity,” is indicated in 

the prophecy, “One of the seraphim” having a live coal in his hand taken 

from off the altar, laid it upon his mouth, and said: 

Isa. 6:7 “Lo, this hath touched thy lips; and thine iniquity is taken 

away, and thy sin purged.” 

 

The Seraphim are not single individuals, but communities through whom 

the Father has manifested, or is manifesting Himself by His word. 

Moreover, we are told that the law was a “schoolmaster.” (Gal. 3:24). 

Now, Jesus appeared during the Mosaic epoch, “made under the law” (Gal. 

4:4). He was ever ready to quote and observe its words. In the sixteenth 

chapter of Proverbs (verses 27–28) “words” are described as a scorching 

fire. The prophet Jeremiah also said that the word of God in his heart was 

as it were a burning fire “shut up in his bones” (Chap. 20:9, R.V.). This 

effect is produced in those who receive the word of God in the love of it. 

The conscience is stirred until the heart becomes hot within them. “While 

musing the fire is kindled” (Psalm 39:3).  

 

This fire consumes impulses contrary to the word of God, and causes 

obedience to the law. This was the result of the operation of the word in 

Christ Jesus. “He fulfilled the law” (which no other man did) the whole of 

which was comprehended in two precepts, first, “Thou shalt love the Lord 

thy God with all thy heart, all thy mind, and all thy strength,” and, 

secondly, “thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.”  

 

To carry out these precepts involved a voluntary offering of self; in fact, 

if those two precepts are observed, to die for others is a necessary 

corollary. This hot, burning stone—the living fiery spirit of instruction 

under the law—touched His lips. He magnified the law, and made it 

honourable. The observance of the law, with its essential attribute of the 

exercise of faith, led to complete purgation from sin physically as well as 

mentally, for of Him it is written: 

1 Pet. 2:24 “Who his own self bare our sins in his own body on, or to, 

the tree.”  

 

Seeing that Jesus could not have borne our personal sins in his own body; 

seeing that he did not commit sin in the sense of personal transgression, 

the only admissible inference is that sin was crucified in the person of 

Jesus. This conclusion is supported by the illustration which Jesus himself 

furnished of his own relationship to sin, saying: 

John 3:14 “As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so 

must the Son of man be lifted up.” 

 

Here we have a parallel which may be readily understood by those 

unspoiled by philosophy. 
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First, as to the type. The children of Israel sinned. Fiery serpents bit them, 

and caused death, in consequence of their sin. Those who looked upon a 

representative, of that which caused death, fixed upon a pole, were healed 

from the serpent’s bite. What then do we see in looking upon Jesus 

impaled upon the tree? The Apostle Paul shall answer: 

Heb. 2:14 “Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and 

blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same! that through 

death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the 

devil.” 

 

What is it that has the power of death? Again the Apostle shall answer: 

1 Cor. 15:56 “The sting of death is sin: and the strength of sin is the 

law.”  

 

Whence cometh sin? Another Apostle shall answer: 

James 1:14 “Every man is tempted when he is drawn away of his own 

lust, and enticed.”   

 

These testimonies conclusively show that, physically, Jesus was related to 

sin just as are all the children of Adam, yet without question, Jesus did not 

sin, for he was “holy, guileless, undefiled, separate from sinners.” (See 

Heb. 7:26). But like the High priests under the Mosaic economy he offered 

for his own sins. Thus we read: 

Heb. 7:27 “Who needeth not daily, like those high priests, to offer up 

sacrifices, first for his own sins, and then for the sins of the people; 

for this he did once for all, when he offered up himself.” 

 

Now since impulse to sin arises from the flesh (James 1:14) in response to 

the wiles of the tempter, the motive power of which is provided by the life 

blood coursing through the arteries of the body, the only way to abolish 

such impulses is by death, as saith the Apostle: 

Rom. 6:7 “He that is dead is free from sin.” 

 

In this way the source from which sin comes, its fountainhead, is 

destroyed. This occurred in the crucifixion of Jesus, who not only 

destroyed the adversary in Himself by dying (Heb. 2:14; Eph. 2:15–16), 

but will also destroy the power of sin in others (1 John 3:8.) 

 

The connection between the Sin bearer and the method appointed by the 

Father for cleansing the altar upon which the memorials of the sacrifice of 

Christ are to be offered is significant. Just as under the law any human 

production was unacceptable unless accompanied with a recognition of the 

element of sin in man, and the means by which that sin is to be removed, 



284 

 

so also this basic principle is to be recognised when the altar in the Temple 

of the future age is prepared for use. Thus we read: 

Ezk. 43:18-20 “These are the ordinances of the altar in the day when 

they shall make it (or, when it shall be made) …. Thou shalt take the 

blood (of a young bullock) and put it on the four horns of it, and on 

the four corners of the settle, and upon the border round about; thus 

shalt thou cleanse and purge it.” 

  

Although the altar will be fashioned according to divine specification, the 

work of man in the construction thereof is only acceptable to the Father 

when accompanied by the conditions which he appoints. This becomes 

apparent in the above provision for purging and cleansing the altar. From 

all time this element in acceptable worship is indicated. In the wilderness 

when as yet there was not time to prepare an altar of sacrifice, the decree 

went forth: 

Exo. 20:24-25  “An altar of earth thou shalt make unto me, and shalt 

sacrifice thereon thy burnt offerings, and thy peace offerings, thy 

sheep, and thine oxen: in all places where I record my name I will 

come unto thee, and I will bless thee.  If thou wilt make an altar of 

stone, thou shalt not build if of hewn stone: for if thou lift up thy tool 

upon it, thou hast polluted it.”  

 

The altar must be of earth or of virgin stone, entirely provided by the 

Father, upon which no human hand hath wrought, thus indicating that men 

may not each “worship God according to the dictates of his conscience.” 

The first attempts to do so ended in a tragedy, when Cain brought the fruits 

of his labour instead of a sacrifice (Gen. 4:2–8). Even Adam and Eve 

sought to cover their nakedness with their own prepared fig-leaf, but only 

a covering provided by the Father was acceptable (Gen. 3:7–21). 

 

The Hebrew word translated “purge” in Ezekiel 43:20, is ָפר  (Ka-phar) כַּ

elsewhere translated atonement in at least sixty-three instances out of the 

ninety-six in which it occurs in the Old Testament. It is also frequently 

rendered “reconcile” and “reconciliation.” We find it is used in connection 

with the offering of a ram for “covering” a trespass (Numb. 5:8) and used 

generally with sacrificial offerings in the sense of “a covering.” The 

signification of the word thus used in relation to the purification of the 

altar must be understood in harmony with these occurrences and with the 

eternal principles of divine justice, which necessarily differ from the 

opinions of men, as it is written: 

Isa. 55:8-9 “For my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your 

ways my ways, saith the Lord. For as the heavens are higher than the 

earth, so are my ways higher than your ways, and my thoughts than 

your thoughts.”  
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In order to understand why the altar in the Temple of the age to come is to 

be cleansed and purged with blood, one must also be instructed in the 

means adopted by the Father for deliverance from the consequences of 

disobedience in Eden. In this connection it is all-important to remember 

the recorded facts. Adam having transgressed the condition upon which he 

was permitted the free choice of all the good things in the garden, one 

inevitable consequence must follow. The penalty for eating of the 

proscribed fruit, according to the record, was gradual decay ending in 

death. Thus we read: 

Gen. 2:17 “In the day that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die. 

(Mar., dying thou shalt die).”  

 

Gen. 3:17-19 “Because thou hast hearkened unto the voice of thy 

wife, and hast eaten of the tree, of which I commanded thee, saying, 

Thou shalt not eat of it: cursed is the ground for thy sake; in sorrow 

shalt thou eat of it all the days of thy life;  Thorns also and thistles 

shall it bring forth to thee; and thou shalt eat the herb of the field;  In 

the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread, till thou return unto the 

ground; for out of it wast thou taken: for dust thou art and unto dust 

shalt thou return.  

 

From these testimonies it seems we must understand that the moment 

Adam partook of the forbidden fruit he became a dying creature, just as a 

man in the dock is “a dead man” the moment the judge pronounces 

sentence upon him. Hence his sojourn on the earth came to an end before 

the expiration of one day of a thousand years (2. Peter 3:8). Thus it is 

written: “All the days that Adam lived were nine hundred and thirty years: 

and he died.” (Gen. 5:5.) 

 

Adam having eaten of the forbidden fruit, a new situation was created in 

which the unfettered prerogative of the Creator came into operation, 

except as regards the foretold result of disobedience. In order to establish 

His word Adam and Eve were expelled from the garden lest they should 

“take also of the tree of life, and eat and live forever.” (Gen. 3:22.) That 

significant word “also” implies that Adam had not then partaken of the 

tree of life even if up to that time the tree had borne fruit. The inference 

becomes the more apparent when considering a parallel sentence 

respecting boys unlawfully plucking fruit in a garden. They are discovered 

while eating the apples, but now the owner expels them from the garden 

“lest they also steal the pears.” 

 

In the new situation created by Adam’s disobedience two important facts 

must be borne in mind, first—Eating the forbidden fruit must have created 

desire in Adam and Eve to which heretofore they were strangers, leading 

to unsanctioned union which resulted in offspring. This inference may be 
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drawn unquestionably from the curse which followed upon discovering 

their nakedness, expressed thus: 

Gen. 3:16 “I will greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy conception; in 

sorrow shalt thou bring forth children.”  

 

Secondly—Although expelled from the garden, and free access to the tree 

of life denied, yet Adam was not left without hope, because God provided 

a covering for their nakedness and because: 

Gen. 3:24 “He placed at the east of the garden of Eden Cherubims, 

and a flaming sword which turned every way, to keep the way of the 

tree of life.  

 

Thus indicating the provision of a way to the tree of life, though carefully 

guarded. 

 

The condition of children born to Adam and Eve as the result of 

transgression is aptly described by the psalmist thus: 

Psa. 51:5 “Behold, I was shapen in iniquity; and in sin did my mother 

conceive me.” 

 

Their relation to sin and death is thus described: 

Rom. 5:12-14 RV.  “By one man sin entered into the world, and death 

by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned.  

For until the law sin was in the world: but sin is not imputed where 

there is no law. Nevertheless death reigned from Adam to Moses, 

even over them that had not sinned after the likeness of Adam’s 

transgression.”  

 

Verse fourteen is explanatory of verse twelve. “Death reigned from Adam 

to Moses even over those that had not sinned after the similitude of 

Adam’s transgression.” Inversely, therefore, all men may be said to be 

sinners in Adam, even though they do not sin personally.  

 

All are subject to death in consequence of Adam’s sin, for a baby, 

incapable of doing good or evil, dies. If it may be said that “Levi paid tithes 

in Abraham” because “he was yet in the loins of his father, when 

Melchisedec met him,” so also it may be said that all Adam’s descendants 

sinned in him, for they were yet in his loins when he sinned. Therefore all 

his descendants are subject to death, and to the same conditions which 

supervened when he sinned, i.e., they are naturally born in a state of sin 

and subject to death unless a way of escape is provided by the Father.  

 

Yet Adam’s descendants are not penalised for his sin. As his descendants 

they are excluded from the privileges which he possessed in Eden. In this 

respect they may be likened to the descendants of a prince who by some 
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act has abrogated his title to freedom and becomes a slave. In such case 

his descendants do not suffer a penalty, but the disability of their 

progenitor descends upon them. They never had what they would have 

enjoyed had not their father vitiated his title and by his misdeeds led them 

into slavery. This is their misfortune, not their crime. 

 

The descendants of Adam also suffer all the consequences of his 

transgression which are transmissible through their physical relationship 

to him; much more so than the son of a leper who becomes leprous, or the 

son of a syphilitic who is syphilitic. By nature they inherit the natural 

impulses of the flesh set in motion by Adam’s disobedience. This would 

have been an unmitigated evil had not a covering for sin and “a way” to 

the tree of life been provided. 

The “Christadelphian Doctrine of Christ” 

W. D. wrote some time ago to say that after a careful consideration 

of Christadelphian writings, he failed to apprehend the 

Christadelphian idea of Christ—that he could not say whether 

Christadelphians believed him to be God or man. The answer was 

that he was more than man in being God manifest in the flesh by the 

Spirit, and less than God, in being the son of Eternal Power, begotten 

of the seed of David according to the flesh. This evoked the 

following: 

“I received your reply to my note on the nature of Christ, but I 

must still acknowledge that I do not understand what 

Christadelphians do hold concerning what Christ was between his 

birth and his resurrection from the dead. You say he was more 

than man in that he was God manifest in the flesh. Am I to 

understand by this that God was clothed with flesh, or am I to 

understand that the word that was with God, and was God, became 

flesh, as the 182nd page of your last Ambassador seems to say? I 

think that God could not be in the flesh of Christ in any other way 

than clothed with it, for Christ said, when hanging on the cross, 

‘My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?’” 

The answer to this was couched in these words: “Broadly described, 

Jesus was God manifest in the flesh; but the literal sense in which 

he was so, must be obtained from the facts. These facts are simple. 

The Father, dwelling in light unapproachable, is one with the 

Universal Spirit. In our conceptions of Him, we cannot separate the 

essence of His inscrutable person from the power of His universal 

presence. They are both but the aspects of an eternal and universal 
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unity, just as a jet of gas and the light caused by it throughout a 

room, are one. What the central Father does by His irradiant spirit, 

He does himself; for the Universal Spirit is, so to speak, the 

extension of himself. (‘Do not I fill heaven and earth? Can any hide 

himself from me?’ Jer. 23:24). With this in view, the mystery of 

Christ is more tangible. 

 

The Spirit begot him in the womb of Mary. Therefore, though a man 

as we are, he was the flesh-embodiment of the Father-Spirit, which 

made him a prepared vessel of righteousness, truth, and wisdom. 

When this vessel was perfected by mature development, it was taken 

possession of by the Father (who begot him), in the overflowing 

effusion of spirit-power, at his baptism. He was, then, the active 

medium of the Father’s mind and will. In the hour of trial, Eternal 

Power left him, and the natural life of the prepared vessel was 

poured out unto death.” 

 

Yahweh Elohim 
Or Jesus is the perfect Manifestation of God 

By bro. Rene Growcott, continued from last month 

 

GOD MANIFESTATION is the theme of the Bible. To recognize this is 

to see the beauty and true meaning of many passages that orthodoxy 

endeavors to use to justify the Trinity theory. 

 

Angels often spoke as if they were God Himself. The “angel of Yahweh” 

says to Hagar— 

Gen. 16:10:“I will multiply thy seed exceedingly.” 

V. 13 “She called the name of Yahweh that spake to her, Thou God 

seest me.” 

 

The angel was a manifestation of God, speaking God’s words. The same 

occurred to Moses at the Bush. For nearly two chapters (Exo. 3-4) there is 

a long conversation beginning: “I am the God of thy fathers.” Yet we are 

told (Exo. 3:2; Acts 7:30) that it was an angel. Again (Gen. 17), an angel 

spoken of as a “man,” visits Abraham and converses at length with him, 

speaking directly and exactly as if it were God Himself.* 

 

Jesus likewise said— 

John 14:24 “The word ye hear is not mine, but the Father’s Who 

SENT me.”  

John 14:10 “The Father that dwelleth in me, HE doeth the works.”  
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And he instructed his disciples when he left them— 

Matt. 10:19-20 “Take no thought what ye shall speak: it is not ye that 

speak, but the Spirit of your Father which speaketh IN you.” 

 

We are told— 

2 Cor. 5:19 “God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto Himself.”  

 

God was manifested in Christ more directly and fully and personally than 

He ever was in an angel. Therefore, Christ was named Emmanuel: “God 

with us.” Christ was a perfect manifestation of God because he perfectly 

submitted in every way to God’s use of him, and perfectly kept himself 

from any thought, word or action that was in the slightest way out of 

harmony with God. He was the flawless mirror of the Divine Perfection. 

It is to the constant, agonizing striving toward this ideal that we are called. 

 

The beautiful, inspiring scriptural picture is that Christ was a man, truly 

one of the human race, especially created and made strong for his work 

(not a god masquerading as a man), and he is now glorified and 

immortalized, not because he always was immortal, but, as the Scriptures 

say, because of faith in God and perfect obedience and submission under 

trial-the true FORERUNNER of a great host of sons and daughters to be 

similarly developed, and then similarly glorified with the divine nature. 

 

He is our glorious Example and Incentive and Promise. Here is where the 

confused Trinity picture is so harmful and destructive. It makes it 

impossible to see the beautiful and inspiring work of Christ as a real, 

struggling, suffering, overcoming man, by the guidance and with the help 

of the great eternal Creator Who was far above him, but Who was working 

IN him and THROUGH him in all that he did-  Again,  

2 Cor. 5:19“God was IN CHRIST, reconciling the world unto 

Himself.”  

 

Those passages where Christ speaks the words of God, as did the angels, 

no more prove him to be part of a co-equal Trinity than it does them. These 

passages are far better understood in the light of the beautiful and 

scriptural doctrine of God-manifestation. Paul says of Christ as he is 

now— 

Col. 2:9 “In him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead (Godhood, 

divinity) bodily.”  

 

Christ submitted perfectly and completely to God’s indwelling and use; 

and God spoke and acted through him to Israel, just as He had--(but now 

to a far deeper degree)--through angels. And now, as a result of his 

obedience and faith, Christ is exalted to the divine nature eternally-perfect, 
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corporeal God-manifestation. And Paul prays for the believers, using this 

same word “fulness” (pleeroma)— 

Eph. 3:19 “That ye might be filled with ALL the FULNESS OF 

GOD.” 

 

This is the eternal purpose of God-manifestation: Yahweh Elohim- the 

Memorial Name: “He Who Shall Be Mighty Ones”: God manifested in a 

glorified and immortalized multitude from among men, of whom Christ is 

the Forerunner and Head, the Earnest and the Promise. 

* * * 

 

The Scriptures teach that God is a Person in a centralized location; not just 

a general diffused force, “without body, parts or passions” as orthodoxy 

postulates. Solomon says— 

Ecc. 5:2 “God is in heaven: thou upon earth.”  

 

And Jesus taught the prayer— 

Matt. 6:9 “Our Father Who art in heaven.” 

 

Paul says— 

1 Tim. 6:16 “God dwells in light that no man can approach unto.”  

 

All these statements indicate specific location. Jesus, we are told; 

Mark 16:19 “Was received up into heaven, and sat at the right hand 

of God.” 

 

That statement would be meaningless, apart from specific location.  Paul 

says again— 

Heb. 9:24 “Christ is entered into heaven itself, now to appear in the 

presence of God for us.” 

 

The Revised Version has, more literally and specifically: “before the face 

of God.” 

 

Solomon prayed— 

1 Kings 8:39 “Hear Thou in heaven Thy dwelling place.”  

 

Truly he said in the same context— 

v. 27 “Behold, the heaven and heaven of heavens cannot contain 

Thee.” 

 

This is in full harmony with the teaching that God is everywhere present 

by His Spirit— 

Jer. 23:24 “Do not I fill heaven and earth? saith the Lord.”  
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But these passages combine to teach us that His Person is localized, and 

that the glorified man Christ Jesus is with Him at His right hand. 

* * * 

 

The Scriptures further reveal that He has form, and that the human form is 

patterned upon His glorious form. We are told very little in this direction, 

and it is not for us to pry or speculate beyond what is revealed: but this 

essential and basic foundation fact is revealed, and any Body that loses 

sight of it is on its way back to paganized orthodoxy. 

 

The whole glorious divine purpose of God-Manifestation is the 

development from mankind of a divine family of sons and daughters for 

God’s eternal pleasure-of whom Christ is the Firstborn. We are told— 

1 Cor. 15:44 “There is a natural BODY, and there is a spiritual 

BODY.” 

 

-and that, as we have borne the one, so we shall (if approved) bear the 

other (v. 49). Paul tells us that Christ, upon his return from heaven— 

Phil 3:21 “Shall change our vile BODY like unto his glorious 

BODY.”  

--which again is meaningless if, as according to orthodoxy, he is just a 

spirit essence occasionally just giving a bodily appearance to men. Bible 

salvation is based on a “glorious BODY.” The Bible knows nothing of the 

bodiless specters of paganism and orthodoxy. 

 

God said— 

Gen. 1:26 “Let us make man in our image, after our likeness.” 

 

This laid the foundation. The terms used clearly refer to CORPOREAL 

FORM. James says that mankind are at present in the image of God--all 

mankind in general (3:9). Natural man is most certainly not in God’s image 

intellectual or morally or spiritually. Natural man is an ignorant, carnal, 

totally unspiritual beast. He has only the divine form. 

 

God, as revealed in the Scriptures, is a Father and a Person. Christ is in 

the “express image of His Person” (Heb. 1:3).  The word “image” in 

Genesis 1:26 (tselem) is used thirty-four times, and it always and 

inescapably means actual form and shape. 

 

Moses was promised the great privilege of “beholding the similitude of 

God” (Num. 12:8). The word here is temunah. It is used ten times, and it 

too always refers to form and shape. It is the word used when God said— 

Deut. 4:12 “Ye (Israel) heard the voice (on Sinai), but ye SAW no 

similitude.”  
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Clearly there it refers to form: something to be seen. Moses alone was very 

highly privileged to SEE the similitude, and we are told of the occasion, 

strongly emphasizing form and appearance. God said— 

Exo. 33:20-23 “Thou canst not see My face, for there shall no man 

see Me and live . . . thou shalt see my back parts: but My face shall 

not be seen.” 

 

It is inescapably clear that Moses was given a visual appearance of a form. 

Jesus said similarly— 

Matt. 18:10 “In heaven the angels do always behold the face of my 

Father which is in heaven.” 

 

Christ, the glorified man, our Elder Brother, is now a glorious SPIRIT 

BODY, at God’s right hand in heaven. To that divine family we hope to 

be joined eternally, each with his body changed to glorious 

incorruptibility. The gracious revelation of the fact that our bodies are 

patterned after God’s form makes that final picture far more fitting and 

beautiful and appealing. 

* * * 

 

There is a scriptural sense in which God’s Name is applied to Christ. Christ 

is given God’s Name-as are all the Redeemed. This is part of this beautiful 

doctrine of God-Manifestation: God conferring on His loving and obedient 

sons and daughters His Own nature, and Memorial Name of Yahweh 

Elohim. Jesus said— 

Rev. 3:12 “Him that overcometh . . . I will write upon him the name 

of my God and I will write upon him my new name.”  

 

Of the angel who manifested God to Israel, God said— 

Exo. 23:21 “Obey him for MY NAME IS IN HIM. 

 

And God said of the priestly rulers of Israel— 

Num. 6:27 “They shall put My name upon the children of Israel.”  

 

In reasoning with the Jews who accused him of blasphemy for calling 

himself the Son of God, Jesus points out to them that those of Israel who 

represented God (manifested God) were called gods— 

John 10:34 “Is it not written in your law, I (God) said, Ye are gods?”  

 

Jesus is referring to Psalm 82. He continues (vs. 35-36)— 

Psa. 82:35-36  “If He called them gods to whom the word of God 

came, and the scripture cannot be broken, say ye of him whom the 

Father hath sanctified and sent into the world, thou blasphemest, 

because I said I am the son of God?” 
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So we see that the term “god” (elohim) is scripturally applied to men who 

represented and manifested God. But this in no way supports the Trinity 

theory. Rather it removes the principal argument used for that theory. 

Christ was not God in the beginning, co-equal Trinity sense, but a 

specially-created manifestation of the one true ever-existing God, upon 

whom God placed His Name, and through whom He spoke in self-

manifestation to a fuller degree than ever before in angels. 

 

* * * 

 

Many scriptures clearly prove that the Holy Spirit is the universe-filling 

power of God, and not a separate co-equal god. We believe that the co-

equal god theory, applied to these scriptures, makes an obvious absurdity. 

And we note it is always “the Spirit OF God,” and never, never (as so 

common in orthodoxy) “God the Holy Spirit, or Ghost”: just as it is always 

the Son OF God,” and never “God the Son.” 

Acts 13:52 “The disciples were filled with the Holy Spirit.” 

Jdgs. 15:14 “The Spirit OF God came mightily upon him.”  

 

These two expressions-being “filled with the Spirit” and the “Spirit of God 

coming on someone” to give them power to do something-are very 

frequent— 

Acts 10:38 “God anointed Jesus WITH the Holy Spirit.”  

--an absurdity if speaking of three co-equal gods; but beautiful and 

meaningful when scripturally understood. 

John 3:34 “God gave not the Spirit by measure unto him (Jesus).”  

 

The Spirit clearly was something God could confer on men in greater or 

less degree, as He chose, obviously a power, not a person. 

Psa. 104:30 “Thou sendest forth THY Spirit, they are created”  

Job 33:4 “The Spirit of God hath made me, the breath of the Almighty 

hath given me life.”  

 

Note the parallelism: Spirit and breath. 

Gen. 1:2 “The Spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters.”  

Psa. 139:7 “Whither shall I go from THY Spirit? or whither shall I 

flee from THY presence?”  

 

Again note parallelism. 

Neh. 9:30 “Thou testifiedst by THY Spirit IN Thy prophets.”  

Job 34:14-15 “If He gather to Himself HIS spirit, all flesh should 

perish.” 

  

Surely that is very clear; “If He gather unto Himself His Spirit”--the Spirit 

is something of God’s that can be distributed out and gathered in, at God’s 
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pleasure. It is His Spirit-power spread abroad sustaining life, not another 

co-equal person. 

 

There’s an interesting passage in 1 Cor. 2, paralleling man’s spirit with 

God’s Spirit, clearly illustrating the relationship of God and His Spirit— 

1 Cor. 2:10-11“God hath revealed them unto us by His Spirit for what 

man knoweth the things of a man save the spirit of man which is in 

him? EVEN SO the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of 

God.”  

 

A man’s “spirit”-vitality, understanding-is an essential part of himself: not 

a separate person. Scripturally understood, the parallelism is clear and 

logical: the Trinity theory (two persons here) destroys it. 

* * * 

 

By His Spirit, God is the Source and Power of everything in the universe. 

In fact, God IS everything in the universe. HE alone is real; the only 

underived, uncreated, self-sustaining existence or reality. The vast 

universe is merely a temporal manifestation and concretion of His will and 

power. We are told— 

“If He gather unto Himself His Spirit and His breath, all flesh shall 

perish” (Job 34:14-15).  

 

Again note parallelism. 

 

And this would be equally true of the whole Creation: animate and 

inanimate. Gold and silver, rocks and earth, suns and planets, are just as 

much a mere concretion of His Spirit and Power as are living things— 

Rom. 11:36 “Out of Him, and through Him, and to Him, are all 

things.” 

1 Cor. 8:6 “There is one God, out of Whom are ALL things.”  

Acts. 17:28 “In Him we live, and move, and have our being.”  

 

Man has discovered, in his little “scientific” surface-scratchings, that all 

apparently “material” things are simply concretions of energy. The atom-

the fundamental building-block-is perceived as an ultra-microscopic solar 

system, composed of various units of electric power spinning at incredible 

speeds around an electrical center. 

 

All basic substances-the “elements”-from hydrogen to uranium and 

somewhat beyond (there are a little more than one hundred of them), are 

simply formed of different arrangements of circling and central electrical 

impulses, in a beautiful, regular, ascending pattern of complexity, and each 

atom is a closed system of tremendous, self-centered, locked-in power. It 

is the releasing of some of this infinitely concentrated energy that is the 
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basis of nuclear power and the atom bomb. Man has (to test him) at last 

been permitted to break into the basics of creation, and like a lunatic in a 

dynamite factory, he is about to destroy himself. 

 

All of man’s presumed and announced scientific “facts” are somewhat 

suspect, because he does not carefully draw the line between proven fact 

and imagined theory. But we can have confidence, up to a point, in cases 

like this where man’s ever-changing “facts” are gradually conforming 

more and more with divine and eternal truths. 

 

The entire universe-formed from the substance of God’s Spirit-is in 

essence a manifestation of God: of His power and wisdom and eternal 

beauty, and-when we comprehend it from His Word-of His goodness and 

love and mercy. 

 

If all Creation is out of God, and sustained by His Spirit, then obviously 

He is in direct touch with everything everywhere, down to the smallest 

detail. And this is exactly what we are told in Christ’s beautiful words of 

comfort: that God is aware of the fall of every sparrow. 

 

On the basis of this position of Supreme Creator and Sustainer and Carer-

for of all, God demands absolute, total, unquestioning submission and 

obedience. Natural animal man in his folly rebels at this; but reason and 

intelligence reveal that it is not only the best and wisest-but the only 

possible-way things can be, if good is to prevail. 

 

The two basic points of wisdom we must accept are 1) that God’s law 

alone determines what is right and wrong for man; and 2) that God alone 

knows what is best and happiest and most beneficial for man. If we have 

the intelligence to recognize and accept and conform our lives to these two 

bed-rock principles, we are on the path of life. We have known 

“Christadelphians” beat their hands against the wall in anger and 

frustration and resentment because things are not going the way they desire 

them to go. They set their wisdom above God’s. It is a folly we can all so 

easily stumble into. 

 

Man has a brain, and a mind, and a will; a consciousness; a reasoning 

power. Where did he get them? God made them. God gave them to man-

and He alone knows their intended purpose, their capabilities, their 

limitations. Everything man is and has is of the gift and mercy of God. 

Any use of them against God, in opposition to God, for any questioning of 

God, is obviously suicidal stupidity. 
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God alone knows what is eternally best. The slightest deviation from that 

is detrimental, and ultimately destructive. Therefore God in his love must 

demand exact conformity with His will, for man’s own good. 

 

Once we recognize and accept this, THEN God’s love is infinite in both 

explaining and blessing. He urgently desires us to know and understand as 

much as our little minds are capable of. But He wisely and necessarily 

insists on being the absolute, final, unchanging standard by which all else 

must be measured. 

 

God gave Adam a completely arbitrary command about eating of one 

particular tree. It had nothing to do with morality or basic philosophical 

right and wrong. It was not a command that Adam could ever have figured 

out for himself as to what God wanted. It was simply a plain matter of 

obedience, and it meant life or death. 

 

We are in the same position. We can never determine from our own 

thinking what God wants us to do, and what is therefore right or wrong-

beneficial or harmful-for us. We must learn His will for us from His 

commands. Some seem very arbitrary, with no relation to moral right or 

wrong. It is just a matter of simple belief and obedience, but it has 

tremendous consequences for good or ill. 

Signs Observations 
 

Britain again failed to leave the European Union on the scheduled date for 

Brexit, which was March 29.  A new date of Oct. 31, 2019 has been agreed 

to by the EU., though if Britain could arrive at an exit plan the British 

Parliament could agree to, then Brexit could occur earlier.  The problem 

continues to be that the leadership of Britain (74% of which voted against 

Brexit) does not want to leave the EU., though the people have voted to do 

so.  The leadership, in what appears to be their efforts to thwart the will of 

the people, has presented plans for departure which essentially leaves 

Britain tied in almost the same way as now, to the EU.  Understandably, 

those supportive of a complete break from the EU., have been unwilling 

to agree to such a plan. 
 

President Trump announced plans in February, to remove US troops from 

Afghanistan, shortly after the US left Syria.  But he has found disengaging 

from the region to be no easier for him, than for the two Presidents before 

him, who announced similar plans.  He has already been convinced to 

abandoned plans to leave Syria, and his plans to leave Afghanistan were 

similarly in ruins.  America’s departure was conditional on peace talks 

between the Afghan army and the Taliban, but the Taliban has refused to 
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participate in peace talks, and announced in early April, their plans for 

what they call, the fighting season.  Thus we continue to see Tarshish 

taking up positions “beyond the rivers of Kush.” 
Also this month, the United States declared the Al Kuds force, which is 

Iran’s (Persia) special forces, a terrorist group.  This declaration, which 

never before has been applied to any force of a legally recognized nation, 

allows the United States to war on these forces without special 

congressional approval.  This could bring these forces into battle quite 

easily, as the US and the Al Kuds forces operate in very close proximity 

to each other in Iraq.  Al Kuds is the Arab name for the city of Jerusalem.   

Since becoming President, President Trump has ended the peace 

agreement between the US and Iran.  When he did this, he also reinstated 

all economic sanctions against Iran, which had nearly collapsed Iran 

before these sanctions were lifted by President Obama.  European Nations 

have objected to President’ Trumps’ actions, and encouraged their 

companies not to observe the American sanctions, but the companies have 

observed them, to not risk losing access to the American markets.  

President Trump is now taking aim at China and India, threatening 

sanctions against them if they fail to observe American sanctions. 

 

Baptism Questions: Clause II of the BASF. 
 

1. We know that Jesus Christ is the son of God but is he God the son? 

No. Such an idea stems from the false doctrine of the trinity widely 

proclaimed in the third and fourth centuries. It has no place in apostolic 

teaching. 

 

Did the Lord Jesus pre-exist before his miraculous birth that was the 

result of the Holy Spirit coming upon Mary? 

He existed only in the mind, plan and purpose of Yahweh and this is the 

reason why in the opening chapter of the gospel of John he is described as 

“the word made flesh” (Proverbs 8:12-31; Revelation 13:9; John 1:1, 14). 

 

Was He immortal before he was raised from the dead and “ascended 

to the father” (John 20:17)? 

No. This is the false doctrine of the Roman Catholic Church. Scriptures 

state, “How can he be clean who is born of a woman?” And that “God 

made Christ to be sin (i.e. sinful flesh or flesh and blood) for us, who knew 

no sin.” (Elpis Israel ‘The Constitution of Sin’ pg. 134; Job 25:4, 14:4; 2 

Corinthians 5:21; Romans 8:3; Hebrews 10:10-14; John 3:6-7) 

 

What was Jesus Christ’s mission? 
He came to save his people from their sins. Jesus means saviour. (Matthew 

1:21) 
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Bro. Roberts states simply in “The Blood of Christ,” “He was born that 

he might die, as the first necessity in the case; for thus was the 

righteousness of God to be declared, and sin condemned in its own flesh, 

as the foundation of all the goodness to come afterwards.” (section ‘Very 

Simple, Very Reasonable’ pg. 7 Logos ed). We know Jesus Christ was the 

Son of man as well as Son of God, made in all things like unto ourselves, 

yet without sin, (Acts 2:22; 1 Timothy 2:5; Hebrews 2:14-17) that his 

mother Mary was a descendant of David, (Matthew 1:20; Luke 1:35) 

 

Was Mary immaculate (completely clean, pure, flawless) as the 

Roman Catholic Church teaches? 

No. That blasphemous doctrine is a part of Mariolatry. Her immaculate 

nature was proclaimed in the late 1800’s and has no place in apostolic 

teaching. 

 

2. Can you then explain, so that it is clear, how Jesus Christ was both 

man and the Son of God?  

He was begotten of a human virgin mother by the power of the Spirit of 

God and not by a human father. He was therefore divine in origin, in 

character and education. Mary, the Lord’s mother, descended from David 

and was betrothed to Joseph who was also a descendant of David. On his 

mother’s side, Jesus was the Son of David, and therefore a man partaking 

of David’s nature, which is the nature common to all, a body of death 

requiring redemption. From his mother’s side he therefore derived both 

the tendencies that lead to sin and the sentence of death that came upon 

man at the beginning because of sin and was passed on to all Adam’s 

descendants including Christ. (Matthew 1:1; Galatians 4:4; Luke 1:35; 

Romans 8:23 & 7:24; Hebrews 9:12) 

 

What are the consequences of this great truth? 

This was the way God designed Christ to be the “sin bearer”, that is, the 

means by which “he bore our sins in his body on the tree.” (1Peter 2:24) 

 

Bro. Roberts in “The Blood of Christ” shows us, “The object was to open 

a way out of this state, both for himself and his brethren, by death and 

resurrection after trial. It pleased God to require the ceremonial (i.e. it 

was formal, public and literal) condemnation of this sin-nature in 

crucifixion in the person of a righteous possessor of it, in a body under 

the dominion of death because of sin. It was that nature that was to be 

operated upon and redeemed in him, as the basis of our forgiveness”. 

(Subsection ‘Sin in the Flesh’ pg. 14 Logos ed) 

 

You believe then that there was a time when death did have 

dominion over Jesus? 
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Yes. (Romans 6:9) 

 

3. What does Christ mean? 

Anointed. (Acts 4:27; Psalm 2:2) 

 

What is anointing? 

It is the ceremony by which kings and priests were by divine appointment 

consecrated to their office. It consisted of putting holy oil on their heads. 

(Exodus 29:7-9; 1 Samuel 16:1-3) 

 

How and when was Jesus anointed? 

He was anointed with the Holy Spirit as he came out of the waters of 

baptism in the Jordan. (Luke 3:21-22) 

 

Is the Lord Jesus referred to by any other names in the Bible? 

Yes. Emmanuel (Isaiah 7:14) - God (Hebrew - Ail - Power) with us. 

 

4. If that is the case, do you believe Jesus is co-equal and co-eternal with 

the Father as the Trinitarians teach? 

No. The man Christ Jesus, begotten of the Father and endowed 

immeasurably with God’s spirit was distinct from the Father. Jesus was 

one with God mentally and morally. Christ was the perfect manifestation 

of the Father’s character in the flesh. His flesh was the same defiled 

(contaminated) nature, subject to death, as the race he came to save. The 

scriptures tell us God only has immortality underived. Christ disowned co-

equality with the Father and the scriptures show co-eternity is impossible 

in a son. (John 8:18, 14:11 & 28; 1 Timothy 3:16; 1 Corinthians 11:3 & 

15:28) 

 

We must now carefully consider the importance of the fact that Jesus is 

both divine and human with respect to his mission. The very reason for his 

coming into existence was to save men from their sins in order that God’s 

Name might be glorified. To do so, as previously mentioned, Yahweh’s 

plan necessitated the miraculous birth of Christ from a human mother 

enabling him to bear our condemnation, but divine in the source from 

which he derived his perfect character. This strengthened him to be able 

to be a sinless bearer of our defiled nature, so that after suffering the 

sacrificial death required to declare the righteousness of God, he could be 

righteously raised from the dead. By his perfect life of obedience, 

sacrificial death and resurrection, God could extend forgiveness to us on 

the basis of what was accomplished in Christ without setting aside his 

principles of righteousness and holiness. (Luke 1:68-73; 2:30-32; 

Hebrews 2:14-17; Galatians 4:4; John 1:14; 1 Timothy 3:16; Romans 

3:25; Statement of the Faith Nos. 9 & 10, pg. 
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Hints For Bible Markers  

The Psalms:   

Psalms 9:18 
“For the needy shall not always be forgotten: the expectation of the poor 

shall not perish forever.” 

Then we realize the wicked shall sleep the sleep of death forever, 

but “the needy shall not always be forgotten: the expectation of the poor 

shall not perish forever.” We realize that after a few generations no man 

really knows the dead. The name may be remembered, but no man knows 

them as he would a friend or family member. Their face, their mannerisms, 

their personality, are long forgotten. But God promises “the needy shall 

not always be forgotten”. These “needy,” these “poor,” are those dead 

while they were living “obtained a good report” (Heb. 11) by faith, love, 

and OBEDIENCE to our Heavenly Father. Holding “fast the profession of 

faith without wavering” (Heb. 10:23).  

When we look with the eye of the “needy” and “poor” we view 

the world lying in wickedness. When we think we might see good, if we 

are guided by the eye of God (Psa. 32:8) we soon realize it is just 

wickedness in different forms, complexions, and intensities. Even at its 

best the world around us lieth in wickedness, with the rejection of the laws 

of God and refusal of the honor due to Him. “And we know that we are of 

God, and the whole world lieth in wickedness.” (1 John 5:19). The 

kindness Yahweh has shown to mankind does not teach them 

righteousness, but the coming judgment will. Which brings us to the 

potency of the next verse. 
 
Psalm 9:19, 20 

“Arise, O LORD; let not man prevail: let the heathen be judged in thy 

sight.  Put them in fear, O LORD: that the nations may know themselves 

to be but men. Selah.”  

Here and in the 20th verse we have something to pray for, 

something to also strengthen us as we go about our daily lives. The prayer 

of those who love God and would not have the hand of man strengthened, 

but would have a Lawgiver placed in mount Zion, so that man might learn 

his true position. At the beginning of the 21st-century we find that the very 

attitude of the public is the very opposite of this. Man is in his glory and 

that he is the all-powerful God of the Earth. Is our earnest prayer that 

before the end of this decade that these two verses should come to pass. 

That the unwilling world would begin to know the power and might of 

Yahweh Elohim! That this prophetical prayer, placed on record nearly 

3000 years ago, would be fulfilled.   

 

Continued next month should the Lord will.    bro. Beryl Snyder 


