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BOSTON FEBRUARY YOUNG PEOPLE’S GATHERING 

Topic will be Job.  February 15-16, 2020 Contact bro. David 

Sommerville.   

 

Editorial 
 

Christadelphians believe that the promises we enumerated in Clause 

seven, which were made to Adam, Abraham, and David, were specifically 

made to and about Jesus the Christ.   Jesus was the primary focus of the 

promises and he was also the first beneficiary of the promises.   We, having 

been baptized into Christ, only have access to those promises through 

Jesus, who first, and for us, will be awarded that which was promised.  

Therefore Clause VIII of our Basis of Fellowship reads: 

 

VIII.—That these promises had reference to Jesus Christ, who was to 

be raised up in the condemned line of Abraham and David, and who, 

though wearing their condemned nature, was to obtain a title to 

resurrection by perfect obedience, and, by dying, abrogate the law of 

condemnation for himself and all who should believe and obey him  
(1 Cor. 15:45; Heb. 2:14-16; Rom. 1:3; Heb. 5:8-9; 1:9; Rom. 5:19-21; 

Gal. 4:4-5; Rom. 8:3-4; Heb. 2:15; 9:26; Gal. 1:4; Heb. 7:27; 5:3-7; 2:17; 

Rom. 6:10; 6:9; Acts 13:34-37; Rev. 1:18; John 5:21-22, 26-27; 14:3; Rev. 

2:7; 3:21; Heb. 25:21; Heb. 5:9; Mark 16:16; Acts 13:38-39; Rom. 3:22; 

Psa. 2:6-9; Dan. 7:13-14; Rev. 11:15; Jer. 23:5; Zech. 14:9; Eph. 1:9-10). 
 

We mentioned in the Berean for July, 2019, that Clause Five has been the 

clause which has created the most contention and division among 

Christadelphians.  Individuals have struggled with the idea that human 

nature itself became physically defiled due to sin, and that Jesus had that 

same identical physically defiled nature as all mankind.  Their struggles 

have led them to reject this easily-proven truth as expressed in Clause V, 

that our inherited nature is physically defiled because of sin. 

 

Generally speaking, the objection is that sin can only be moral, and cannot 

be physical.  Therefore, they claim, there can be no such thing as physical 

defilement.  This is a false argument in every way.  Yet it is the root belief 

of those who deny any defilement of Christ, commonly called “clean 

flesh.” It is also the root cause of the errors associated with bro. J. J. 

Andrew, who late in life, embraced the idea that sin can only be moral, but 

reached an opposite conclusion.  He concluded that since sin can only be 

moral, the defilement inherited from Adam was actually moral.  It was the 

guilt of Adam, guilty because of actual sin, which he thought made all 

guilty of moral or legal sin. 
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So while Clause V is the most controversial clause, we find that Clause 

Eight is a close second to Clause Five.  Clause Eight first refers back to 

the fact of this inherited condemnation, such as is stated in Clause Five, 

and then builds upon that point.  It specifically points out that Jesus was 

raised up in the condemned line of David and Abraham.  This means he 

was not a new creation, or some form of creation which might have 

escaped the defilement inherent in mankind.  Rather, it clearly states that 

he himself bore that previously described condemned nature.  

 

But the problem becomes impossible for those objecting to Clause V to 

accept, since Clause VIII makes it clear that Jesus abrogated or cancelled 

this law of condemnation in himself, in consequence of his death.  The 

idea that Jesus had condemnation or defilement which was abrogated by 

his dying, would be impossible for them to accept.  But the clause is even 

worse for them.  The clause also says that we are freed from condemnation 

by Jesus’s death.  This shows that the clause is not simply a reference to 

his dying, but rather is a specific reference to his sacrificial death.  The 

clause makes it clear that Jesus’ condemnation is removed the same way 

as ours, which means by his sacrificial death.     

 

We have included in this issue, an article printed in an 1873 

Christadelphian which was written by bro. J. J. Andrew.  Bro. Andrew, 

with his brother in the flesh, Arthur, were two of the most insightful writers 

in the early days of the Christadelphian movement.  Bro. J. J. Andrew was 

chosen as the first speaker at the first Christadelphian Fraternal Gathering, 

so strong and powerful were his arguments.  The article we have quoted 

in this issue from bro. J. J. Andrew, testifies directly against the 

conclusions which eventually led him astray. 

 

Bro. Arthur Andrew, brother in the flesh to bro. J. J. Andrew, left the 

Christadelphians in the 1885 “Partial Inspiration” division, and bro. J. J. 

Andrew left in 1894, in the “Resurrectional Responsibility” division.  But 

prior to their embracing of crotchets, they were remarkable writers.  We 

will follow bro. Roberts example who continued to print the booklet by 

bro. J. J. Andrew called “The Real Christ” after bro. Andrew left 

fellowship, but without specific attribution.  We will use the articles from 

when these brethren wrote wonderfully and beautifully about the finer 

details of the truth, without attribution to either, and certainly without 

embracing or endorsing their errors.   
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WHAT IS INCLUDED IN THE TERM 

“BY DYING” 
 

BROTHER J. Grant, Jr., of Grantown, Strathspey, who has not let go the 

Spirit’s testimony that “OF THIS MAN (David’s) SEED hath God, 

according to his promise, raised unto Israel a Saviour Jesus” (Acts 13:23), 

proposes the following questions: 

 

The Blood of Christ 
1.—The taking away of believer’s sins is much associated with the blood 

of Christ (Eph. 1:7; Col. 1:14; Heb. 9:22; 1 John 1:7), his offering (Heb. 

10:12; Isaiah 53:10), and his death (Rom. 4:25; 1 Cor. 15:3; Gal. 1:4; Heb. 

1:3; 9:26; 1 Peter 2:24). Why is this, seeing that, failing his resurrection, 

sins would have remained notwithstanding his death (1 Cor. 15:17), and 

that seeing sins are not forgiven (even though Christ has died and risen) 

until the conditions of faith and obedience are complied with?—(Acts 

2:38; 3:19; 10:43; 22:16). 

 

Why “For us?” 
2.—Why is so much more stress laid upon the death of Christ for or on 

account of us (Rom. 5:6, 8; 1 Cor. 8:11; 2 Cor. 5:14, 15; 1 Thess. 5:10; 

Tit. 2:14; Heb. 2:9; 1 Pet. 3:18; 1 John 3:16), than upon his existence, 

obedience, and resurrection for us? 

 

“Offered for Himself” 
3.—In the offering of Jesus for himself (Heb. 5:3, 7, 27; 9:7, 9–12), 

can we understand anything else by it in relation to sin, than that in 

the pouring out of his blood to death, God’s law upon condemned 

nature was thus upheld, and the flesh freed from (in fulfilling the 

claim of) that which is the cause of death, viz., Adam’s sin?—J.G. 

 

Replies 
1.—The taking away of sin is specially associated with the bloodshedding, 

death, or offering of Christ, because that is the one element of the process 

of sin-taking-away, which implies all the rest. It is a common and natural 

peculiarity of speech to employ that feature or element of any act or matter 

which logically involves all its other elements. To say that Parliament 

passed the Education Act is a sufficient intimation that the Act was first 

framed, drafted, introduced, and discussed, and that all the forms of the 

House were complied with. There could not, of course, have been a 

“passing” of the Act unless the framing, drafting, introduction, and 

discussion had taken place; but in subsequent allusion, no one thinks of 
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mentioning these minor (though essential) matters. The passing stands for 

all, and involves all. Endless illustrations of the same sort will occur to the 

thoughtful mind. 

 

The death of Christ implies all the other parts of the process by which sin 

was covered. When you say Christ died, you intimate his birth, his nature, 

his character, and his resurrection. These all go with it. Thus, Christ could 

not have died if he had not been born. He would not have been Christ if he 

had not been from the loins of David. Christ could not have died if he had 

not been mortal. He would not have been Christ if he had been a sinner, 

and he would not have been sinless unless he had been God manifest in 

the flesh by the Spirit; and when he died with these conditions preceding, 

his resurrection was the secured sequel; for it was not possible, being an 

holy one, that he should be holden of death.—(Acts 2:24.)  

 

The death of Christ, then, is that feature of the process of sin-covering 

which logically involves all the rest, and, therefore, is the appropriate 

description of that process, although it be absolutely true that the death of 

Christ would have availed nothing for sin-covering if he had not risen.—

(1 Cor. 15:17.) 

 

The prominence of “the blood of Christ” is due to the symbolism of the 

law, which converged and terminated in him. Blood-shedding was its 

constant feature in the slaying of animals from the foundation of the world. 

This blood-shedding had two significances, related one to the other, and 

both declarative of a fundamental principle in the relations between God 

and man, and illustrated in the death of Christ, who was slain for us. The 

first is that death is the penalty of sin. The blood is the life (Lev. 17:11–

14), and the shedding of blood was, therefore, typical of death. 

 

But it was typical of more than death; it was typical of a violent manner of 

death: for in natural death, the blood is not shed. Violent death includes 

death, but death does not necessarily include violence. Bloodshedding 

included both ideas.  

 

But why was it necessary that both should be thus prominent in the law? 

Because death had a double hold upon those for whom Christ was to die. 

They are hereditarily mortal because they inherit their being from one who 

was condemned to death because of sin; and their own numerous offences 

render them liable to the violent death decreed by the law.  

 

Christ came under both curses, and discharged them both by the shedding 

of his blood. He came under the first in being born of the same condemned 

stock “of this man (David’s) seed.” He came under the second in the act 

of crucifixion; for the law declared the man “accursed OF GOD,” (Deut. 
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21:23), who hung on a tree; and the spirit in Paul applies this to Jesus—

(Gal. 3:13).  

 

Hence the shedding of his blood comes to be expressive of his whole work, 

even more completely in a verbal sense than his death; inasmuch as the 

shedding of his blood tells us he not only died but died violently. The 

literal shedding of his blood by the nails and spear of Rome was the Spirit’s 

ritual in the one great offering, connecting the offering with the slain beasts 

of the Mosaic law, and repeating the symbolism set forth from the 

beginning in the shedding of their blood; in the same way as the rending 

of the temple vail coincided with his death.—(Matt. 27:51.)  

 

The shedding of his blood would not have availed had he not died; and the 

crimson fluid would have been of no value to any human being, had it been 

caught in a bottle and preserved, as it oozed from the lacerated flesh. Its 

“preciousness” lay in the precious results it effected for us by the favour 

of God; and its cleansing power lies not in its physical nature, but in our 

spiritual perception of what God connected with it, and faith in His 

assurance of what He will do for us, if we submit to this vindication of his 

way towards men.  

 

The washing of us in his own blood is a figurative expression of the 

forgiveness of our sins we receive on our recognition and submission to 

God’s whole work in Christ, whom he hath set forth as a propitiation for 

our sins. God for Christ’s sake forgives us if we believe and obey him. 

 

2.—This question is answered in the first part of the reply to No. 1; but it 

may be well to say something on a feature in it not intended by the querist 

to be prominent; but nevertheless which is liable to appear a difficulty in 

the light of the fact that Jesus was personally comprehended in his offering 

for sin. And that is, the incessant “stress laid upon the death of Christ” as 

being “for on account of us.”  

 

The question suggests itself—why “for us” if he was included? The answer 

is clear without setting aside the fact that he partook of our mortal nature, 

and was redeemed from death because of his obedience. That answer is 

that in the matter of personal offences, the death of Christ was not for 

himself but for us. He was absolutely without sin. He kept the law spotless. 

In no point had he offended: in no sense was he liable to a violent death 

before his suspension on the cross.  

 

If it were lawful to at all consider his case separately from those he came 

to redeem, we might say that where all others from the weakness of the 

flesh had found the law to be unto death (Rom. 7:10; 8:3), Jesus would 
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have found it unto life in his resurrection, when the life of this mortal had 

with him terminated. 

 

The case of his brethren was much different. They were “dead in trespasses 

and sins”— (Eph. 2:1). It was not merely that they were mortal because 

descended from Adam, but they were “alienated and enemies in their 

minds by wicked works”— (Col. 1:21). They were among the children of 

DISOBEDIENCE; “Among whom,” says Paul, “we all had our conversation 

in times past in the lusts of our flesh fulfilling the desires of the flesh and 

of the mind”— (Eph. 2:3). It was this that constituted them the children of 

wrath, even as others; for “the wrath of God is revealed from heaven 

against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men”— (Rom. 1:18).  

 

The wrath of God is not revealed toward us because Adam sinned (as the 

Apostasy and Renunciationism teach) but because we ourselves 

transgress. Believers were all at one time subject to this wrath, because as 

Paul further says, “We ourselves also were sometime foolish, 

DISOBEDIENT, deceived, serving divers lusts and pleasures, living in 

malice and envy, hateful and hating one another”—(Titus 3:3). 

 

The most conspicuous feature of the goodness of God toward us in the 

gospel is in the forgiveness of these “many offences”— (Rom. 5:16). Our 

hereditary mortality would have been a trivial obstacle, if we ourselves 

had been found righteous before God. It was our iniquities that separated 

us from God. Hence the glory of the gospel is the proclamation of the 

remission of these, in the belief and obedience of the gospel of His Son. 

 

Now Jesus had no offences to suffer for.  He was without sin. “For 

himself” it was unnecessary he should have been nailed to the tree, except 

as part of the obedience the Father required at his hands. It was “for us” 

he thus was slain; for this violent death was the penalty due to the “many 

offences” that hold us captive, and which God laid upon him. His stripes 

were for our healing.  

 

But let it be observed that this was not on the principle of substitution. The 

act of hanging on a tree, which God required him to surrender to, brought 

him under the curse of the law, which said, “He that hangeth on a tree is 

accursed of God.” Therefore, he himself was made a curse in this part of 

the process of redeeming us from the curse. Before he was lifted to his 

place on the cross, he was not liable to a violent death1; but as soon as he 

                                                 
1 Much is made of this statement by those with alternate views of the Nature and Sacrifice 

of Christ.  They try to argue that bro. Roberts is explaining that Jesus was not involved in 

his own sacrifice, as he was not “liable” to it, and never-mind the countless articles in which 

bro. Roberts affirms that he was involved and included in his own sacrifice.   
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suffered himself to be suspended there, he became so by reason of the 

curse of the law resting on him. Yet it was “for us;” for it was for our sakes 

that he submitted to come under this curse. The mistake lies in supposing 

that because it was “for us,” he was not personally subjected to the burden 

laid on him.  

 

The beauty of the divine remedy is that it interferes with no divine law or 

arrangement. In the person of Jesus (a son of Adam as well as a son of 

God), Adamic mortality and the Mosaic curse were vanquished by his 

resurrection, after a mode of death which brought the curse of the law upon 

him.  

 

In him only, therefore, is life for the sons of men. In him only are the 

privileges of forgiveness and adoption unto eternal life. We partake of 

them by incorporation with his name in the appointed way. Out of His own 

goodness and mercy, God forgives us for Christ’s sake, in whom His 

honour and authority have been vindicated; not that Christ has satisfied 

Him or that He has accepted a compromise for our offences, or punished 

him in substitution for us; but merely that His way is upheld, and the door 

opened for man to be saved on the basis of forgiveness without the danger 

of forgiveness being used as an incentive to license or rebellion. 

 

Truly it was “for us” that Christ was born a mortal man, and made subject 

to weakness, and tempted in all points like as we are, and nailed to the 

cross and raised again from the dead; but unfortunately perverted are those 

                                                 
 

Bro. Roberts is here explaining that neither Jesus, (nor anyone else) is “liable” (and that 

word means “responsible”) to a violent death due to our inherited condemnation.  Our death 

in consequent of our nature is our misfortune, not our crime.  Jesus was the only one not 

liable to a violent death, as he was the only man who did not sin.  All the rest of us become 

liable to a violent death, because we sin.  Until Jesus came under the curse of the law when 

he was hung on the tree, he was only subject to death, which is the natural consequences 

of our nature. 

 

Jesus became liable to the violent death on the cross, when, in response to the divine 

command, he voluntarily went up on the tree, voluntarily coming under the curse of the 

law, and voluntarily becoming liable to the violent death he died.  The type of death he 

died (a violent death) was not a punishment to Jesus on account of his nature, but a removal 

of the curse of the law, (in becoming a curse for us) and a declaration of God’s 

righteousness, which God deemed to be the necessary basis upon which He would offer 

life. 

 

But as he came under the curse of the law, he also became saved by his own faith, and not 

by works.   

Gal 2:16  Knowing that a man is not justified by the works of the law, but by the 

faith of Jesus Christ, even we have believed in Jesus Christ, that we might be justified 

by the faith of Christ, and not by the works of the law: for by the works of the law 

shall no flesh be justified.  
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who suppose that because God manifest in the flesh went through all these 

things “for us,” therefore he was not himself included in the entire 

operation. 

 

3.—This question is fully met in the reply to No. 2. He offered for himself, 

first, by reason of his participation in Adamic mortality, and second, 

because his hanging on a tree brought on him the curse of the law, from 

which he could only be delivered by death. The resurrection that followed 

was the Father’s interference on behalf of His holy one, whose very 

condemnation by the law was the result of his submission to what the 

Father required—his death on the cross. 

THE VISITOR 
“They that feared the Lord spake often one to another.”— 

(Mal. 3:16.) 

October, 1884 

It is one of the Lord’s gracious sayings which, in these hard-headed days, 

we may fail to give a full effect to, in our minds and hearts; that he “laid 

down his life for his sheep.” We have come to see the true meaning of his 

death in a way that divests it of the hopeless difficulties of the orthodox 

theory. The need for it we have perceived to lie—not in the necessity that 

retributive justice should have a victim, still less a vicarious victim—but 

that God’s righteous way with man may be upheld, recognised, and made 

effectual as the basis of any return to liberty and life, for which cause, it 

was needful that man, before his return to forgiveness and life for 

evermore, should die in a spotless possessor of his condemned nature. 

 

But though we have come to see thus, and that Jesus himself as the first-

born was necessarily comprised in the sacrificial work he accomplished 

for all his brethren, we have seen nothing that lessens in the least the debt 

of love he laid us under when he laid down his life for us. Without that 

loving down-laying of his life, there could have been no hope for us. God 

is good and powerful, but He works by rule and law, which He cannot 

relax; and that rule required death because of sin. This requirement, if 

exacted at our hands, would necessarily seal our grave forever: because 

sinners we all are: but rendered on our behalf by a righteous Son, whom it 

was impossible for the bonds of death to hold, the requirement is both met 

and set aside for all who receive and become incorporate with the 

Righteous Elder brother in whom this salvation is achieved. Thus, in him, 

we become free from the law of sin and death, which has been abrogated 

in him, and, therefore, as regards futurity, we owe all to him. 

Paul speaks of Philemon owing to him (Paul) “his own self,” because he 

had attained through Paul’s instrumentality that enlightenment in Christ 
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which delivered him from condemnation, and gave him a hope of life 

incorruptible in the coming age of God’s kindness. If Paul might speak 

thus with propriety of those whom he had introduced to the hope of life, 

how much more may we say it of Christ, who has wrought out that hope. 

Who of us can claim property in ourselves, seeing we were dead, and have 

only come to life again through what Christ accomplished in his death and 

resurrection? It is no hyperbole that Paul utters, but the statement of a 

literal fact, when he says, “Ye are not your own: ye are bought with a 

price.” He uses but the language of elementary reason when he says: “We 

thus judge that if one died for all, then all died (correct translation), and 

that he died for all, that they who live should not henceforth live unto 

themselves, but unto him that died for them and rose again” (2 Cor. 5:14–

15). 

 

It is well to open the heart fully to this. If Christ had not died, we could 

not have lived (speaking now as if we had already attained to everlasting 

life). It is wisdom to realise how entirely thus we are his property. A clear 

perception of it will enable us to live earnestly as his servants, and to hope 

confidently for his approbation and choice at his coming. It will help us to 

catch something of that ardent personal affection for Christ which Paul 

refers to when he says, “The love of Christ constraineth us.” Without this 

personal affection for Christ, we cannot hope to be acceptable to him. 

Possessed and controlled by it, we shall be enabled to perform our part 

effectually as his servants now, and fitted to take part with joy at the last 

in the anthems of that rejoicing multitude whose praise finds its principal 

inspiration in the love of Christ which passes knowledge. 
 

For Himself That It Might Be For Us 

by Brother Gilbert V. Growcott 

 
The following excerpt is from the August 1913 Christadelphian. Though 

the article focuses on the John Bell heresy in Australia, this is particularly 

noteworthy to us as 1913 was the year that bro. William Smallwood wrote 

“Sin and Sacrifice” in defense of the truth against the false teachings of A. 

D. Strickler, which were at this time, becoming known throughout the 

brotherhood.  The article begins with a long quotation from brother 

Roberts. 

 

Christadelphian:  August 1913, Quote from bro. Roberts:  THE statement 

of Paul (Heb. 7:27) is that Christ did "once" in his death what the high 

priests under the Law did daily, namely, offered "first for his own sins, 

and then for the people's." But there is all the difference between the two 

cases that there always is between shadow and substance. Christ's "own 
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sins" were not like the sins of the priests: they were not sins of his own 

committing.  

 

He was without sin, so far as his own actions were concerned.  Yet as the 

bearer of the sins of his people—whether "in Adam" or otherwise— he 

stood in the position of having these as "his own," from the effects of 

which he had himself first to be delivered.  

 

Consequently, HE OFFERED FIRST FOR HIMSELF. He was the first 

delivered. He is "Christ the first fruits." He obtained eternal redemption in 

and for himself, as the middle voice of the Greek verb euramenos (Heb. 

9:12) implies. The "for us" is not in the original: RV omits it. He was— 

Heb. 13:20 “Brought again from the dead through the blood of the 

Everlasting Covenant." 

 

But this offering for himself was also the offering for his people. The two 

aspects of the double typical offering were combined in one act. He had 

not twice to offer for himself— 

Heb. 10:14 "By one offering he hath perfected forever them that are 

sanctified." 

 

Yet, though combined, the two relations of the act are visibly separate. 

Christ was the first saved from death (Heb. 5:9)— 

1 Cor. 15:23 "Afterwards they that are Christ's at his coming.”  

 

In this way the Mosaic type has its counterpart.  There is no inconsistency 

whatever between these facts and the constant declaration that Christ "died 

for us." ALL that Christ was and did was "'for us." It was "for us" he was 

born; "for us" he bore sin; "for us" he came under the curse of the Law; 

"for us" he died. And the fact that personally he was without sin where all 

were transgressors, gives all the more point to the declaration. 

 

It is "for us" that he came to be in the position of having first to offer FOR 

HIMSELF. The "for us" does not deny that what he submitted to "for us" 

was our own position— 

"He was MADE SIN for us who knew no sin" (2 Cor. 5:21)—and 

does not sin require an offering? 

 

The matter might be simplified by supposing the case were leprosy instead 

of sin; and the cure to be passing through fire instead of death. But that the 

fire should only possess the power of cure where the disease existed 

without the virus of the disease; and that in all other cases the effect of the 

fire should be to destroy. Let the leprosy be death in the constitution, 

brought about by sin; and the virus, actual sin itself. 
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By this illustration, all mankind are under the power of leprosy, which 

cannot be cured by the fire, owing to the presence of the combustible virus, 

which will catch fire and destroy the patient. If only one could be found 

free from the virus, he could go through the fire and save the rest: but he 

cannot be found. 

 

God interposes, and produces such an one among them, one in whom the 

leprosy exists without the virus, that the rest may be cured by joining hands 

with him after he has gone through the fire. He goes through the fire "for 

them," but is it not obvious that he goes through it for himself in the first 

instance? For if he is not delivered from the leprosy first, how will his 

going through the fire avail them? 

 

It is "for himself that it might be for them." He is NOW "separate from 

them," but he was not so in the first instance.—End of bro. Roberts quote 

from the Christadelphian, 1875, pg. 139. 

 

* * * 

 

The foregoing was written by Brother Roberts in answer to a 

correspondent in the Christadelphian for 1875, page 139. At that time there 

had been much controversy concerning the Sacrifice of Christ, and some 

had introduced old errors that in effect denied that Jesus Christ came in the 

flesh. The doctrine became known some 40 years ago by the term 

Renunciationism, because the promulgators printed and published a 

document "renouncing" their previous views in favor of their supposed 

new discovery. This new discovery was really only a bit of old 

"philosophy and vain deceit", which speedily gave the lie to Christ 

himself. Thus one asked: 

QUESTION: What is meant by Adam's posterity? And he supplied 

the— 

ANSWER: Every human being who has been born of two human 

parents. 

 

Therefore, in the writer's judgment, Jesus was not of Adam's posterity. Yet 

Jesus himself is at pains to emphasize the fact that he is "the Son of Man." 

Here are some more examples of this false philosophy— 

"Jesus not having Adam for his father, he was not involved in Adam's 

transgression." 

 

"Jesus Christ was not a son of Adam, but a second Adam made in the 

nature of the first Adam." 
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And so the "philosophy" of 40 years ago gave Jesus a "free life," 

"unforfeited," and affirmed he was UNDER NO NEED OF SACRIFICAL 

REDEMPTION HIMSELF. Thus there was proposed the— 

QUESTION: Was the sacrifice of Christ an offering for himself? And 

there was given the— 

ANSWER: No. 

 

This same ERROR is cropping up again in various parts of the world, and 

in The Shield (Sidney) for June a determined attempt is made to re-

introduce it. It is actually and strenuously denied that Heb. 7:27 applies to 

Jesus at all! And this three times over by three brethren in this one issue.  

A. J. Webb says (page 101) "We make the assertion that there is not 

a passage of Scripture in the whole Bible that says that Jesus offered 

up sacrifice first for his own sins and then for the people's."  

 

R. Irving, pg. 104: "It does not say that 'Jesus' offered up sacrifice 

first for his own sins and then for the sins of the people."  

 

J. Bell pg. 105: "No apostle ever said any such thing." 

 

Now this is a DIRECT DENIAL OF SCRIPTURE, and, as such, is to be 

resisted. How Brother Roberts viewed the passage is seen from the above 

extract. And that that view is the only right and scriptural one should be 

apparent to honest and impartial discernment. Look again at Heb. 7:27— 

"Who needeth not daily, as those high priests, to offer up sacrifice, 

first for his own sins, and then for the people's: for THIS he did once, 

when he offered up himself." 

 

Who "offered up himself"? Jesus. Who did this once? Jesus. What is "this" 

that he did once?—"Offered up sacrifice, first for his own sins and then 

for the people's." 

 

But did not the Levitical high priests so? Yes, "daily" in the type. But Jesus 

is he "who needeth NOT daily as those high priests" so to do, "for this he 

did once" in antitype. 

 

Look again: the "who" with which v. 27 opens relates to the same person 

as the "who" of the preceding v. 26—"who is holy, harmless, undefiled." 

 

And this in turn relates to the "he" of the preceding v. 25—"He is able to 

save to the uttermost ... he ever liveth." 

 

And this again relates to "this man" of v. 24: "This man ... continueth ever." 
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And this of course is none other than "Jesus" of v. 22. Who can deny it? 

And if you attempt to deny it, you destroy the correspondence between 

type and antitype, and present us with an antitypical high priest who 

himself needed no redemption. This did the Renunciationists, of 40 years 

ago. And the utterances we now complain of are only too sadly in harmony 

with some of those of so long ago. Thus R. Irving says (Shield, June, page 

104) that the Aaronic high priest— 

R. Irving, Shield Magazine, June 1913 "had first to cleanse himself 

from sin. This he did. Then he was a perfect representative of that 

spotless Lamb of God who needed NOT to first cleanse himself by 

sacrifice from sins which he had committed, for he knew no sin."  

[This is practically word-for-word for what we have heard just recently—

GVG.] 

 

He does not perceive that in that "not" he has destroyed the correspondence 

between type and antitype, and denied the Scripture. And that, in the 

insertion of the words "which he had committed" he has very wrongly 

introduced an ambiguity with the effect of beclouding the issue. 

 

We have never heard of a Christadelphian who contemplated "sins which 

he (Jesus) had committed," and therefore such an idea should not be 

introduced. But that Christ needed to be cleansed from "sins" by sacrifice 

is here testified in the Word of God. The flesh is "this corruptible," and 

from this Christ was delivered "through death" (Heb. 2:14; 5:7-9; 7:27-28; 

9:12-26; 13:20). It is NOT correct to say— 

"It was for us he died. It is always 'for us', 'on our account': never for 

himself." 

 

Of course it was "for us," as we all most thankfully believe. But if that 

"never for himself" be logically adhered to, then Christ is not the 

"firstfruits," the "first-born," but a being superior to human nature, and 

needing no redemption. The truth is, as above defined, that the sacrifice of 

Christ, WAS "for himself" that it might be "for us."—C. C. Walker, Editor, 

Christadelphian Magazine, August, 1913, page 339. 

 

*    *    * 

The "Christadelphian Magazine" of April, 1902, page 148 contains the 

following— 

QUESTION: Does Heb. 7:27 teach that Jesus offered for his own 

sins? 

ANSWER: Yes: it says so plainly. But you must remember that the 

reference is to the antitypical fulfillment of the high-priestly offerings 

under the Law, which was— 

Heb. 10:1 “A shadow of good things to come, and not the very 

image itself." 
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Jesus was in character sinless, and he "bare the sin of many" only in the 

sense of BEARING THEIR NATURE in obedience to death, even the 

death of the cross. He— 

1 Pet. 2:24   "…carried up our sins IN HIS OWN BODY to the tree, 

that we being dead to sin should live unto righteousness."   

 

This is an inspired definition and comment. 

 

* * * 

 

And this occurs in the Christadelphian:  

 

Christadelphian 1910: pg. 538, 547. All the priests under the Law were 

sinners in the sense of being transgressors of the Law. Christ was not so. 

Yet— 

"THIS he did once ... offer ... first for his own sins" (Hebrews 7:27). 

 

What is meant is explained in a later part of the same wonderful expository 

epistle (13:20)— 

"The God of peace brought again from the dead our Lord Jesus... 

through the blood of the Everlasting Covenant." 

 

God required the Lord Jesus to lay down his life in sacrifice, and through 

that "one offering" he was himself redeemed from death as the 

"firstfruits"... 

 

That Christ had to offer for himself is testified in Heb. 2:27. The reason 

why is revealed: that he might himself be saved by his own blood (Heb. 

13:20; 5:7). Though in character sinless, he inherited the sin nature from 

his mother, and therefore needed redemption from death. Christendom has 

altogether lost sight of this truth. 

 

Again, the Christadelphian, October, 1907, page 459, reprints these 

statements by Brother Roberts, originally appearing in the Christadelphian 

of September, 1896, page 339, concerning the same errors in Australia 

about which a later editor writes in 1913, as quoted above— 

 

Robert Roberts, God's method for the return of sinful man to favor 

required and appointed the putting to death of man's condemned and 

evil nature IN a representative man of spotless character whom He 

should provide, to declare and uphold the righteousness of God as the 

first condition of restoration, that He might be just while justifying 

the unjust, who should believingly approach through him in humility, 

confession and reformation:  
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Rom. 8:3 “God sent His Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for 

sin condemned sin in the flesh." 

 

Heb. 2:14  "Forasmuch as the children are partakers of flesh and 

blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same, that through 

death he might destroy that having the power of death, that is, the 

devil." 

 

1 Pet. 2:24 “Who his own self bare our sins IN HIS OWN BODY to 

the tree." 

 

Rom. 6:6 “Our old man is crucified with him, that the BODY OF SIN 

might be destroyed." 

 

Heb. 4:15 “He was tempted in all points like as we are, yet without 

sin." 

 

John 16:33 “Be of good cheer, I have OVERCOME THE WORLD." 

 

Rom. 3:25-26  "Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation thru 

faith in his blood, to declare His righteousness for the remission of 

sins that are past thru the forbearance of God: to declare, I say, at this 

time, His righteousness, that He might be just, and the Justifier of him 

that believeth in Jesus." 

 

Christ was himself saved in the redemption he wrought out for us— 

Heb. 5:7-9  "In the days of his flesh, when he had offered up prayers 

and supplications with strong crying and tears unto Him that was able 

to SAVE HIM FROM DEATH, and was heard in that he feared. 

Though he were a son, yet learned obedience by the things which he 

suffered. And being made perfect, he became the author of eternal 

salvation unto all them that obey him." 

 

Heb. 9:12 “By his own blood he entered once into the Holy Place, 

HAVING OBTAINED ETERNAL REDEMPTION." 

 

Heb. 13:20 “The God of peace brought again from the dead our Lord 

Jesus ... THROUGH THE BLOOD OF THE EVERLASTING 

COVENANT." 

 

As the antitypical High Priest, it was necessary that he should offer FOR 

HIMSELF, as well as for those whom he represented— 

Heb. 5:3 “And by reason hereof he ought, as for the people, so also 

FOR HIMSELF, to offer for sins. And no man taketh this honor unto 
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himself, but he that is called of God, as was Aaron. So also Christ 

glorified not himself to be made a high priest." 

 

Heb. 8:3 “Wherefore it is of necessity that this man have somewhat 

also to offer."  

 

Heb. 7:27 “Who needeth not DAILY, as those high priests, to offer 

up sacrifice, first for his own sins and then for the people's: for THIS 

HE DID ONCE, when he offered up himself." 

 

Heb. 9:23 “It was therefore necessary that the patterns of things in the 

heavens (that is, the symbols employed under the Law) should be 

purified with these (Mosaic sacrifices), but the HEAVENLY 

THINGS THEMSELVES (that is, Christ who is the substance 

prefigured in the Law) with better sacrifices than these (that is, the 

sacrifice of Christ.) 

(End of quotes from old Christadelphian Magazines.) 

 

It is notable that even John Carter—who was quite vague [In a "battle of 

quotations" (which he deprecates), he brings forward some irrelevant 

quotations from brethren Thomas and Roberts, and brushes aside relevant 

ones—GVG.] on the subject of the Sacrifice of Christ in all his Australian 

statements, reducing the Adamic defilement to merely that of conscience 

(Cooper Carter Addendum), and ridiculing brother Thomas’ (Elpis Israel, 

page 126-127) sound definition of the two-fold use of "Sin" in the 

Scriptures (Unity, page 32, 62, 63), and accusing the Bereans of 

"Andrewism" for agreeing with brethren Thomas and Roberts - it is 

notable that at an earlier time he was quite clear in his book "Hebrews" 

that Christ had to offer for his own cleansing from the defilement of the 

sin-nature. He says in his book on Hebrews 9:12 (page 95)— 

"It has many times been pointed out (Blood of Christ, page 9; Law of 

Moses, pages 91 and 172) that the italicized words "for us" in the AV 

are an unwarranted addition. They are omitted by RV. If any words 

are added, they should be "FOR HIMSELF"—but the fact that he 

obtained eternal redemption involves this. 

 

"And here it may be remarked that he needed redemption: otherwise 

how could it be said that he "obtained" it? And it was by his own 

blood that he obtained it. He was himself a sharer in the effects of his 

own sacrifice, because he was a member of a race that is mortal 

because of sin." 

 

Again on Hebrews 9:12 (pages 102-104)— 

"The 'heavenly things' is a phrase denoting Christ and those who are 

redeemed by him... It is important to observe that these 'heavenly 
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things' stood in need of cleansing, and undoubtedly Christ is part of 

the heavenly things." 

 

Then he approvingly quotes Brother Roberts (Law of Moses, page 92)— 

"There must therefore be a sense in which Christ (the antitypical 

Aaron, altar, mercyseat, the antitypical everything) must not only 

have been sanctified by the action of the antitypical oil of the Holy 

Spirit, but purged by the antitypical blood of his own sacrifice... 

 

"If the typical holy things contracted defilement from connection with 

a sinful congregation, were not the antitypical (Christ) holy things in 

a similar state, through derivation on his mother's side from a sinful 

race? If not, how came they to NEED PURGING with his own 

sacrifice"? ... 

 

"All (the Mosaic patterns) were both atoning and atoned for. There is 

no counterpart to this if Christ is kept out of his own sacrifice. He 

CANNOT be so kept out, if place is given to all the testimony—an 

express part of which is that, as the sum-total of things signified by 

these patterns, he was ‘purified with a better sacrifice than bulls and 

goats’—his own sacrifice. 

 

"If he was 'Purified,' there was something to be purified from: what 

was it? Look at his hereditary taint, as the son of Adam, through 

whom death entered the world by sin, and there is no difficulty." 

(End quotes from John Carter's "Hebrews"). 

 

It is not a matter of "atonement," in the orthodox sense of the term. That 

just befogs the issue. It is CLEANSING, PURIFICATION, as Brother 

Roberts points out. "Atonement" is a misleading, confusing, ecclesiastical 

word. It has acquired unscriptural connotations from which it is impossible 

to separate it in the average mind. It is not a scriptural term. It occurs only 

once (erroneously) in the AV of the New Testament, and not at all in the 

RV. In the O.T. it is used in our versions incorrectly and confusingly for 

redemption, purifying, cleansing and covering. It is far better to stick to 

these scriptural terms and ideas. This will clear the Sacrifice of Christ of 

much confusion and contention. 

 

"Atonement" expresses the orthodox idea of the Sacrifice of Christ: paying 

a penalty, Christ receiving the punishment due to sinners, so sinners can 

go free. 

 

These quotations are not endorsements of subsequent editors who 

followed Brother Roberts. They are simply given as evidence that on this 

vital point they held fast to the original sound and scriptural 
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Christadelphian foundation, as indeed any must do if they wish to use the 

Christadelphian name legitimately. Those who have a new doctrine should 

adopt a new name, in all fairness and honesty. 

 

There are really no new crotchets, no new errors. That Christ did not offer 

for himself is listed as an error that had already troubled the Brotherhood 

over 100 years ago (Christadelphian, Dec. 1873, page 542). Sound 

brethren have been fighting it ever since. 

 

In the wisdom of God, error is necessary, and has a useful purpose. It 

throws the Truth into sharper focus, and it gets brethren thinking and 

studying the sound writings of the pioneers. Otherwise the tendency in 

these easy and treacherous days is to go to sleep to the tune of the TV and 

the Disneylands. 

 

It is a very dangerous sign when anyone says: "Let us not consider what 

brethren Thomas and Roberts say: let us forget them and just stick right to 

the Scriptures." It has a very noble and high-sounding ring, but it usually 

means: "I have a 'new' theory to propound that is different from the sound 

and established Christadelphian beliefs." 

 

Christadelphians have understood and believed and taught the Truth for 

over 100 years, and have repeatedly repudiated all the errors. 

 

It is therefore foolishness at this late date to ignore the soundness and 

stability of the past, and keep starting over to see if we can find the Truth. 

 

To say Christ did not offer for himself is to deny the very heart of all 

Christadelphian belief from the beginning. This is the fundamental 

difference between substitutionary orthodoxy and scriptural truth. We 

believe brethren Thomas and Roberts and the brethren of the past were 

right, and those wrong who deny Christ's need of purification and 

redemption through sacrifice. The Sacrifice of Christ is the very core of 

the Truth. And his oneness with the condemned, sin-cursed race is the 

nucleus on which the Truth of salvation is built. 

 

Those who say Christ did not offer for himself repudiate the scriptural 

Christadelphian Christ of brethren Thomas and Roberts and of the whole 

Body for over 100 years: THE CHRIST WHO (as these brethren so 

beautifully open up and manifest)— 

Heb. 13:20 “Was brought from death by the blood of the Everlasting 

Covenant." 

 

Heb. 9:12 “By his own blood obtained eternal redemption."  
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Heb. 9:23 Was the central reality of all the "heavenly things" that 

were "purified by better sacrifices than those of Moses' Law." 

 

Heb. 7:27 As the antitypical High Priest, "offered first for his own 

sins and then for the people's."  

 

Ezek. 45:22 As the great Prince-Priest in the Age to Come offers a 

memorial "sin offering for himself and for all the people."  

 

Heb. 2:14 Destroyed the Diabolos in his death by nailing the sin-body 

to the tree. 

 

Rom. 7:23 Battled the "law of SIN IN HIS MEMBERS," and 

perfectly overcame and subdued it; and was forever cleansed from it 

by his perfect, life-long life-and-death sacrifice culminating in the 

final obedience of Calvary—the final, once-for-all fulfillment and 

REALITY of all the typical sacrifices: the true "sacrifice" (holy work) 

which God required for the redemption of ANY mortal son of Adam. 

 

He did not just go through one more typical, shadowy, powerless ritual, as 

those say who claim he did not offer for himself. They must come out of 

the shadows and perceive the glorious reality of what he did. He alone 

achieved immortality thru a real SACRIFICE: even his WHOLE life and 

death laid on the divine altar— 

Heb. 10:5 “Sacrifice (ritual) Thou wouldest not, but a BODY Thou 

hast prepared me." 

 

He accomplished in himself and FOR himself what God demanded for 

human salvation: a perfect sacrifice of self—absolute and entire; and the 

death that completed and crowned it cannot be separated from the life of 

perfection that gave it its God-pleasing, purifying power. It was by this 

REAL life-sacrifice that HE was saved, and all who, in God's mercy, are 

allowed to get INTO him. 

 

In his death Christ manifested and vindicated God's holiness, because the 

Body of Sin was publicly repudiated and crucified. If you say that the 

diabolos-law-of-sin-in-the-members of every descendant of Adam is not 

scripturally "sin", then you have no "body of sin" to be repudiated and 

crucified, no manifestation of God's holiness and righteousness in Christ's 

death: no "sins IN his own body" to be borne to the tree. You have just one 

more powerless type, shadow, ceremony, pattern, ritual, foreshadowing: 

no final, once-for-all REALITY. 

 

Those who say that Christ's glorious, total life-and-death offering to God 

was not for his own purifying and perfecting repudiate all the teachings of 
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brethren Thomas and Roberts on the subject, and go back to the dark, 

orthodox, substitutionary, vicarious Christ who was just one more empty, 

powerless type like the endless stream of animals before him, just ritually 

and imputedly (but not really) "being MADE SIN." 

 

If Christ was not actually "made sin," if he did not "bear our sins IN HIS 

OWN BODY," then sin was not put to death on the cross. It was just one 

more shadow of what needed to be done, but not the glorious, triumphant, 

actual DOING of it. 

 

Some apparently can only see cold, dead, legal ritual in this glorious life-

sacrifice, missing all the mortal conflict and the terrible reality of the 

enemy. 

 

God is not interested in ritual as such, but in reality. Ritual never 

accomplishes anything. Ritual, yes, for those who by a ceremony unite 

themselves, or express their union, with the reality (but even then there 

must be the reality in the personal life for the ritual to be acceptable to 

God). 

 

But in the case of Christ—who was the fulfillment of all preceding 

foreshadowing ritual and of all succeeding memorial ritual, and who 

concentered in himself the once-for-all accomplishment of all that has ever 

been or ever will be ritualized—there must be more than ritual. 

 

There must be the living substance to which the ritual points: there must 

be the ACTUALITY. And that actuality was the overcoming and putting 

to death of Sin's Flesh, the Diabolos: the perfect, lifelong, victorious 

sacrifice by which he "obtained redemption," was "made perfect," was the 

"heavenly things purified," was "brought again from the dead." 

 

We miss all the power and beauty of the Psalms [As Brother Roberts 

beautifully expounds in many places: "Slain Lamb," "Blood of Christ," 

etc.] if we cannot see in them his lifelong battle with the Diabolos—his 

"sin" that constantly assailed him, but to which he never for a moment 

gave way. When we realize that anything short of perfection is sin, and 

any tendency or temptation to render less than perfection is enticement to 

sin, then we begin to understand his conflict and his victory. 

 

For directing our minds to these glorious and saving truths, we have to 

humbly thank the God-given discernment of brethren Thomas and 

Roberts. Let us never lose them and slip back into dark orthodoxy. The 

easy and natural reaction is— 
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Does it really matter? Is it important? It will cause contention. It may 

divide us. We are all one big happy family. 'Believe on the Lord Jesus 

Christ and thou shalt be saved.' May agitate the Body?" 

 

The majority have always followed this pleasant and downward path. We 

see disturbing trends of it today, as "required" beliefs get more and more 

rudimentary, and shallowness is glorified as progress and "simplicity." 

The "contentions" of the past, which kept the Truth pure and the Body 

healthily awake, are being deprecated as - contentiousness," and Pablum 

is prescribed in place of strong meat: "If you can't stomach Eureka, read 

"Beside the Brook." 

 

Shallowness and "simplicity" and harmony- through-apathy might be fine, 

if there were no errorists to eat at the foundations. But there always are. 

So the Truth must be contended for, and kept sharp and clear. The "Let us 

have peace" approach is at best precarious in its rootless instability. God 

demands, and simple wisdom mandates, depth and foundations. This 

should be our life's only real interest. We haven't time for anything else. 

It's so easy for the Truth to slip away. There's safety only in rock-deep 

foundations.  

 

Clause Eight, and its Role in the 

Formation of the Bereans 
 

The division of the Bereans from Central in 1923, at least from a North 

American point of view, was primarily focused on Clause 8 and the 

teaching that Christ’s death abrogated the law of condemnation in himself.  

This inevitably included Clause 5, and questions related to the physical 

defilement of human nature, including Christ’s nature, and also Clause 12 

and the intended meaning of the expression “sin in the flesh” from Romans 

8:3. 

 

Near the end of 2017, I received a proposed article for the Tidings 

magazine, a Central publication printed in the United States, which had 

been written by the magazines’ editor.  The article was a history from 

Central’s point of view, concerning the division between Central and the 

Berean Christadelphians in 1923.  I was given the article, I supposed, 

because input was desired concerning the accuracy of some of the details 

in the article from a Berean perspective. 

 

There was a particular paragraph which caught my attention, which was 

the lead paragraph in the conclusion of the article.  It read thus: 

Conclusion 
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“The origin of the Berean movement in North America was born out 

of a dispute about what an old brother did or did not believe, a matter 

that would almost certainly not now cause a wholesale division 

among Central Christadelphians.” 

 

I believe this statement by the Tidings editor is completely accurate.  The 

beliefs of that “old” brother would certainly not create division in the 

Central assemblies today.  Is this a good thing, or is it a testimony to how 

drastically the Central assemblies’ position has been corrupted since 

1923?  The corruption has been on two levels.  First, it has been on the 

foundation teaching on the nature of Christ.  Secondly, it has been on the 

foundation teaching of the doctrine of fellowship.  As this issue of The 

Berean is focused on Clause 8, we will limit our discussion in this article 

to a consideration of the things pertaining to the nature and sacrifice of 

Christ. 

 

First, we might consider, was this division really a question of what an 

“old brother” believed?  A. D. Strickler died in 1938 at the age of 93.  The 

writings of A. D. Strickler which most in America found unacceptable 

were well defined as error in Bro. William Smallwood’s book, “Sin and 

Sacrifice” which was written in 1913.  So A. D. Strickler’s apostate views 

were well founded by the time he was 68.  Some men are fine at that age 

and some are not.  Not being alive at the time, we cannot testify to the 

mental condition of A. D. Strickler.  But the one thing we can testify to, is 

that we never see in the discussions from that era, any suggestion that A. 

D. Strickler was addled.  We do see some excuses made for him after his 

death by later enablers, that his arguments are “confused.”  But apparently 

no one had the nerve to approach him in such a manner while he lived.  

From the standpoint of the truth, his ideas certainly are confused.  But from 

the standpoint of a man who sees the Christadelphian movement in 

“darkness” from which he wants to lead them to a new “light,” his 

arguments are entirely coherent and logical within the limited scope of his 

perspective. 

 

What does appear true, is that if we examine A. D. Strickler’s writings, his 

views changed or modified as a result of the battles which took place 

around the teachings of bro. J. J. Andrew.  But his arguments are cogent 

enough.   

 

At the time the arguments of bro. Andrew were advanced, and where we 

see A. D. Strickler’s views change, he would have only been 49 years old.  

Hardly a confused old man.  It was at this time (1894 – 1898) that bro. 

Roberts regarded him as crotchety, but fundamentally sound.  He was 

similarly regarded by the American brethren in general though 1900, as a 
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result of his writings in “The Warfare,” a magazine published by the Jersey 

City Ecclesia of New Jersey.  The change came very shortly after that. 

 

A. D. Strickler’s two principle works, “Out of Darkness, Into Light,” and 

“A Defense of Dr. Thomas and Robert Roberts from the doctrine of 

Original Sin” are certainly not muddled works.  They lay out a quite 

logical argument, and in great detail, his attacks against the truth.  In fact, 

these works still form the foundation for the attacks against true 

Christadelphian teachings, by modern day apostates.  In a personal letter 

to me in 1978, the late Richard Stone’s pioneer references mostly came 

from A. D. Strickler’s “A Defense.” 

 

But my point is this. To say the division took place over the incoherent 

writings of an old man is to alter Central’s own position on the matter.  

Central themselves, came to label him an errorist.  True, they did not do 

so till after he had died.  But they did so, none the less.  This was John 

Carter’s writing on the subject in the Christadelphian Magazine for 1939, 

shortly after the announcement of A. D. Strickler’s death: 

“A criticism by brother Strickler of a pamphlet published by this 

Office led to a correspondence for about eighteen months, now 

terminated by his death. This, with original letters and copies of 

letters which have passed through our hands written to other brethren 

(brother Strickler was an indefatigable and voluminous letter writer) 

led us to the conclusion that at the end of his life he did not accept 

without reserve some of the clauses in The Statement of Faith 

concerning the nature of man and the sacrifice of Christ. The 

republication of a Synopsis on “The Nature of Man and the Sacrifice 

of Christ,” by brother Roberts, in December, 1937, and Editorials in 

1938, indicate the attitude of this Magazine on the doctrines in 

dispute. Our object is to maintain the teaching of The Statement of 

Faith, in opposition to the doubts on these subjects which have been 

put forward.” Chdn. 1839 pg. 84 

 

This, obviously, was a vindication of the Berean position, not a criticism 

of it.  And the articles John Carter referred to as defining his position in 

the Christadelphian magazine are clear and direct to the point, and hard 

against the teachings of A. D. Strickler.   In these articles, John Carter was 

making the point that everyone in the US already knew.  That A. D. 

Strickler was apostate, did not accept the BASF, and should be out of 

fellowship.  At least, that was the way these articles were celebrated by 

most of the Bereans of that day. 

 

Now the articles John Carter references begins in 1937, and deals with two 

articles from older Christadelphians.  The first question was whether or 

not John Carter still affirms the truths expressed in a 1913 article entitled 
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Sin and Sin-Offering, which we recently reprinted in The Berean, July 

2019, pg. 389.  The significance of this article is that of clarifying the 

translation of 2 Cor. 5:21.   

2 Cor. 5:21  “For he hath made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin; 

that we might be made the righteousness of God in him.”  

 

Apostates who support A. D. Strickler deny that Jesus was “made sin” and 

argue the verse should be translated “made a sin offering.”  The 1913 

article explains why the KJV’s “made sin” is correct.  John Carter 

countenances the 1913 article. 

 

The second part of the 1937 article was a reprint of bro. Roberts’ 

Melbourne Synopsis, which recently appeared in The Berean for Sept. 

2019, pg. 521.  This significance of this article, in regards to the questions 

surrounding the teachings of A. D. Strickler, was the clear statements 

regarding Christ offering for himself, and the use of Heb. 5:3, 7:27; 8:3; 

and 9:14, and 9:23 in regards to Christ offering for himself.  The apostate 

followers of A. D. Strickler, old and modern, all have a different 

application for all these verses.  In fact, perhaps the simplest way to show 

those with divergent views, but who claim harmony with the pioneer 

writers, that they are wrong is to ask them to provide proof that bre. 

Thomas or Roberts ever translated these verses the way that they do. 

10.—That Christ was himself saved in the Redemption he wrought 

out for us. “In the days of his flesh, when he had offered up prayers 

and supplications with strong crying and tears unto Him that was able 

to save him from death, and was heard in that he feared. Though he 

were a son, yet learned obedience by the things which he suffered. 

And being made perfect, he became the author of eternal salvation 

unto all them that obey him” (Heb. 5:7–9). “Joint heirs with Christ” 

(Rom. 8:17). “By his own blood he entered once unto the holy place, 

having obtained eternal redemption” (Heb. 9:12). “Now the God of 

peace that brought again from the dead our Lord Jesus Christ, that 

great shepherd of the sheep, through the blood of the everlasting 

covenant, make you perfect, etc.” (Heb. 13:20). 

 

11.—That as the anti-typical High Priest, it was necessary that he 

should offer for himself as well as for those whom he represented.—

“And by reason hereof, he ought as for the people, so also for himself, 

to offer for sins. And no man taketh this honour unto himself, but he 

that is called of God, as was Aaron. So also Christ glorified not 

himself to be made a high priest, but he that said unto him, etc.” (Heb. 

5:3). “Wherefore it is of necessity that this man have somewhat also 

to offer” (Heb. 8:3). “Through the Eternal Spirit, he offered himself 

without spot unto God” (Heb. 9:14). “Who needeth not daily, as those 

high priests, to offer up sacrifice, first for his own sins and then for 
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the people’s: for this he did once when he offered up himself” (Heb. 

7:27). “It was therefore necessary that the patterns of things in the 

heavens (that is, the symbols employed under the law), should be 

purified with these (Mosaic sacrifices), but the heavenly things 

themselves (that is, Christ who is the substance prefigured in the law), 

with better sacrifices than these” (that is, the sacrifice of Christ—Heb. 

9:23). 

 

This article appearing in the 1937 Christadelphian, is apparently among 

those articles rejected by A. D. Strickler, along with many from the Shield 

assemblies in Australia.  The controversy caused John Carter to further 

clarify himself, which he did in a way very positive for the truth.  In 1938 

he penned the following excellent editorial in response to his critics: 

 

Sin, Sins, and Sin-Offering 
By John Carter, Christadelphian March 1938 

 

In The Christadelphian of December last we reprinted some words written 

by brother Roberts on “The Nature of Man and the Sacrifice of Christ.” 

This was done to set forth once more the teaching of the Bible on a subject 

upon which there has always been some confusion of thought. The subject 

is at the heart of most religious controversies, and this is true in connection 

with the history of the Truth in the last days. The synopsis by brother 

Roberts was plainly written and well supported by Scripture, and was 

chosen for these reasons. But we are now exhorted by correspondents, who 

apparently do not agree with this synopsis, to go back to Dr. Thomas. But 

a series of propositions which are demonstrated by Scripture quotations 

takes us back to the final authority on the matter. All that is true in the 

writings of Dr. Thomas is based on the Word of God, and he would be the 

first to say, Prove all things by the Scriptures. But what has he to say on 

the nature of man and Christ’s relationship to that nature? In Elpis Israel 

he says:— 

“Children are born sinners or unclean, because they are born of sinful 

flesh; and ‘that which is born of the flesh is flesh,’ or sin. This is a 

misfortune, not a crime. They did not will to be born sinners. They 

have no choice in the case; for, it is written, ‘The creature was made 

subject to the evil, not willingly, but by reason of him who subjected 

it in hope.’ Hence, the apostle says, ‘By Adam’s disobedience the 

many were made sinners’; that is they were endowed with a nature 

like his, which had become unclean, as the result of disobedience.” 

 

“Mortality was in disobedience as the wages of sin, and not a 

necessity.” 
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“The word sin is used in two principal acceptations in the Scripture. 

It signifies in the first place, ‘the transgression of law’; and in the 

next, it represents that physical principle of the animal nature which 

is the cause of all its diseases, death, and the resolution into dust. It is 

that in the flesh ‘which has the power of death’; and it is called sin, 

because the development, or fixation, of this evil in the flesh, was the 

result of transgression. Inasmuch as this evil principle pervades every 

part of the flesh, the animal nature is styled ‘sinful flesh,’ that is, 

‘flesh full of sin’; so that sin, in the sacred style, came to stand for the 

substance called man.” 

 

It is possible that having now quoted Dr. Thomas someone will write to 

say he wrote something else which differs or appears to differ from what 

we read in Elpis Israel.  [Probably a reference to the 1852 article in the 

Herald—JP.]  It may or may not be so. But the issue is not whether he 

wrote on one occasion that which contradicted what he had written 

elsewhere. Our concern is to get the teaching of the Scriptures; this, we 

believe, is faithfully given in the extracts quoted. 

 

“Sin is lawlessness,” said John; it is a state where law is not recognised 

and obeyed: hence “everyone that doeth sin doeth also lawlessness.” With 

but one exception all the race of mankind have sinned—have transgressed 

God’s law. Some in John’s day professed a regard for God’s law but made 

light of sin; but the apostle dismisses this with the assertion that these are 

opposites—sinfulness is lawlessness. Because all needed the forgiveness 

of sins Jesus was “manifested to bear sins,” to do which he must be sinless; 

hence John adds, “and in him is no sin”—no lawlessness, no disobedience. 

It is of actions and disposition that John is speaking, as the context both 

before and after the words show; for John adds, “Whosoever abideth in 

him sinneth not: whosoever sinneth hath not seen him, neither known 

him.” Jesus is an example, and those abiding in him follow the life 

exemplified by him. 

 

It is doing violence to John’s context to take the words “in him is no sin” 

as proof that Jesus had not the physical nature which Paul describes as 

“sin.” John is thinking of sin in moral terms; but he does not contradict 

Paul who uses the word of physical condition. In fact, John makes the 

belief that the physical nature of Jesus was like ours a test of fellowship.  

“Every spirit (teacher) that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the 

flesh is of God: and every spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ 

is come in the flesh is not of God,” but antichrist. “Many deceivers 

are entered into the world, who confess not that Jesus Christ is come 

in the flesh. . . If there come any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, 

receive him not into your house, neither bid him God speed.” 
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We must discriminate between “sin,” “a sin,” and “sins.” Paul says God 

“hath made Jesus to be sin for us, who knew no sin” (2 Cor. 5: 21). This 

does not mean that Jesus was a sinner; Paul excludes that, saying in effect, 

Jesus was made to be sin but was not a sinner. Neither does it mean that 

Jesus was made a sin-offering. We are aware of the translation of the 

Emphatic Diaglott and of Macknight, and also of Bullinger’s comments. 

But facts are unaffected by the mistakes of these translators and writers. 

We can offset them by the names of Weymouth, Goodspeed, the R.V. and 

others: and then we have to find Paul’s use of the words.  

 

Usage in the Septuagint had fixed a phrase as the equivalent of “sin-

offering.” When Paul wanted to say “sin-offering” he used the language 

which had become fixed by the circulation of that version, just as the A.V. 

has fixed a number of idioms in the English language. He uses the phrase 

in Rom. 8:3 where the R.V. has substituted “for an offering for sin” for the 

words of the A.V. “for sin.” The Diaglott recognises this in this place. 

Vaughan, a patient Concordance worker, has said “the idea is defined by 

the constant recurrence of the phrase in the Septuagint (more than 50 times 

in the book of Leviticus alone) for a sin-offering.” 

 

But while Paul says “for a sin-offering” in Rom. 8:3, he says “sin” and not 

“sin-offering” in 2 Cor. 5:21. The same is true of Heb. 9:28: “So Christ 

also, having been once offered to bear the sins of many, shall appear a 

second time apart from sin, to them that wait for him.” He was not “apart 

from sin” at the first advent when he was offered to bear sins. The reason 

is evident: if he had not had our physical nature he could not have been the 

Redeemer. 

 

In what sense then was Jesus “made sin”? In the sense that “he himself 

likewise took part of the same” flesh and blood as all the other children 

who are given him. Therefore “he died unto sin,” having all his life 

“condemned sin” so that he might be an acceptable “offering for sin.” If 

we ask where sin was condemned? The apostle says “in the flesh”; on 

which Dr. Thomas appositely remarks: “Sin could not have been 

condemned in the body of Jesus if it had not existed there.” [“Appositely” 

means:  “of striking appropriateness and pertinence.”  The renouncing of 

this statement by bro. Thomas is the foundation of all “clean flesh” 

teachings.  John Carter does not only not renounce it, but calls attention to 

its significance, a direct contrast to the teachings of A. D. Strickler.—JP]   

 

The law could not condemn sin; neither can the best of men condemn sin. 

They loathe it, repudiate it; but are only too painfully conscious of that 

“evil present with them” which led Paul to describe himself as a “wretched 

man” because of this body of death. God condemned sin, sending His own 

son in the likeness of sinful flesh that this might be done. Sin being 
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condemned, the way was provided for the forgiveness of the sinner for 

Christ’s sake. 

 

The truth on these matters has been before the Brotherhood for two 

generations in the following clauses from the Birmingham (Central) 

Statement of Faith:— 

V.—That Adam broke this law, and was adjudged unworthy of 

immortality, and sentenced to return to the ground from whence he 

was taken—a sentence which defiled and became a physical law of 

his being, and was transmitted to all his posterity. 

VIII.—That God’s promises had reference to Jesus Christ, who was 

to be raised up in the condemned line of Abraham and David, and 

who, though wearing their condemned nature, was to obtain a title to 

resurrection by perfect obedience, and, by dying, abrogate the law of 

condemnation for himself and all who should believe and obey him. 

 

The literature of the Truth has maintained this teaching. For the sake of 

those who would examine the subject further we recommend: The Blood 

of Christ (the best exposition of the subject, in our judgment), The 

Atonement (which collects the passages which bear on the subject), and 

articles contributed to The Christadelphian by W.J.Y., in 1913, p. 531; 

1915, p. 106; 1915, p. 343; 1921, p. 489; 1922, p. 310. 

End of 1938 Editorial by John Carter 

 
In so saying, John Carter is directly addressing the cause of the division 

between Bereans and Central, and siding with the Bereans.  He attacks the 

argument A. D. Strickler makes on page 40, of “Darkness” where A. D. 

Strickler calls the affirmation of the conclusions of the 1913 article, to be 

“a most blasphemous doctrine.”   

 

Then John Carter attacks A. D. Strickler’s idea that Christ could not have 

born our physical sins: 

"Why does he [Paul] call the evil in his flesh sin? For the simple 

reason that it is the cause that produces sin. In and of itself it is not 

sin… If human nature is a synonym for sin, and sin for human nature, 

it must be so in the primary meaning of the word sin. It cannot be sin 

as a concrete physical thing, "sin in the flesh", or sin as a metaphor, 

because that is human nature itself considered as a moral thing. 

"Darkness," pg. 84. 

 

This is A. D. Strickler’s direct attack against bro. Thomas’ arguments in 

Elpis Israel that sin is a synonym for human nature.  It is the same place 

bro. Thomas makes the argument that John Carter repeats, that sin could 

not have been condemned in the body of Jesus had it not existed there.  But 

that sin is physical, which A. D. Strickler says it cannot be.  That is 
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because, like most all teachers of alternative views, they deny that sin can 

be physical.  To them, sin is only moral.  Therefore, to attribute sin to 

Christ, is to attribute guilt to Christ.  That is an entirely false and 

unprovable conclusion.  As bro. Roberts said, and John Carter repeated, 

our physical condition is our misfortune, not our crime. 

 

As might be expected, this admission by John Carter that A. D. Strickler 

was an errorist, followed up with editorials that directly attacked the 

teachings of A. D. Strickler, led many to think it would be possible to end 

the division between the Bereans and Central on a sound footing.  In 

California, there was a Central Assembly that was not in sympathy with 

the teaching of A. D. Strickler.  This was the home of bro. William Biggar, 

who was among the more influential brethren of the time.   

 

The Tidings article indicates that the pressure for reunion began in 

California, which is true.  It was led by bre. Biggar, Carl Wolfe, and John 

Randell.  Notably, after achieving the reunion, bre. Biggar and Randell 

died out of Central, and bro. Wolfe campaigned against the corruption of 

the Jersey City Resolution (the document that was the basis for the 

reunion) till he died.  

 

In March 1940, in an article called “A Time to Heal,” an article directly 

addressing his desire to heal the breach between Bereans and Central, John 

Carter further justified the Berean position.  He published the Ten Point 

Statement which had been assembled by the Los Angeles Central 

assembly, as a proposed basis for reunion with the Bereans.  The Ten Point 

Statement remains a part of the Berean Basis of Fellowship today, but 

sadly, it was no part of the final division.  The following is the pertinent 

part of the article: 

 

“A Time to Heal” 
Careful readers of The Christadelphian from December, 1937, onwards 

will have noticed that there has been a certain emphasis on the Bible 

teaching concerning the Nature of Man and the Sacrifice of Christ. These 

are subjects upon which much dispute has arisen in the past—particularly 

during the early seventies, and at one or two periods later. 

 

Some ecclesias in the U.S.A. for some years have been separated from the 

ecclesias represented by The Christadelphian because of doubts about the 

teaching of a brother now deceased, and of the attitude of ecclesias to the 

question of fellowship. The publication of the recent articles on the 

disputed subject has awakened hopes of a possible reunion of the ecclesias 

divided on this matter, and already some reunion has been effected. The 

Petersham ecclesia (Australia) asked the Arranging Brethren of 

Birmingham Central ecclesia whether they endorsed the statements 
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published in The Christadelphian concerning both doctrine and 

fellowship. They at once replied that in their considered judgment the 

article in The Christadelphian, May, 1940, pages 228–230 set forth the 

truth in regard to doctrine and fellowship. With this assurance the 

Petersham ecclesia resumed fellowship. 

 

The Los Angeles ecclesia sent out an appeal (in March, 1940) that in view 

of the articles published in The Christadelphian, ecclesias in America 

should heal the wounds of division where no grounds for it existed. They 

circularised the ecclesias in the U.S.A. and Canada quoting the articles in 

recent issues showing that the barriers to fellowship were now removed, 

and urging that steps be taken to close up the breaches. 

 

The response to this effort of the Los Angeles brethren has led them to 

send out a second appeal. In it they indicate the nature of the responses, 

the desire on the part of most for reunion, and the doubts, sincerely held, 

in the minds of some whether the right conditions exist for reunion. 

This appeal is fourfold in form: 

 1. To ecclesias who separated from us in 1923, it is wisely pointed 

out that it would be profitless to engage in discussions on what a 

deceased brother may have believed and to demand a statement 

declaring his teaching to be erroneous, especially when some are not 

sure what the brother taught, but are quite clear what they themselves 

believe and are in absolute agreement with the Birmingham 

Statement of Faith. It urges that if there is doubt about the position of 

a neighbouring ecclesia they should ask if the statements put forward 

in the second portion of this appeal are approved. 

  

2. The second portion is addressed to ecclesias who have remained in 

fellowship with Birmingham Central ecclesia throughout the 

controversy. It sets out in four items the doctrines to which objection 

was taken in 1923: 

1. That the nature of Christ was not exactly like ours. 

2. That the offering of Christ was not for himself, and that Christ 

never made any offering for himself. 

3. That Christ’s offering was for personal sins or moral impurity 

only. That our sins laid on Christ made him unclean and 

accursed of God, and that it was from this curse and this 

uncleanness that Christ needed cleansing. 

4. That Christ died as a substitute; i.e., that he was punished for 

the transgressions of others and that he became a bearer of sin 

by suffering the punishment due for sins. 

 

In six items the truth is set forth: 
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1. That death came into the world extraneously to the nature 

bestowed upon Adam in Eden, and was not inherent in him 

before sentence. 

2. That the sentence defiled him (Adam) and became a physical 

law of his being, and was transmitted to all his posterity. 

3. That the word “sin” is used in two principal acceptations in 

the scriptures. It signifies in the first place “the transgression of 

law”, and in the next it represents that physical principle of the 

animal nature which is the cause of all its diseases, death and 

resolution to dust. 

4. That Jesus possessed our nature, which was a defiled, 

condemned nature. 

5. That it was therefore necessary that Jesus should offer for 

himself for the purging of his own nature, first, from the 

uncleanness of death, that having by his own blood obtained 

eternal redemption for himself, he might be able afterward to 

save to the uttermost those that come unto God by him. 

6. That the doctrine of substitution, i.e., that a righteous man can, 

by suffering the penalty due to the sinner, free the sinner from 

the penalty of his sin, is foreign to scripture and is a dogma of 

heathen mythology. 

 

The ecclesias addressed in this portion are asked to state their assent to 

these statements of truth and to give assurance to ecclesias now separated, 

and to help reunion. 

3. The third portion is addressed to the Birmingham Central 

Ecclesia. The soundness of this ecclesia is recognised and it is asked 

to give a clear cut statement that fellowship is only recognised when 

the truth is held. The readiness to give the assurance when asked by 

Petersham is approved, and it is urged that fifty ecclesias are now 

involved, and that to publish a repudiation of the four erroneous 

statements and an endorsement of the six positive statements of truth, 

would give immeasurable help to reunion. 

 

4. The fourth portion is addressed to the Editor of The 

Christadelphian. It expresses appreciation of the articles on the 

controverted subjects which have been published, and asks support in 

the appeal made for reunion. 

 

Of course clause three of the negative group and clause five of the positive, 

were the clauses that A. D. Strickler could not abide.  Now it is significant 

that this letter was sent to Birmingham, and they were asked specifically: 

The soundness of this ecclesia [Birmingham--Temperance Hall—JP.] 

is recognised and it is asked to give a clear cut statement that 

fellowship is only recognised when the truth is held. 



93 

 

 

So here is the significant question.  The question really is, are these ten 

statements, statements of truth?  And if so, is fellowship only recognized 

when these truths are held? 

 

This is the answer given by Birmingham—Temperance Hall, and was 

affixed to the article “A Time to Heal,” in the March 1940 Christadelphian.  

 Dear Brethren, 

 

We have read carefully your “Second appeal to the ecclesias of the 

United States and Canada”, and in reply to the section addressed to 

ourselves, we would say that in our judgment the four items of 

doctrine to which objection is taken in your appeal, are contrary to 

the Truth, and the six items in which you state the opposite view, are 

the Truth. 

 

The teaching set out in these six items is embodied in Clauses III to 

X of The Statement of Faith. 

 

We have already declared, as you know, our attitude to these 

questions in reply to an enquiry from the Petersham ecclesia, [An 

Australian ecclesia who had already joined Central--JP] and 

accepting as we do the doctrines set out in The Statement of Faith, 

we regard them now and have always regarded them as the basis upon 

which fellowship should be maintained. 

 

We hope that this declaration will help in your efforts to restore the 

harmony among the ecclesias in America, and our best wishes are 

with you in what you are doing. 

 

With fraternal greetings, 

Sincerely your brother in Christ, 

G. T. Fryer, 

Recording Brother. 

End of Article, “A Time to Heal,”  

Christadelphian March 1940. 
 

So again, while we do not for a minute question the accuracy of the editor 

of the Tidings when he says that these things could not cause a division in 

Central today, this clearly was not the case when we consider Central’s 

history, and what they claim they would have done as shown by the 

Central publication of the Christadelphian Magazine from 1937 through 

1940. 
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Now as indicated in the above article, the Ten Point Statement was sent to 

all North American Christadelphian bodies.  All the Berean Ecclesias 

responded in the affirmative.  Ten Central Assemblies responded in the 

affirmative, while one (Philadelphia) responded negatively and two 

significant assemblies in relation to the controversy (Buffalo, A. D. 

Strickler’s former assembly and Boston) didn’t answer.   

 

Several years went by as John Carter worked to change the position of the 

apostate assemblies, but to no avail.  Finally, in 1947 John Carter wrote in 

the Christadelphian,  

“BUFFALO AND PHILADELPHIA.—We have received a 

circular of May 10, 1947, from Philadelphia, which quotes at length 

with approval a circular from Buffalo, in which is set forth the 

position of these two ecclesias with regard to certain clauses of the 

Statement of Faith. While claiming ‘unswerving loyalty and belief’ 

of the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith, the circular defines 

that belief by reference to a selection of extracts from the writings of 

brethren Thomas (1855) and Roberts (1869). We have withheld 

Intelligence, but have written these ecclesias giving bro. Roberts’ 

own explanation in 1877 (reproduced in The Christadelphian, Nov., 

1944, page 127) of the article of 1869, from which it is evident a 

meaning is being attached to his words quoted in the circular that he 

did not intend. Bro. Roberts’ constant attitude on the subject in 

dispute from the time of the Renunciationist controversy is to be 

found in The Law of Moses, chapters 18, 27, and 28; The Blood of 

Christ; and in certain comments and a synopsis reproduced in The 

Christadelphian, Dec., 1937, which he drew up to meet theories he 

met in Australia. Of one of these theories to which he was opposed 

he wrote:  

‘it is a plausible theory to the effect that we do not inherit death 

from Adam by any physical law, but merely by denial of access 

to the tree of life; that the sentence of death took no effect on 

Adam’s body, and therefore is not in ours: that, in fact, we are 

the ‘very good’ and uncursed Adamic nature that God formed 

from the ground in the first case; that our nature is not an unclean 

and sinful nature; that there is no such thing as sin in the flesh, 

or sinful flesh, or ‘sin that dwelleth in us’. 

 

“With regard to the extract quoted from Dr. Thomas in support of the 

Buffalo interpretation of the Statement, we have given them several 

citations from his works written before, at the time, and after the 

extract, which give the general teaching of Dr. Thomas in harmony 

with which his words in their quotation must be understood. We have 

also added several citations from other writings of Dr. Thomas and 

bro. Roberts; and have invited the two ecclesias to say if they accept 
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the Clauses of the Statement as meaning the same as the teaching in 

the extracts quoted to them. The interpretation which is being 

imposed upon the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith by the 

Philadelphia circular is contrary to that understood by others, and 

contrary to all other statements on the subject in all the writings of 

Dr. Thomas and bro. Roberts. We are prepared to interpret the 

Statement by the pamphlet The Blood of Christ in which, in our 

judgment, there is a clear exposition of the Scriptures on this subject 

of man’s nature and Christ’s sacrifice in relation thereto. (Ed.)” 

 

As the Tidings editor writes, John Carter’s 1948 effort at division in 

Detroit failed as recorded in a booklet called “The Detroit Conference.”  It 

failed because John Carter could not get the corrupted American Central 

Assemblies to go along with the efforts he had made from 1937 through 

1948.  This was evident in the speech at the Detroit Conference by bro. 

Harry Deacon.  Bro. Deacon said: 

“Some of us here today, were present at a Fraternal Gathering in 

Worcester, Mass., 27 years ago, [1921—JP.] when a very well-

meaning brother [A. D. Strickler—JP] (but a ‘muddled writer’, as he 

was many years later termed in the Christadelphian Magazine), 

distributed a suitcase full of books ‘Out of Darkness into Light.’ That 

was the ‘opening wedge’ to bring about our present divided state. 

 

“Without a single exception—every brother knew that the book 

contained false doctrine. The problem which arose at once was, not 

how to prove false doctrine in the book; the problem was ‘How shall 

we effectively deal with a brother who teaches false doctrine while at 

the same time insisting that he accepts the Birmingham Amended 

Statement of Faith.’ 

 

“However, this Meeting does not need to concern itself now about the 

writer of that book—or his book. But, what this Meeting does have 

to concern itself with—is the fact that that false teaching (called in 

the Magazine a ‘rehash of Renunciation,—and worse than 

Renunciation’ [Chdn. 1937, pg. 552—JP)—THAT FALSE 

DOCTRINE, —is still taught by some ecclesias of the. Central 

Fellowship. 

 

“It would still be very easy for us to deal with the situation except for 

the FURTHER FACT that those ecclesias which believe and teach 

false doctrine (desiring above all else ‘to have the name’ of ‘being in 

fellowship with B'ham’—claim that they accept the B.A.S.F. (just as 

did the author of the book—and so we see the leaven at work.) 
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“Previous controversies were relatively easy to handle.  Edward 

Turney, and his followers, boldly and honestly proclaimed their belief 

in ‘Clean Flesh’—they were the original Renunciation-ists—they 

‘renounced the doctrine’ that Christ was made in the likeness of 

defiled sinful flesh. In the ‘Adamic-sin alienation’ controversy, J. J. 

Andrew in England and Thomas Williams in America, plainly 

declared their teaching that ‘Baptism is for Adam's sin’; a 

scripturally-enlightened sinner could place himself out of the reach 

of resurrection and God's judgment simply by refusing to be baptised. 

The false-teaching of Partial-Inspiration also was definite and 

relatively easy to deal with. 

 

“But here today, brethren, we have the very difficult problem of three 

ecclesias CLAIMING TO ACCEPT the B.A.S.F. (which in reality 

they repudiate) and by means of their claim, maintaining fellowship 

with the hundreds of Central Ecclesias which truly accept the 

B.A.S.F. 

 

“This is an amazing situation: Christadelphians ought, first of all, to 

be honest, straightforward and truthful—most especially of all 

concerning what they believe.  The Three Ecclesias, proven to B'ham 

to be teachers of false doctrine, are Buffalo, Philadelphia and Boston. 

They have been encouraged and supported by Hill St., Newark, N. J., 

and two or three New England Ecclesias.  It is the retention in 

fellowship of this small number of "professing-acceptance" ecclesias 

retention by the Central Fellowship that is responsible for our being 

divided into ‘Central’ and ‘Berean’ fellowships. THE RESULT of the 

pretended acceptance of the B.A.S.F., is to ‘sow discord’ among us, 

who are truly brethren, because we truly accept the common basis of 

the B.A.S.F.” 

 

As the Tidings editor correctly observed, John Carter followed up this 

conference by coming to the United States in 1952 and was successful in 

creating the division that wrecked the Berean Fellowship.  What 

happened?  It was quite simple, really.  John Carter and the majority of 

Berean brethren abdicated their position on maintaining Clause Eight of 

the BASF, and did what bro. Deacon said, in 1948, that they would not do.  

All these lovely words that the Christadelphian had printed from the death 

of A. D. Strickler till the failure of the attempted reunion in 1948 were 

thrown out the window.  Instead they settled on wording which, as bro. 

Deacon testified, had always existed.  They claimed they accepted the 

BASF without reservation, but they didn’t.  Only this was now ignored. 

 

So in conclusion, we can completely agree with the editor of the Tidings 

Magazine that the teaching of A. D. Strickler would not cause a division 



97 

 

today.  Where we would disagree is that he appears to think this is a good 

thing.  We regard that same fact as a terrible thing, and a rejection of 

Clause Eight of the BASF, and a fundamental change in the foundation 

position of all Christadelphians. 

 

FOR HIMSELF, THAT IT MIGHT BE 

FOR US” 
By Bro. Robert Roberts 

 

To J.W.C.—The statement of Paul in Heb. 7:27 is, that Christ did “once” 

in his death what the high priests under the law did daily, viz., offered 

“first for his own sins and then for the people’s.” But there is all the 

difference between the two cases that there always is between shadow and 

substance. Christ’s “own sins” were not like the sins of the priests; they 

were not sins of his own committing. He was without sin, so far as his own 

actions were concerned. Yet as the bearer of the sins of his people—

whether “in Adam” or otherwise, he stood in the position of having these 

as “his own,” from the effects of which he had himself first to be delivered.  

 

Consequently, he offered first for himself; he was the first delivered. He is 

“Christ the first fruits.” He obtained eternal redemption in and for himself, 

as the middle voice of the Greek verb euramenoz (Heb. 9:12) implies. (The 

“for us” is not in the original.)  

 

He was brought again from the dead “through the blood of the everlasting 

covenant”—(Heb. 13:20). But this offering for himself was also the 

offering for his people. The two aspects of the double typical offering were 

combined in one act. He had not twice to offer for himself. “By one 

offering he hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified.”  

 

Yet, though combined, the two relations of the act are visibly separate. 

Christ was the first saved from death (Heb. 5:9); “afterwards, they that are 

Christ’s at his coming”—(1 Cor. 15:23). In this way the Mosaic type has 

its counterpart. There is no inconsistency whatever between these facts 

and the constant declaration that “Christ died for us.” All that Christ was 

and did was “for us.” It was “for us” he was born; “for us” he bore sin; 

“for us” he came under the curse of the law; “for us” he died; and the fact 

that personally he was without sin where all were transgressors, gives all 

the more point to the declaration. It was “for us” that he came to be in the 

position of having first to offer for himself. The “for us” does not deny 

that what he submitted to “for us” was our own position.  
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“He was made sin for us who knew no sin;” and does not sin require an 

offering? The matter might be simplified by supposing the case were 

leprosy instead of sin, and the cure to be passing through fire instead of 

death; but that the fire should only possess the power of cure where the 

disease existed without the virus of the disease, and that in all other cases 

the effect of the fire should be to destroy. Let the leprosy be death in the 

constitution, brought about by sin, and the virus, actual sin itself. By this 

illustration, all mankind are under the power of leprosy, which cannot be 

cured by the fire, owing to the presence of the combustible virus, which 

will catch fire and destroy the patient.  

 

If only one could be found free from the virus, he could go through the fire 

and save the rest: but he cannot be found. God interposes and produces 

such a one among them, one in whom the leprosy exists without the virus, 

that the rest may be cured by joining hands with him after he has gone 

through the fire. He goes through the fire “for them;” but is it not obvious 

that he goes through it for himself in the first instance? For if he is not 

delivered from the leprosy first, how will his going through the fire avail 

them? It is “for himself that it might be for them.” He is now “separate 

from them,” but he was not so in the first instance. 

 

When Did the Priesthood of Christ 

Commence? 
Christadelphian Magazine 1873, pg. 491 

 

In the seventh chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews there occurs the 

following statement in reference to Jesus Christ:  

Heb. 7:26-27 “For such an High Priest becomes us, who is holy, 

harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners, and made higher than the 

heavens, who needeth not daily, as those high priests, to offer up 

sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for the people’s: for this he 

did once, when he offered up himself.” 

 

The ordinances under the Mosaic Law here referred to, are described in 

the ninth chapter of Leviticus, where we read that Aaron the High Priest 

first offered up a sacrifice for himself, and then offered up one for the 

people. Now this, says the inspired writer, “Jesus did once, when he 

offered up himself.” This is equivalent to saying that Jesus offered for 

himself as well as for the people.  

 

It is true that he had no actual sins of his own to offer for, being, as regards 

character, “holy, harmless, undefiled, and separate from sinners;” but 
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inasmuch as the consequences of Adam’s sin rested upon him, it was 

necessary for a sacrifice to be offered up in order to take it away.  

 

In addition to this, Jesus was made a curse under the Mosaic Law by 

hanging on a tree; from this also he required cleansing. The only sacrifice 

available for this object was the antitypical Lamb of God, which, though 

physically defiled, was, morally, without spot or blemish. For this reason, 

and this only, could he offer himself for himself. 

 

To this view of the passage under consideration, the following objections 

have been raised:— 

1st.—If Jesus Christ offered up for himself as well as for the people, 

it ought to have said: “These he did once,” instead of “This he did 

once.” 

 

2nd.—Killing is not offering; therefore, this passage cannot refer to 

anything which was done by Jesus before his death. 

 

3rd.—Jesus Christ did not become a priest until he went to heaven, 

and, consequently, this passage cannot refer to his giving himself up 

to death, or to anything else he did on earth. 

 

In regard to these objections, we have the following observations to offer. 

 

1st.—No one, having due regard to the grammatical construction of the 

sentence would give utterance to this objection. The antecedent to the 

word “this” is the phrase “to offer up sacrifice.” The plural relative 

pronoun “these,” would, therefore, be quite out of place. As far as the 

relative and its antecedent are concerned, it would have made no 

difference if the phrase, “first for his own sins, and then for the people’s,” 

had been omitted; this is a parenthetic clause, defining more specifically 

the preceding statement; it is necessary to the verse from a doctrinal, but 

not from a grammatical point of view.  

 

The sense in which the phrase, “his own sins,” is used in reference to Jesus 

Christ, must be ascertained from other parts of the Bible. This has already 

been defined. [In the reddened quotes above—JP] The apostle is writing 

in a condensed form, and his main object is to show that Jesus was a priest, 

without explaining all the details of his priesthood. 

 

2nd.—It is true that killing is not necessarily offering, any more than 

baptism is salvation. But it cannot be denied that the killing is comprised 

in the offering. Without baptism there can be no salvation, and without 

killing there can be no such thing as the offering of a sacrifice requiring 

the shedding of blood.  
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That the word offering is not confined to that which follows the slaying of 

the animal, is apparent from the fact that the animals were called offerings 

before they were slain.  

Lev. 3:2 “He shall lay his hand upon the head of the offering, and kill 

it at the door of the tabernacle of the congregation.”  

 

Lev. 7:2 “In the place where they kill the burnt offering shall they kill 

the trespass offering.”  

 

The animal was offered as a sacrifice when it was slain; the blood and the 

other parts were offered, as evidence that the animal had been killed, when 

they were subsequently presented to the Lord. The whole process 

comprised the offering of the appointed sacrifice. In accordance with the 

type Jesus Christ offered himself as a sacrificial victim when he was 

crucified; for he submitted to death voluntarily. There was thus an element 

in his case which was not to be found in the case of animals sacrificed; 

they were not allowed to exercise any will in the matter; but he was. This 

difference enabled him to act the part of a priest as well as a sacrifice.  

 

And yet he did not slay himself. He was slain by wicked men who were 

unknowingly the instruments of Jehovah in this important event. The fact 

that God made use of them for His purpose, does not free them from guilt. 

Their motives were bad, and therefore, God could justly punish them. It 

was not the mere hanging on a tree that killed Jesus; this is shewn by the 

fact that he died before the two thieves who were crucified with him. 

  

Moreover, it is a well attested fact that death by crucifixion never occurred 

in anything like so short a space of time as that which elapsed between his 

being hung on the cross and his death. What was it, then, that killed him? 

Grief: grief caused, no doubt, by the wickedness of men. Psalms 22 and 

69 show this plainly. In the latter he is represented as saying, “Reproach 

hath broken my heart” (69:20); and in the former, “My heart is like wax; 

it is melted in the midst of my bowels”—(22:14). Thus Jesus Christ died 

of a broken heart caused by grief. It was his Father’s will that he should 

be placed in circumstances which produced this result. Hence, it is said 

that he, “through the eternal Spirit, offered himself,” as a sacrifice, 

“without spot to God”—(Heb. 9:14). 

 

That the offering in Jesus Christ’s case comprised his death is clear from:  

Heb. 9:25, 26:—“Nor yet that he should offer himself often, as the 

high priest entereth into the holy place every year with the blood of 

others; for then must he often have suffered since the foundation of 

the world: but now once in the end of the world hath he appeared to 

put away sin by the sacrifice of himself.”  
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This passage, in effect, says that if he had had to offer himself often, he 

would have had to suffer often. Hence, the suffering is part of the offering. 

He first offered himself as a sacrifice and then, after his resurrection, 

offered or presented himself before the Lord. 

 

The fact that part of the process of typical offering took place after the 

animal was dead, is no evidence that Jesus could not offer himself both 

before and after his death. In his case an event took place that is not 

represented in the sacrifice of brutes, and that was his resurrection. If for 

no other reason, this event was absolutely necessary from the fact that he 

comprised in his own person the temple and the priest as well as the 

sacrifice. Without the priest and the temple the process of offering could 

not have been completed. To have offered him while dead would have 

been useless, because, according to Ps. 30:9, there was no profit in his 

blood as long as it was in the pit or grave. Unlike the animals sacrificed, 

his restoration to life was essential to render his blood acceptable to his 

Heavenly Father. 

 

3rd.—The last objection is the most important of the three. It has the merit 

of being very definite. It is either true or false; if true, it can be proved; if 

false, it can be disproved. Let us see what the New Testament says upon 

the subject.  

 

To enable us to do this we must call to mind certain facts connected with 

the institutions of the Aaronic priesthood. Under the Mosaic Law there 

was a tabernacle or temple divided into two compartments by means of 

the veil; the first was called the holy place, and the second the most holy 

place; the latter could not be entered except by going through the former. 

Only priests were permitted to go into the most holy place, and that only 

once a year.  

 

Before any priest could officiate in these holy places he had to go through 

certain ceremonies. These are described in—  

Exodus 40:12–15: “Thou shalt bring Aaron and his sons unto the door 

of the tabernacle of the congregation, and wash them with water. And 

thou shalt put upon Aaron the holy garments, and anoint him, and 

sanctify him; that he may minister unto me in the priest’s office. And 

thou shalt bring his sons and clothe them with coats: and thou shalt 

anoint them, as thou didst anoint their father, that they may minister 

unto me in the priest’s office: for their anointing shall surely be an 

everlasting priesthood throughout their generations.”  

 

Any Aaronic priest attempting to minister in the ordinances of the temple, 

without having previously subjected himself to these ceremonies, would 
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be guilty of presumptuous sin, and be liable to the punishment brought 

upon Nadab and Abihu for offering “strange fire before the Lord”—(Lev. 

10:1). The injunctions respecting the ceremonies to be attended to by the 

high priest before entering the most holy place, are given with even greater 

minuteness. They are to be found in—  

Lev. 16:2–4 “And the Lord said unto Moses, speak unto Aaron thy 

brother, that he come not at all times into the holy place, within the 

vail, before the mercy seat, which is upon the ark; that he die not: for 

I will appear in the cloud upon the mercy seat. Thus shall Aaron come 

into the holy place, with a young bullock for a sin offering, and a ram 

for a burnt offering. He shall put on the holy linen coat, and he shall 

have the linen breeches upon his flesh, and shall be girded with a linen 

girdle, and with the linen mitre shall he be attired: these are the holy 

garments; therefore shall he wash his flesh in water, and so put them 

on.”  

 

Any high priest entering the most holy place in any other than the mode 

here prescribed would have been instantly struck dead: he was not to enter 

it at all times “that he die not;” he was only to enter it “once a year”— 

(Lev. 16:24; Heb. 9:7). And he was not to enter it even then without 

having, previously washed “his flesh in water,” and put on the holy 

garments.  

 

The clothing with holy garments is assigned as the reason for his washing 

his flesh with water. This shews that his flesh was considered as impure, 

and therefore unfit to come in contact with garments that were holy. What 

made his flesh impure? The Adamic curse resting upon him. In addition to 

this physical impurity he was morally impure; for he was not free from 

personal transgression. Hence the necessity for his being clothed with holy 

garments. The water provisionally purified him physically, and the 

garments provisionally purified him morally. Both were necessary to 

enable him to officiate as a high priest in the presence of the Lord. 

 

All these things were types or “patterns of things in the heavens” (Heb. 

9:23); that is, they were representations of things of a more exalted 

character, things which pertained, not to the purification of the flesh, but 

to the purification of the conscience. Jesus Christ was the individual 

antitype of the temple (John 2:21), of the altar (Heb. 13:10), of the sacrifice 

(John 1:29), and of the high priest (Heb. 4:14). He was the antitype of the 

temple through the Father dwelling in him by the measureless power of 

the Spirit, during the days of his flesh.  

 

To be the antitypical temple, and at the same time not the antitypical priest, 

would be inappropriate, inasmuch as none but a typical priest could 

lawfully enter the typical temple. Hence we should expect to find that 
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Jesus was a priest during some portion of his mortal career. How can this 

be definitely ascertained? By the statement that “the veil” of the temple 

typified “his flesh” (Heb. 10:20); the flesh of Jesus Christ was the 

antitypical veil of the antitypical temple. As long as he was in the flesh he 

could not enter into the most holy place; he must be “born of the Spirit” 

before he could enter into the presence of unveiled Deity. Seeing that the 

veil was his flesh, and that he was not in the antitypical most holy place, 

and yet was the antitypical temple, he must have been in the antitypical 

holy place. He could not be there without being a priest; hence he was a 

priest before his death, and, as a consequence, could offer himself up as a 

sacrifice either for himself or for others, or for both.  

 

That sacrifice was for the purpose of taking away sin, and so removing the 

barrier to eternal life: 

Heb. 9:26 “he put away sin by the sacrifice of himself.”  

Heb. 10:10 “We are sanctified through the offering of the body of 

Jesus Christ once.”   

Heb. 10:12 “this man after he had offered a sacrifice of sins for ever, 

sat down on the right hand of God.”  

 

The offering in his case, as in that of animal sacrifices, comprised death. 

So that to have offered himself as a sacrifice in the complete sense of the 

term, he must have been a priest before he suffered death. To contend that 

his priesthood did not commence on earth, is in effect to affirm that he did 

not offer himself as a sacrifice for anyone. If he did not as a priest, 

“through the Eternal Spirit,” offer himself as a sacrifice, sin has not been 

put away, and, as a consequence, there is, as yet, no way of salvation for 

any human being. 

 

The answer to the question at the head of this paper is to be found in an 

important event which took place on the banks of the Jordan. When Jesus 

came to John the Baptist, he did so that he might be consecrated or set 

apart for the work which Jehovah had set him to do. He had finished his 

private life, and was now about to enter upon his official career. But, 

before he could do this, he must undergo a typical purification ceremony, 

because, although perfectly righteous, in regard to character, his nature 

was unclean. He, therefore, applied to John the Baptist to be immersed 

that, like the Aaronic priests, he might he washed all over with water 

before commencing his official duties.  

 

He did not require to put on any special garments, after the manner of the 

Aaronic priesthood, because he was perfectly righteous; he had not, like 

them, any moral impurity, necessitating his being covered with holy 

garments. The Aaronic priests had to be provisionally purified from the 

effects of Adam’s sin, and also from their own individual transgressions. 
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But Jesus only required to be provisionally purified from the former, and 

this was effected by his immersion in water; his own righteousness 

constituted a sufficient garment of holiness with which to cover him. 

 

The inauguration of the official career of Jesus of Nazareth was not 

completed by his being washed in the waters of the river Jordan. Aaron 

and his sons were anointed with oil before they could commence their 

priestly functions. Jesus as their antitype, was anointed with Spirit, which 

is the antitype of oil. He, thereby, became de facto, Jesus the Christ, or 

anointed one. He was anointed to be a prophet, priest, and king.  

 

He commenced his duties as a prophet immediately after his temptation in 

the wilderness. In fulfilling this office he manifested that righteousness 

which was necessary to constitute him the antitypical High Priest. When 

hung upon the cross, his probation had terminated, and he was then, at that 

time, completely invested with the antitypical holy garments, and was in a 

position to offer himself up as the antitypical sacrifice to cleanse himself 

from the Adamic curse under which he was born, and from the Mosaic 

curse, under which he was brought through hanging on a tree. Thus in 

faithfully performing his duties as a prophet, he prepared himself for 

officiating as a high priest, and in carrying out his priestly functions, he 

laid the foundation for hereafter becoming an immortal king. 

 

To the conclusion to which the foregoing facts point, that Jesus Christ was 

a priest during the days of his flesh, while on earth, an objection has been 

raised on the basis of the following testimonies: “For the law maketh men 

high priests which have infirmity; but the word of the oath, which was 

since the law, maketh the Son who is consecrated for evermore” (Heb. 

7:28); “For if he were on earth, he should not be a priest, seeing that there 

are priests that offer gifts according to the law”—(Heb. 8:4). It is said that 

as the law only made men who have infirmities priests, Jesus could not be 

a priest while in the infirmity of the flesh, and that his priesthood being 

unchangeable could not commence on earth before his death.  

 

The obvious answer to this objection is that the apostle is not entering into 

an argument as to when the priesthood of Jesus Christ commenced; his 

object is to prove that Jesus is an immortal priest in heaven, and that his 

priesthood has superseded the Aaronic order. When he says that “if Jesus 

were on earth he should not be a priest,” he means that he could not be a 

priest according to the Mosaic Law, because there still existed—

notwithstanding the legal abolition of that law—Levitical priests who 

offered gifts pertaining to that priesthood. Jesus being of the tribe of Judah 

(Heb. 7:14) could not, if he had been on earth, have offered in accordance 

with the Mosaic ritual.  
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He was of an entirely different order of priesthood; and, very 

appropriately, his priesthood was inaugurated before the Levitical was 

abolished. The mere fact of Jesus being upon the earth would not affect 

his priesthood, or else it could not be said of him in reference to the future, 

when a king on earth, that “he shall be a priest upon his throne”—(Zech. 

6:13). His death did not abolish his priestly office any more than it 

abolished his prophetic and kingly offices; for all of which he was anointed 

on the banks of the Jordan; his death simply suspended his priestly 

functions until his resurrection; when he rose from the dead, he was as 

much a priest as before his death. His priesthood is “unchangeable” (Heb. 

7:24), because he has, since his resurrection, been made immortal. There 

is, therefore, no necessity for a succession of priests, as under the Levitical 

order. The one consecration lasts for evermore, or for that age extending 

from his inauguration as a priest until the abolition of sin and death.  

 

It is, doubtless, true that he did not commence the mediatorial functions 

pertaining to his priesthood until he went to heaven; but in view of the 

foregoing testimony, it is clear that this is not the case in regard to his 

being constituted a priest. 

 

The priesthood of Jesus Christ has two aspects, one Aaronic and the other 

Melchisedec. Not being a member of the tribe of Levi, he could not be a 

member of the Levitical order of priesthood; but this fact did not prevent 

him becoming the antitype of that order. On the contrary, he being the 

embodiment of the better things shadowed forth in the law, must 

necessarily fulfil, antitypically, the Aaronic priesthood. He is the antitype 

of the Aaronic order, and is at the same time a priest of the Melchisedec 

order. In fact, the Melchisedec order of priesthood, as embodied in him, 

may be said to be the antitype of the Aaronic order. Hence, Jesus could 

not be called according to the former, without being the antitype of the 

latter. “Thou art a priest for ever after the order of Melchisedec”—(Heb. 

7:17.) This would be more correctly rendered, “Thou art a priest for the 

age after the order of Melchisedec:” that is, until the end of the millennial 

age, when the necessity for priesthood will cease in consequence of there 

being no longer any sin or mortal beings on the earth. It is not true, as 

taught in “orthodox” theology that Jesus Christ is to be a priest throughout 

eternity. 
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Christ’s Redemption Taught in the 

Mosaic Law 

He [Moses—JP.] built an altar under the hill surrounded by twelve pillars, 

to represent the twelve tribes of Israel. On this altar he poured half of the 

blood of young oxen which had been killed by the young men (probably 

Levites) whom he had selected for the service. The rest of the blood he put 

in basins, and having read what he had written in the book, he dipped in 

the blood scarlet wool and hyssop, and with this sprinkled the book out of 

which he had read to as many of the people as were within convenient 

range, saying with a loud voice, "This is the blood of the covenant which 

God hath enjoined unto you".  

Paul, commenting on these things, says that “almost all things are by the 

law purged with blood". The reason he gives is that no covenant is of force 

while the covenant-victim liveth. Blood poured out is the symbol of death, 

and the sprinkling with this blood on altar, book, and people, was an 

intimation that no covenant of everlasting force, could be made without 

the death of the men to whom it was offered. If it be asked why, the answer 

is, that death was due. Death had passed upon all men through Adam, and 

it reigned over them, although they "had not sinned after the similitude of 

Adam's transgression", on account of "the many offences" from which no 

man is exempt. The multitude to whom God offered the covenant of His 

favour by Moses was a multitude in this position. Consequently it was not 

compatible with the greatness of God that any advance could be made to 

them without the ritual illustration and enforcement of their true position.  

This is the explanation of the fact that the first covenant was "not dedicated 

without blood". The Mosaic patterns were all purified thus. Blood 

proclaimed the infliction of death. It was an infliction of death on animals, 

and therefore not efficacious for final results, yet, as a shadow, it 

commanded assent to the principle. Blood, as the symbol of death, 

typically purged the death defilement. Death is always treated in the 

Mosaic system as a defiling thing. To touch a dead body, or a grave, or a 

bone was to contract defilement. The whole congregation, as they stood 

there before Moses, were in the antitypically defiled state. They had not 

only touched death through descent from the condemned of Eden; but they 

were in contact with its defiling power in their own bodies. There was 

therefore nothing but that which was just and seemly in the shedding of 

blood being made accessory to the establishment of a covenant of peace 

between God and them.  
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Paul notes that without the shedding of blood there is no remission—that 

is, there is no putting aside of sin with a view to friendship, without the 

fullest recognition of its nature and its unreserved repudiation. This is the 

reasonable requirement of the wisdom of God in type and antitype.  

The type is before us; the antitype is in Christ. He is the altar, the book of 

the law, and the other things that come after. The sprinkling of the typical 

blood on both by Moses prefigured the operation of divine love and 

wisdom in Christ's own sacrifice. It was a sacrifice operative on himself 

first of all: for he is the beginning of the new creation, the firstfruits of the 

new harvest, the foundation of the new temple. He was the nucleus of a 

new and healthy life developed among men, for the healing of all who 

should become incorporate with it. As such, it was needful that he should 

himself be the subject of the process and the reaper of the results. Hence 

the testimony that "the God of peace brought again from the dead our Lord 

Jesus, the great shepherd of the sheep, through the blood of the everlasting 

covenant" (Heb. 13:20), and that by his own blood, entering into the holy 

place, he obtained (middle, or self-subjective, state of the verb) eternal 

redemption ("for us" is interpolated) (9:12). The Father saved him from 

death for his obedience unto death (Heb. 5:7-9; Phil. 2:8-9; Rom. 5:19).  

The common view which disconnects Christ from the operation of his own 

sacrifice would have required that Moses should have left the altar and the 

book of the law unsprinkled. These were parts of what Paul terms "the 

patterns of things in the heavens", concerning which he remarks that it was 

necessary they should be purified with the sacrifices ordained. The 

application of this to Christ as the antitype he makes instantly; "but (it was 

necessary that) the heavenly things themselves (should be purified) with 

better sacrifices than these" (Heb. 9:23). The phrase "the heavenly things" 

is an expression covering all the high, holy and exalted things of which the 

Mosaic pattern was but a foreshadowing. They are all comprehended in 

Christ, who is the nucleus from which all will be developed, the foundation 

on which all will be built. The statement is therefore a declaration that it 

was necessary that Christ should first of all be purified with better 

sacrifices than the Mosaic: "Neither by the blood of goats and calves, but 

by his own blood he entered in once into the holy place"; "not into the holy 

places made with hands, which are the figures of the true; but into heaven 

itself, now to appear in the presence of God for us" (Heb. 9:12, 23-24).  

Among the many shadows of the Mosaic transaction, none is more 

significant than this, that the people were required to express their consent 

to the Divine law before God condescended to enter into covenant with 

them even on the basis of sacrifice. Popular religion makes the Divine 

advances to man a merely philanthropic affair—a question of saving 
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people in the sense of conferring a benefit on them. That God is love and 

purposes to confer a benefit on man, is indeed an undoubted and joyful 

truth; but there is a prior principle and a prior aim which the covenant 

made with Israel at Sinai illustrates in a way not to be mistaken, just as 

there was a prior principle in the case of infliction of death. The breach of 

God's supremacy was the cause of death: its restoration is the condition-

precedent of favour. The lesson of sacrifice is not so much the idea of 

man's punishment as God's vindication. Heathen religions have seized and 

magnified the former idea, with its concomitant notion of justice finding 

satisfaction in the blood of a substitutionary sufferer. Revelation through 

Moses and Christ exhibits it as the enforcement of the will of God as the 

law of human action. With this every element of divine truth vibrates in 

harmony. Even the kingdom and the cross unite here: "Thy will be done 

on earth, as it is in heaven."—Law of Moses by bro. Roberts.  

Signs of the Times 
Persia, Tarshish, and Mid-East Peace 

 

Looking from the maps from the article in January on Signs, we see that 

the modern day nation of Iraq is to be in the hands of the King of the North.  

This is true for two reasons.  First, and most importantly, Iraq is the 

modern day representation of the ancient nations of Nineveh and Babylon.  

These were the two great enemies of Israel throughout the Old Testament.  

Though neither city has any significant existence today, the nation itself is 

destined to be in the Northern alliance. 

 

Secondly, the nation of Iraq is specifically listed as “Ethiopia” in Ezek. 38.  

It is true that there are two nations identified in Scriptures as “Cush,” 

which is generally translated into English as “Ethiopia.”    One is Iraq.  The 

second is the nation we today know as Ethiopia.  It is likely that both of 

these states will be included in the Northern Alliance.  Certainly the Iraqi 

Cush appears to be indicated as hostile to the Tarshish powers, as Isaiah 

speaks of Tarshish coming from “beyond the rivers of Cush.”  The River 

of Cush is identified in Genesis 2 as the Gihon [ancient Gyndes, modern 

day Diyala – JP] which compasses the land of Cush (Ethiopia—KJV)  

Gen 2:13 And the name of the second river is Gihon: the same is it 

that compasseth the whole land of Ethiopia.  

 

Now it should be clear to all that the nation of Iraq is in great flux.  It has 

been torn apart by strife for nearly 30 years now.  It is a nation which is 

predominantly Shi’ite Moslem (about 60% of its population) with large 

minority populations of Sunni Muslims and Kurds, who also tend to be 

Sunni Muslims.  As predominantly a Shi’ite Muslim nation, they have a 

religious tie to Iran (Persia) which is also predominantly Shi’ite Muslim.   
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The goal of Iran has been to create a Shi’ite crescent across the top of the 

Middle East, from which it can strangle the rest of the Middle East into 

subservience to Tehran and it’s particular brand of Muslim.  This has been 

the principle work of General Qasem Soleimani, (the general recently 

killed in Iraq) who has been trying to accomplish this by his work with 

Hezbollah in Lebanon and Iraq, and the Alawites (a form of Shi’ite) in 

Syria.   

 

But the Tarshish power is still the principle power in modern day 

Iraq/Cush.  Both the United States and Britain have large amounts of men 

and weapons in Iraq.  So much is this the case, that when Iran (the Persia 

of Ezek. 38) wished to attack the two Tarshish states to avenge the death 

of its terrorist general, Soleimani, who was blown up at the hands of the 

United States, it launched 15 ballistic missiles into Iraq. 

 

But the attack on General Soleimani has had the unintended consequence, 

that the Iraqi parliament, (which is dominated by Shi’ites,) asked the 

United States to leave Iraq.  And President Trump expressed his 

willingness to do so, in the not too distant future.  And while this is 

unlikely to happen in the near future, it shows the ultimate Divine goal for 

Iraq.  It shows that Iraq does in fact want to become a part of the Shi’ite 

crescent, and that it will continue to work to remove Tarshish powers from 

its lands, and that God will ultimately cause this to happen. 

 

The Rebirth of a Tarshish  Power 
We have also recently seen a further development of God’s plan as 

expressed in Ezek. 38, in that one of the Tarshish States, Britain, took a 

great step recently, in separating 

themselves from the 12 Starred 

Woman of the Beast Nations of 

Europe.  Almost four years ago, 

Britain, in a public election, 

voted to leave the European 

Union.  But politics being what 

they are, Britain still remains a 

member of the European Union.  

This is because the wealthy and 

powerful in Britain love the 

Beast (as all rich and powerful 

do) and have not wanted to 

separate from it.  But the 

elections of December 2019 saw 

those who supported the 

separation from the Beast, give a 

landslide victory to those MPs (members of Parliament) who support 
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Britain leaving the EU.  Now with a very large majority, Britain will soon 

be able to leave the European Union, perhaps before you receive this issue 

of the Berean.   

 

As we watch the struggles of the British people to free themselves from 

the grasp of that Twelve Starred Harlot of Revelations 12, the prophesy 

that comes to the fore is this one from Isaiah: 

Isa 23:14-17   “Howl, ye ships of Tarshish: for your strength is laid 

waste.  And it shall come to pass in that day, that Tyre shall be 

forgotten seventy years, according to the days of one king: after the 

end of seventy years shall Tyre sing as an harlot.   Take an harp, go 

about the city, thou harlot that hast been forgotten; make sweet 

melody, sing many songs, that thou mayest be remembered.   And it 

shall come to pass after the end of seventy years, that the LORD will 

visit Tyre, and she shall turn to her hire, and shall commit fornication 

with all the kingdoms of the world upon the face of the earth.”  

 

This prophesy begins by lamenting the destruction of Tarshish and its 

mighty fleet.  This destruction will take place, as we pointed out in the 

Berean for January, 2020 pg. 46-47 at the hands of the East Wind, or the 

divine actions of God. 

 

The prophesy then goes on to lament the destruction of Tyre, saying Tyre 

shall be “forgotten” for 70 years.  In its type, Tyre was destroyed by 

Babylon, an empire of which lasted 70 years.  After the fall of Babylon, 

Tyre was reconstructed into a great city, and able again to sing as a harlot 

till later destroyed by Alexander the Great, 

 

Tyre, with its mother, Tarshish, (Isa. 23:10) in the ancient world, had 

become the richest nation of all.  While not the military power of Assyria, 

Babylon or Egypt, and not expanding its wealth through conquest like 

many of the more notable nations of antiquity, it generated its wealth as a 

great mercantile trading nation, situated on the coast of Lebanon.  This 

wealth had an evil effect on it, destroying the moral fabric of its society, 

as wealth does on most nations and individuals.  We can see the change in 

it, if we consider the difference in Kings.  We go from Hiram, a lover of 

King David, to Ethbaal, king of Sidon (and sister city to Tyre) the father 

of Jezebel.  The immorality Jezebel brought to Israel, is a testimony to how 

corrupt the descendants of Hiram had become. 

 

Now, the rest of this prophesy by Isaiah dealt with the destruction of the 

mother city of Tyre, which existed on the coast of Lebanon, its destruction, 

and then its rebirth.  That original Tyre eventually betrayed her 

relationship with Israel, and was subsequently destroyed, first by Babylon, 

and finally by Alexander the Great, so that the Tyre that exists today is not 



111 

 

the Tyre of this prophesy.  That Tyre was lowered by Alexander, till it was 

covered by the Mediterranean Sea. 

 

But Tyre comes to stand as a prophetic symbol, relevant to the latter days.  

Tyre, and the nations symbolized by that name, come to stand for the 

wealthy power that will again support Israel in the latter days.  In fact we 

read in the Psalms of the great day when Jesus shall again stand in 

Jerusalem that: 

Psa 45:12 “And the daughter of Tyre shall be there with a gift; even 

the rich among the people shall intreat thy favour.”  

 

So to be able to bring gifts to Jesus, David’s greater son, Tyre must recover 

from her wounds, which is also a part of the Bible prophesy concerning 

Tyre.   Tyre was to recover after being forgotten 70 years. 

 

As we said, Tyre’s special role at the time of the end was to be the wealthy 

protector of Israel, who would try to resist the advancing Northern Hosts.  

Britain’s relationship to Israel can be seen in the following chart.   

 
1916 McMahon/Hussein Agreement Promised Palestine to the Arabs 

1916 Sykes/Picot Agreement Secret Agreement to divide Middle 

East between France and Britain 

1917 Balfour Declaration Promised Palestine to the Jews 

1917 Battle for Jerusalem Gen. Allenby frees Jerusalem from 

Turkish Rule 

1920 Sykes/Picot Agreement ratified 

at San Remo Conference 

Britain and France divide control of 

Middle East following WW I 

1922 Churchill White Paper Says Balfour made Israel a Jewish 

“cultural center,” not a Jewish State 

1930 Passfield White Paper Banned Land purchases by Jews 

1939 MacDonald White Paper Limited Jewish immigration to 75,000 

total, over five years.  Promised no 

Jewish immigration after 1944 

1946 Operation Agatha 

 Black Sabbath 

Britain invades Palestine, arrests all 

Jewish leaders except Ben Gurion and 

Meir.  Israel blows up British head-

quarters at King David Hotel. 

1947 Britain Abandons Mandate Ends Sykes Picot Control over 

Palestine 

 
As can be seen from the above chart, Britain started off well enough, 

setting the stage for the rebirth of the nation of Israel, promising Israel to 

the Jews through the Balfour Declaration, and freeing Jerusalem from the 

Turks with her army, through General Allenby.  But over time, Britain 

kept making it harder and harder for Israel to become an independent 

nation, till in 1945, Britain abandoned her role, and all Jewish immigration 

to the land of Israel was prohibited.   
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After WW II, Britain began to see their future with Europe and the Arab 

states, and not with Israel.  They began taking steps which, if carried out, 

would have guaranteed Israel’s destruction.  This sparked great unrest 

within Israel, and much terrorist activity by illegal Jewish forces, notably 

two illegal terrorist groups, the Irgun and the Stern Gang.  Britain tried to 

end the terrorism in 1946 by invading Israel with at least 20,000 men, 

placing all Israeli leadership in prison, expect David Ben Gurion and 

Golda Meir.  Israel responded with even more terrorism, convincing 

Britain to ultimately leave. 

 

1945, the year before the British invasion of Israel, Britain had a marked 

change in government.  The British Labour Party (essentially a socialist 

party) came to power under Clement Attlee, and maintained control for 

the next 6 years.  This worsened Israel’s plight, as the socialists of Britain 

worked hard for Israel’s downfall. 

 

Curiously from the standpoint of Bible prophesy, it is impossible not to 

observe that these years of 1945 through 1951, a period roughly 70 years 

ago, brought Britain’s ties with Continental Europe much closer together, 

while at the same time worsening their relationship with Israel.  The two 

things go hand in hand.  Catholic and Socialist Europe hate Israel, both for 

religious reasons.   

 

As the hostility to Jewish Israel intensified in 1946, Britain grew even 

closer to Europe, entering into the formation of the North Atlantic Treaty 

Alliance in 1949 which kept the western European States unified in a 

military stance with the US and Canada.  So it seems appropriate that 70 

years later, according to Bible prophesy, we should see the strains in all 

these relationships occurring.  Strains like Brexit, or Britain exiting the 

European Union, and coming back to act like the Tyre of old. 

 

As the trials of the Middle East drew on, by the late 1940s, Britain had 

wearied of that fight.  She also had become fearful of upsetting the Arabs 

and losing the Arab oil which she deemed necessary for her economy. 

Britain finally in 1947 withdrew from Palestine altogether.  By 1957 she 

became even more forgotten, as she adopted, through a White paper issued 

by Duncan Sandys, the British Defense Minister, an official policy called  

“West of Gibraltar,” whereby Britain said they would not intervene in the 

Middle East, or even the Mediterranean, keeping their forces west of the 

Rock of Gibraltar, or the western entrance to the Mediterranean Sea.  She 

could not control the Sea of Tarshish, if she refused to sail in the Sea of 

Tarshish. 

 

In the years following this withdrawal, Britain grew closer to Europe.  In 

1960 they entered into a free trade agreement with the fledgling group that 
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became the European Union.  In 1975 Britain joined the Common Market 

with Europe, and in 1999 they joined the European Union, bringing their 

civil society under the control of Brussels.  All of these things exhibited 

the antitypical Tyre moving in the wrong direction, but fulfilling her 

prophetic role of being forgotten 70 years. 

   

70 years ago, it seemed to Britain and its Labor Party that its future was 

best served in an alliance with Continental Europe.  Today, as they witness 

a Europe corrupting under socialism with their social systems 

overwhelmed by illegal immigration, their future is clearly better served 

in alliances with other Tarshish states. 

 

The increasing friction with Europe which we have seen growing since 

2016, appears applicable to this prophetic city of Tyre.  Among the richest 

(some might say the richest city among the English alliances is London)  

London is certainly among the cities to be considered as the latter day 

Tyre. 

 

But what have we seen since 2016?  In 2016, on June 26th, the British 

people voted to end this long association with Europe, the Magog and 

Gomer of Ezekiel 38, and move in a different direction, exactly as Bible 

prophesy said had to happen.  The vote, called the vote for the British exit 

of the European Union, or Brexit for short, gave the people of Britain the 

choice, and they chose to reverse the course of their leaders, against the 

advice of their leaders, and take their rightful place on the world’s scene, 

out of close association with Catholic continental Europe.  The wise 

money people had bet 5:1 that it would fail.  To the shock of the world, 

but not to Bible students, it passed.  We couldn’t say how Britain would 

disengage from Catholic Europe, but we knew that after 70 years, they 

must.   

 

Now we wrote at the start of this discussion about Isaiah’s prophesy, of 

Tyre being suppressed for 70 years, the length of the Babylonian captivity, 

where Tyre’s hire went to Babylon, till Babylon destroyed her.  Then she 

was reborn.  Well, perhaps it is no coincidence then that Britain’s lowest 

point in its relationship with Israel happened nearly 70 years to the day of 

the Brexit vote.   

 

The lowest point in the British-Jewish relationship was reached in 1946.  

Believing that Britain was working for the overthrow of Israel, near the 

end of the British Mandate, Israel had intensified its raids against Britain, 

blowing up 11 Bridges in one night (called the Night of Bridges) and 

interrupting all travel by train in Palestine.  British soldiers were kidnaped 

and held in exchange for Irgun prisoners (Irgun was an illegal police force 

that Israel had put together, which essentially had become a terrorist group 



114 

 

towards Britain), and some British soldiers were hung when demands were 

not met.  To end the turmoil, Britain invaded Israel, June 29th, 1946 in what 

the British called Operation Agatha, but what the Jews call “Black 

Sabbath.”  Britain admits to an invading force of 17,000 regular soldiers, 

and 2,500 civil policemen.  Israel claims the invading force to be nearly 

100,000 men.  2,700 Jews were arrested, including all Jewish leaders but 

two (David Ben Gurion, who was out of the country, and Golda Meir).  

The offices of the Jewish Agency and Haganah were raided, and files taken 

back to the British Head Quarters at the King David Hotel.  The files were 

going to be used to determine illegal actions by Irgun and Stern Gang 

(another illegal Israeli police force) to prosecute those responsible. 

 

Israel could not allow the files taken to be seen, so two weeks later, the 

Irgun, led by future Prime Minister Menachem Begin blew up the British 

Head Quarters at the King David hotel, killing 91 and wounding 46, 

destroying all the papers so dangerous to Israel’s future.  This invasion of 

Black Sabbath took place in June 29, 1946.  The Brexit vote took place 70 

years later, nearly to the very day, June 26th 2016.   

 

Mid-East Peace Agreement 

President Trump has unveiled his peace agreement proposal for the Middle 

East this month.  The Palestinians have already rejected the proposed 

peace agreement and said they will not come to the table for discussions.  

This doesn’t seem to be bothering any of the other principle players in the 

region, as three Arab states attended the unveiling. 

 

Both Benjamin Netanyahu’s Likud Party, and Bennie Gantz’s Blue and 

White Party (the two largest political parties in Israel) have embraced the 

proposed agreement.  Netanyahu has traveled to Washington to be briefed 

on the complete details of the plan, and to be a part of the unveiling.   

 

Opponents say that with the Palestinians rejecting the plan out of hand, it 

makes little difference what is in the plan.  But this plan does not aim to 

get the cooperation of Palestinians.  Rather, it aims at getting the approval 

of those Sunni Arabs, not aligned with the Moslem Brotherhood.  These 

states would include Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and most of the Persian Gulf 

States.  These are the states which fund both Fatah and Hamas, the two 

main political parties of the Palestinians.    Without the money of the larger 

Arab states, the Palestinians cannot survive long.  So the idea of the Trump 

administration is not to try to deal with the Palestinians, who have betrayed 

American Presidents, including Jimmy Carter and Bill Clinton, in the past 

by foiling their best efforts at the last minute, but to get cooperation 

through threatening to cut off all of their funding. 
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Brisbane Baptism Questions 
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) 

 

2. When did Jesus’ public mission begin? 

At his baptism. (Acts 1:22) 

 

Why was Christ baptized? 

Jesus said it was proper “for us (referring to John the Baptist and Himself) 

to fulfill all righteousness.” (Matthew 3:15) 

 

What does Jesus mean when he said, “for us to fulfill all 

righteousness?” 

The Lord’s words were in response to John’s confession on hearing 

Christ’s request to be baptized, that he (John) himself needed to be 

baptized of the Lord Jesus. The master’s words indicate he also had a need 

to be baptized and this need arises from the fact that for God’s 

righteousness to be declared in the great sacrificial work God had given 

him to do, he had to be a true representative (one in need of the same thing) 

of those he came to redeem. 

 

 Bro. Roberts says in fact “there was a necessity. The work he had come 

to do was first of all a work of obedience in himself.” (Nazareth Revisited 

pg. 84). Bro. Roberts states in the Law of Moses “Christ’s work was 

therefore to establish salvation by forgiveness, but forgiveness on 

conditions, and these conditions involved the declaration of the Father’s 

righteousness in the public condemnation of sin in its own flesh in the 

person of a guiltless possessor of that flesh” (Law of Moses, pg. 176). The 
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Lord Jesus’ obedience to baptism (a ritual act appointed by God 

symbolizing the putting away of sin) pointed forward to his sacrificial 

death. The Lord’s deliberate identification with John’s expression of need 

to be baptized “for us to fulfill all righteousness” shows us in the words 

of bro. Roberts “that Christ himself was included in the sacrificial work 

he did ‘for us.’ ‘For himself that it might be for us,’ for how otherwise 

could we have obtained redemption if it had not first come into his 

possession, for us to become joint heirs of?” (Law of Moses, 177) 

 

Do you believe the Law of Moses was a part of that ‘all righteousness’ 

the Lord said he had come to fulfill? 

 Paul said “the law is holy and the commandment is holy and righteous 

and good” (Romans 7:12 ESV). The Lord Jesus said with respect to the 

law and the prophets, “I have not come to abolish them, but to fulfill 

them…not an iota, not a dot, will pass from the law until all is 

accomplished” (Matt 5:17-18 ESV) The law was a representation of God’s 

righteousness (Romans 3:21), the reality was set forth in the life of perfect 

obedience, sacrificial condemnation of sin and resurrection of Christ. 

 

Was the Law then a figure or shadow and prophecy of how God would 

save men from their sins by the sacrifice of Christ? 

Yes. I believe Paul says so in Col. 2:17, and in Hebrews. (Chapters 8:5 

and 10:1) 

 

3. The baptism of John, as you know, was a “baptism of repentance 

for the remission of sins” (Mark 1:4). As Jesus had not sinned and 

therefore, had no need of repentance, what did his baptism represent? 

I believe Christ, though not a transgressor of God’s law, came as the sin-

bearer (Isaiah 53:5-6). By being “born of a woman, born under the law” 

(Galatians 4:4), God made him flesh and blood under the physical law of 

sin and death, by which means he bore our condemnation, so that he might 

take it away by his death (1 Peter 2:24).  

 

What covenant did Christ’s sacrificial death confirm (or bring into 

force)? 

The Abrahamic Covenant was confirmed (Romans 15:8), by which blood 

he himself, as our representative, was first redeemed and cleansed from 

the nature we all inherit. This established the basis upon which God could 

extend His mercy to us without violating His principles of righteousness.  

 

It is very important to hear those being examined say this great Truth. 

So as the sin-bearer, do you believe God laid all the sins of those who 

were to be saved upon him by Jesus being made of the same “sinful 

flesh” as the human race?  
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Yes, because the root of all our problems come from the nature we bear. 

Christ’s teachings (Matthew 5-7) always went to the root of man’s 

problem – “sin in the flesh”, and it was that root that he came to destroy in 

himself. (Isaiah 53:12; 1 Peter 2:24; 2 Corinthians 5:21) 

 

You say that Christ’s mission was to save men from their sins. What 

was the subject of his teaching to the Jewish race? 

He called His people, the Jews, to repentance from every evil work. He set 

forth infallible proof by the miracles he performed of His divine sonship 

and Jewish kingship. He proclaimed the glad tidings that God would 

restore the Kingdom of Israel through him and accomplish all things 

written in the prophets (Mark 1:15; Matthew 4:17, 5:20-48; John 1:49; 

Matthew 19:28; Luke 4:43 & 24:44; Statement of the Faith No. 11. 

 

What was the result of Christ delivering this message and exhibition 

of God’s power? 

He was put to death by the Jews and Romans (who were but instruments 

in the hand of God) to accomplish what God determined had to be done, 

as revealed through His prophets. (Acts 2:22-23, 3:13-18 & 4:10-12) 

 

THE BIBLE DEVIL AND SATAN 

 

4. What is Satan? 

It simply means an adversary. Like the word devil, it is an untranslated 

word. It was originally Hebrew, and was adopted into the Greek and 

finally transferred to the English. 

 

We in fact read the scriptures intelligently if we read adversary wherever 

we find ‘Satan’. When we do this we shall find it easy to avoid the popular 

misconception, which is nothing more than a pagan myth of an infernal 

fallen angel in opposition to God. 

 

Can you have a good and bad Satan? 

Yes. The Angel of Yahweh who stood in the way of Balaam’s ass is 

referred to as an adversary or Satan. Yahweh Himself is referred to as 

Satan or an adversary to Israel and caused David to number Israel. The 

saints in the ecclesia at Pergamos were said to dwell where “Satan’s seat 

(or throne) is,” ―Pergamos being the central Roman power in Asia. This 

power is referred to as “the devil” in Revelation 2:10, which “cast” some 

of the saints “into prison.” “Sin in the flesh” as manifested in the 

authorities of the Roman State was the great adversary (or Satan) of the 

early believers. (Numbers 22:22; 1 Chronicles 21:1 compare 2 Samuel 

24:1; Revelation 2:13) 

 

Can you have a good and bad devil? 
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No. The devil or the personification of sin in the flesh is always set against 

God, whereas the word Satan can be good or bad depending on the 

scriptural context. Sin however, is the great Satan or adversary personified 

in scripture. 

 

5. How then is man tempted?  

“Every man is tempted when he is drawn away of his own lust and 

enticed.” (James 1:14-15). The Lord Jesus says, “For from within, out of 

the heart of man, come evil thoughts, sexual immorality, theft, murder, 

adultery…all these evil things come from within, and they defile a person” 

(Mark 7:21-23). We are tempted both from within as a result of the defiled 

nature we bear, as well as from without.  

 

Was Jesus tempted? 

He was tempted in all points like unto us yet without sin. (Heb. 4:15) 

 

6. You have previously stated that sin was condemned in Christ who 

knew no sin and Jesus died that through death he might destroy him 

that hath the power of death, that is, the devil (Heb. 2:14). What is the 

devil? 

The Bible devil is a scriptural personification of ‘sin in the flesh’. The 

devil is understood by its characteristics; it is that in the flesh, “which has 

the power of death,” and is called sin because the fixing of this evil in the 

flesh was the result of man’s original transgression. There is no such being 

as the personal, immortal devil of popular religious belief (Romans 8:3; 

Hebrews 2:14). 

 

As you have stated there is no such being as the personal, immortal devil 

of popular religious belief. The belief in such a being is due to Greek 

Mythology and the misunderstanding of certain figures and symbols in the 

Bible. The Bible devil is a scriptural personification of ‘sin in the flesh.’ 

The word ‘devil’ is the Greek noun diabolos which Bro. Thomas says, “is 

the name of that which ‘crosses, or causes to cross, or falls over’ therefore 

to slander or falsely accuse. Diabolos is therefore a very fit and proper 

word by which to designate the law of sin and death, or Sin’s Flesh.” 

(Eureka Vol.1 pg. 249) and as a scriptural personification of sin, has 

slandered or falsely accused Yahweh’s law from the beginning, whose 

stronghold is the flesh, as a result of man believing the serpent’s lie. Note 

bro. Thomas does not say the devil is transgression of God’s law but 

rather what causes it, i.e. “Sin’s Flesh,” the physical “flesh and blood” 

nature of man. The Bible devil is manifested in many ways, individually 

and in the aggregate, in political and religious opposition, but all have 

their origin in the disobedience of flesh and blood to Divine Law. The 

Bible presents the ‘devil’ or ‘sin in the flesh’ as the source of all our 

problems and all the evil man commits as a result of this principle dwelling 
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in us. The devil presents itself in our inner thoughts, and in those who 

would tempt us to do evil. The devil in its largest manifestation exists in 

the present religious and political constitution of things upon the earth. 

The Son of God was manifested expressly for the purpose of destroying 

the devil and his works, that is Sin in its two scriptural aspects, root and 

branch. (Romans 7:17-25 & 8:1-3; Hebrews 9:26; Romans 6:23; James 

1:14-15 & 4:7; John 13:27 & 6:70; Acts 5:3-9; Ephesians 2:2; 1 Timothy 

5:14-15 & 1:20; Matthew 16:23; Mark 8:33; Luke 4:8; 1 Thessalonians 

2:18; Revelation 2:12-13; 1 Peter 5:8; Revelation 2:10; Romans 16:20; 

Revelation 12:3 & 17, 17:9 & 12, 20:2; Hebrews 2:14; 1 John 3:8). 

 

7. What opened the way that on the third day for God to righteously 

raise Jesus from the dead and exalt him as High Priest and mediator 

between God and man? 

Jesus under severe trial never sinned requiring forgiveness. It was this that 

opened the way for his resurrection. Had he been a sinner as all other men 

and women, death would have held the power over him that it had over 

them. God raised him from the dead after he destroyed the devil or that 

which has the power of death, which Paul says is “sin, the sting of death” 

(1Corinthians 15:56) and being raised from the dead, “death hath no more 

dominion over him.” “He ever liveth to make intercession for us, and is 

able to save to the uttermost all those who come unto God by him.”  

 

That is very true, and in this way he has become the righteousness of God 

to all who would be saved by the belief and obedience of the truth. (1 

Corinthians 15:4-23; Hebrews 7:26 & 4:15; John 8:46; Matthew 3:17; 

Acts 10:40-43; 1 John 3:5; Acts 2:24-27 & 4:10-12 & 27); (Statement of 

the Faith No.13). 

 

8. What is a mediator? Does he mediate for everyone? 

A mediator is one who goes between. There is one mediator between God 

and man the man Christ Jesus. He is the mediator of the new covenant and 

is a priest over his own household only. He does not intercede for the world 

or for those who though they may claim to be God’s servants, have 

abandoned themselves to disobedience.  

 

The scriptures tell us that Christ makes intercession for his erring brethren 

if they confess and forsake their sins. (1 Timothy 2:5; Hebrews 8:1-6 & 

12:24; Luke 24:51; Ephesians 1:20; Acts 5:31, 15:4 & 13:39; Hebrews 

4:14-15; John 17:9; Hebrews 10:26; 1 John 2:1; Proverbs 

28:13)(Statement of the Faith No.14. 
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Hints For Bible Markers 
The Psalms 

The next several verses are a prayer desiring God's intercession for the 

righteous, that the wicked may be removed from the Earth and the 

righteous be remembered and glorified. 

 
Psalm 10:12 

“Arise, O LORD; O God, lift up thine hand: forget not the humble.” 

 
The “hand,” being a symbol of power and direction, which is heralded by 

the word “arise.” Arise is translated  from a Hebrew is a word meaning to 

rise intensely with a cause or reason. The English does not truly convey 

the fervor which is what this verse expresses in the Hebrew for the 

remembrance of the humble, the lowly, the meek, and the poor. 

 

Psalm 10:13 

“Wherefore doth the wicked contemn God? he hath said in his heart, 

Thou wilt not require it.” 
 

We are given another reason for the prayer in this verse. We are shown the 

mind of the unrighteous and in particular, the Man of the Earth, with the 

indifference of mankind, because God has delayed his judgment against 

them. Contemn is an old English word meaning: to view with contempt; 

despise. When we consider all those around us, the accuracy of this 

description of a lack of man's desire to know righteousness is apparent. It 

is the perfect antonym of those who love the word of God, whose desire is 

to know more of our Heavenly Father that they might draw nearer to Him. 

The wicked feel because of the delay that the Deity, “…wilt not require 

it.” They do not realize that His wrath is ever building against them, and 

when it is manifested how horrendous it will be. 

 

 Psalm 10:14 
“Thou hast seen it; for thou beholdest mischief and spite, to requite it 

with thy hand: the poor committeth himself unto thee; thou art the helper 

of the fatherless.” 

 

It is interesting to note what this verse declares. God sees all and will 

require recompense for those things done to His elect. Solomon in 

Proverbs states it very clearly (14:31) “He that oppresseth the poor 

reproacheth his Maker: but he that honoreth him hath mercy on the poor.”  

 

Continued next month should the Lord will.                   bro. Beryl Snyder    


