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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

Springs, Fla.  Contact bro. Mike Jasionowski, at 

mjasionowski@gmail.com 

 

PHILIPPINES BIBLE GATHERING  October 31 - November 3, 
2019 Theme: "Studies on the Parables of Christ"   JumPal-
Banga Ecclesia Aklan, Philippines  contact bro. Will Manares 
wmanares@cdimin.org 

 

Cleansing of the Inanimate Objects of the 

Tabernacle, Prefigured the Cleansing of the 

Physical Nature of Christ 
The whole system of the law was pre-figurative of Christ. Thus, the priest 

was his type (Heb. 9:11); the brazen altar was his type (Heb. 13:10); the 

tabernacle was his type (Heb. 8:2; 9:9–11); so with the golden altar of 

incense, the mercy seat, and the whole furniture of the sanctuary.—(Heb. 

9:1–9.) 

 

Now in view of this, the fact has to be noted that the whole had to be 

atoned for once a year.—(Lev. 16.) Aaron was first to offer a bullock for 

himself and his household.—(verse 6.) He was then to offer a goat for the 

people.—(verse 15.) He was then to make an atonement for the holy 

place.—(verse 16.) He was then to go out unto the altar that is before the 

Lord, and make an atonement for it, touching it with blood.—(verse 18.) 

In short, he was to “make an atonement for the holy sanctuary, for the 

tabernacle of the congregation, and for the altar, and for the priests and for 

all the people of the congregation.”—(verse 33.) As Paul expresses it 

(Heb. 9:22), “Almost all things are by the law purged with blood, and 

without shedding of blood there is no remission. It was therefore necessary 

that the pattern of things in the heavens (that is the things pertaining to the 

law) should be purified with these, but the heavenly things themselves with 

BETTER SACRIFICES THAN THESE.”  

 

Now Jesus was the substance of all these. He was “the heavenly things” in 

compendium; and the testimony of the law argued out by Paul, is that 
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before his sacrifice, they were unclean, and had to be purified by his 

sacrifice. The exact meaning of this is not obscure when it is recognised 

that Jesus was the sin-nature or sinful flesh of Adam, inheriting with it the 

condemnation clinging to it; that sin being thus laid on him he might die 

for it. He bore in himself the uncleanness of the sanctuary, the altar, the 

high priest, his own house, and of the whole congregation; for he was born 

under their curse, being born in their nature, and could therefore bear it. A 

theory which says that he was not under the curse at all, takes all this away.  

Christadelphian, 1873, pp 407. 

 

Editorial 
 
We showed last month, (June, 2019) that the created body in the Garden 

of Eden, was an earthy body, capable of corruption but not corrupting.  

Rather than destined to die, it was an earthy body awaiting a 

transformation to immortality following learning obedience, and styled in 

Gen. 2:7, a “body of life,” (from the Hebrew “Nephesh,” meaning a frame, 

and “Chayah,” meaning life.)  When Adam sinned, the previously latent 

uncontrolled emotions were unleashed within his body, transforming the 

man from “a body of life” to “a body of death.” (Rom. 7:24.)  This 

unleashed evil changed the man, and when so sentenced by God, the 

changes which had occurred in the man became a permanent law in his 

earthy body, a law which had physical effects, defiling the man, and 

destining the man to die.  To define this, the Christadelphian Statement of 

Faith reads: 

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 (Gen. 3:15-

19, 22-23; 2 Cor. 1:9; Rom. 7:24; 2 Cor. 5:2-4; Rom. 7:18-23; Gal. 

5:16-17; Rom. 6:12; 7:21; John 3:6; Rom. 5:12; 1 Cor. 15:22; Psa. 

51:5; Job 14:4). 

 

Without doubt, this clause has created the most controversy and division 

among Christadelphians, of all the clauses in our Basis of Fellowship.  As 

we pointed out last month, some object to the idea that there was any 

change in man’s constitution after the sin, whatsoever.  These argue that a 

sentence could not defile a man.  But there are many other variant 

teachings and objections made against this clause.  Some will 

acknowledge that a change took place in the first man, but deny that the 

change was a physical law, most of these arguing that the change was 

moral change.  “Sin,” they say, “can only be moral.”  They argue there is 

no such thing as a physical law of sin.  Still others affirm that a physical 
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change did occur in Adam, but deny that it was possible for that change to 

have been transmitted to his posterity.   

 

Typical of the kinds of compromises made to accommodate those who 

reject this clause is the Cooper-Carter Addendum, drawn up 1957 to bring 

into fellowship those who had formerly been withdrawn from in the early 

1900s, over the variant teachings of a man named John Bell.  At that time, 

Christadelphians called his teaching “clean flesh.”  But in 1957, a place 

was made for his teaching as seen in the following: 

Cooper-Carter Addendum:  “We believe that Adam was made of the 

earth and declared to be very good; because of disobedience to God's 

law he was sentenced to return to the dust. He fell from his very good 

state and suffered the consequences of sin--shame, a defiled 

conscience and mortality. As his descendants, we partake of that 

mortality that came by sin and inherit a nature prone to sin. By our 

actions we become sinners and stand in need of forgiveness of sins 

before we can be acceptable to God.” 

 

One can easily see how the Cooper-Carter Addendum removes the 

emphasis on the physical nature being defiled, and having changed due to 

sin; and moves the change to “a defiled conscience,” which would be a 

moral, not a physical, relationship.  The CCA further goes on to make the 

point that we don’t actually become sinners till we sin.  The net result of 

these changes allow them to consider Jesus to not have been physically 

defiled due to sin, and as he was morally perfect, he would then have been 

“clean,” and consequently, not in need of redemption, himself. 

 

One of the great surprises which came out of a recent division was the fact 

that, within the Berean Fellowship, there came to be brethren who 

struggled with understanding what “the Carnal Mind” truly is.  The “carnal 

mind,” or more accurately, “the thinking of the flesh” is the defilement we 

inherit from Adam.  This is what defiled the man and became a physical 

law in his being.   

 

As we pointed out last month (June 2019) when Eve and Adam ate from 

the tree, a change occurred in the man.  The serpent’s reasoning which was 

responsible for the original sin, (his reasoning being the lust of the eye, 

lust of the flesh, and pride of life,) with no divine sentiment to overcome 

his native reasoning, created a change in the man.  These temptations to 

sin which were latent in the created man, became inflamed, encouraging 

Eve and Adam to eat of the tree.  When the man was sentenced, this change 

which had occurred when he sinned, became permanent in the man, 

becoming a physical law of his being.  This law was then passed on to all 

his posterity.  This is the point of Clause 5. 
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The serpent’s reasoning then, became the law of the mind in all men.   This 

is what is meant by “the carnal mind.”  It is the mind which resulted from 

the change in Adam, due to sin, and passed on to all men, without 

exception.   

 

Bro. Thomas, in the following article, refers to this law as “the serpent in 

the flesh,” because it is the serpent’s reasoning which became the law of 

all flesh.  The “serpent in the flesh” is the “carnal mind,” which as bro. 

Thomas explains, should more accurately have been translated, “the 

thinking of the flesh.” This is the same thing as “the law of sin and death,” 

and “sin in the flesh.”   It is the same thing as “the Diabolos.”  To argue 

that any man, (Jesus included,) was exempted from “the thinking of the 

flesh,” is to argue that such a man was exempt from the sentence placed 

upon Adam.  It is to argue that such a man did not have “sin in the flesh,” 

and did not have “the Diabolos.”   And of course if his flesh was not sin’s 

flesh, or the Diabolos, how did Jesus destroy it on the cross (Heb. 2:14?) 

 

That “the carnal mind” is a synonym for the “Diabolos,” and has been a 

part of Christadelphian teaching from our foundation, is clear from “The 

Declaration,”  which was actually named “A Declaration of the First 

Principles of the Oracles of the Deity.”  “The Declaration,” preceded the 

Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith, and had this comparison chart 

within it, showing that from the beginning of our movement, the earliest 

Christadelphians equated the carnal mind with the Diabolos.   

 

1867 Declaration pg. 23 

Hebrews 2:14                                     Romans 8:3 
Forasmuch then as the children are 

partakers of flesh and blood, he also 

himself likewise took part of the 

same; 

God sending his own Son in the 

likeness of sinful flesh 

 

that through death And for sin (in the margin, by a 

sacrifice for sins) 

He might destroy him Condemn sin in the flesh 

“put away sin” (Heb. 10:26) 

Him that had the power of death Sin hath reigned unto death Rom. 5:21 

Sin bringeth forth death James 1:15 

The sting of death is sin 1 Cor. 15:68 

Death by Sin Rom. 5:13 

The wages of sin is death Rom. 6:28 

That is the DEVIL, (diabolos, 

accuser) 

the CARNAL MIND is enmity against 

God: for it is not subject to the law of 

God, neither indeed can be. Rom. 8:7 

 
As bro. Thomas explains in the following article, the mind of the spirit is 

given, that the mind of the flesh might be subdued and defeated.  The only 



366 

 

man who successfully, all his life, was able to subdue the mind of the flesh 

through the mind of the Spirit was Jesus.  To argue that Jesus did not have 

the mind of the flesh, inherited from Adam, to overcome, is to deny him 

his greatest victory.  

The Carnal Mind 
By bro. John Thomas 

“The thinking of the flesh is enmity against God.” 

 
When the Lord bestowed the faculty of speech upon the Serpent, He 

enabled it to give utterance to its thoughts. The possession of this power 

did not, however, confer upon it moral accountability. This depends on a 

different constitution of “the flesh” Where no “moral sentiments” exist as 

part of “the flesh”, or brain, there is no ability in the creature to render an 

account for its aberrations from the requirements of moral, or spiritual, 

institutions.  

 

Speech only enabled it to utter the thinkings of its unsentimentalized 

intellect. It spoke, like Balaam’s ass, under the impulse of the sensations 

excited by what it had seen and heard. The thinkings of its flesh could not 

ascend to faith, being destitute of the organic ability to believe; therefore 

its speech could express only fleshly thoughts.  

 

Faith was too high an attainment for it. The light of God’s law could not 

shine into it. Like all the inferior animals, it was a creature of mere 

sensation; and could utter only sentences formed of combinations resulting 

from the impressions of sensible objects transmitted to its sensorium by 

the five senses; it transcended them, however, in being more observant and 

reasoning than they. 

 

What it had done, and not what it intended to do, was made the ground of 

the Serpent’s condemnation. “Because thou hast done this”, said the Lord 

God, “thou art cursed above all cattle”, etc. It was incapable of moral 

intention. It did not intend to deceive; but it did deceive; therefore, it was 

a deceiver. It did not intend to lie; but it did lie; therefore, it was a liar, and 

the father of a lie. It did not intend to cause the woman’s death; but still it 

brought her under sentence of death; therefore, it was a murderer: and 

became the spiritual father of all intentional liars, deceivers, unbelievers, 

and man-killers, who are styled “the Serpent’s seed”. 

 

The Serpent had propensities and intellect, and so had the woman; but her 

mental constitution differed from his, in having “moral sentiments” 

superadded to her propensities and intellect. By the sentiments she was 

made a morally accountable being; capable of believing, and able to 

control and direct her other faculties in their application.  
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The propensities enable a creature to propagate its species, take care of its 

young, defend itself against enemies, collect food, and so forth: intellect 

enables it to do these things, for the gratification of its sensations; but 

when, in addition to these, a being is endowed with the sentiments of 

conscientiousness, hope, veneration, benevolence, wonder, etc. it 

possesses a spiritual, or sentimental, organization, which makes it capable 

of reflecting as from a mirror, the likeness and glory of God.  

 

The appropriate sphere of the propensities is on things sensual and fleshly; 

while that of spiritual, or sentimentalized, intellect, is on “the things of the 

spirit of God”. In the mental constitution of man, God designed that the 

sentiments, enlightened by His truth, should have the ascendancy, and 

preside over, and govern his actions. Under such an arrangement, the 

thoughts of the man would have resulted from spiritual thinking as 

opposed to the thoughts of the inferior creatures, which are purely the 

thinking of the flesh. Where the truth has possession of the sentiments, 

setting them to work and so forming the thoughts, it becomes the law of 

God to them; which the apostle styles “the law of his mind”; and because 

it is written there through the hearing of “the law and the testimony”, 

which came to the prophets and apostles through the spirit, he terms it, 

“the law of the spirit” inscribed “on fleshy tables of the heart;” and “the 

law of the spirit of life” because, while obeyed, it confers a right to eternal 

life. 

 

But in the absence of this law and testimony, the “moral sentiments” are 

as incapable of directing a man aright, as though he were all intellect, or 

all propensities. By a right direction, I mean, according to the mind of God. 

The sentiments are as blind as the propensities when intellect is 

unenlightened by divine revelation. The truth of this is illustrated by the 

excesses into which mankind has plunged in the name of religion. 

Mohammedanism, Romanism, Paganism, and the infinite varieties of 

Protestantism, are all the result of the co-workings of the intellect, and 

sentiments, under the impulse of the propensities. They are all the 

thinkings of the flesh, predicated on ignorance, or misconception, of the 

truth. Hence, they are either altogether false; or, like the dialogisms of the 

shrewd Serpent, a clumsy mixture of truth and error. 

 

The Carnal Mind is an expression used by Paul; or rather, it is the 

translation of words used by him, in his epistle to the Romans. It is not so 

explicit as the original. The words he wrote are τὸ φρόνημα της̂ σαρχὸς, 

the thinking of the flesh. In this phrase, he intimates to us, that the flesh is 

the thinking substance, that is, the brain; which, in another place, he terms 

“the fleshy tablet of the heart”. The kind of thinking, therefore, depends 

upon the conformation of this organ. Hence, the more elaborate and perfect 
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its mechanism, the more precise and comprehensive the thought; and vice 

versa. It is upon this principle such a diversity of mental manifestation is 

observable among men and other animals; but after all, how diverse soever 

they may be, they are all referable to one and the same thing—the thinking 

of the flesh, whose elaborations are excited by the propensities, and the 

sensible phenomena of the world. 

 

Now, the law of God is given, that the thinking of the flesh, instead of 

being excited by the propensities within and the world without, may be 

conducted according to its direction. So long as Adam and Eve yielded to 

its guidance, they were happy and contented. Their thoughts were the 

result of right thinking, and obedience was the consequence.  

 

But when they adopted the Serpent’s reasonings as their own, these being 

at variance with the truth, caused an “enmity” against it in their thinkings, 

which is equivalent to “enmity against God”. When their sin was 

perfected, the propensities, or lusts, having been inflamed, became “a law 

in their members”; and because it was implanted in their flesh by 

transgression, it is styled, “the law of sin”; and death being the wages of 

sin, it is also termed, “the law of sin and death”; but by philosophy, “the 

law of nature”. 

 

The thinking of the flesh, uninfluenced by the ameliorating agency of 

divine truth, is so degenerating in its effects, that it reduces man to 

savagery. There is nothing elevating or ennobling in fleshly thoughts; on 

the contrary, they tend to physical deterioration and death; for “to be 

carnally minded is death; but to be spiritually minded is life and peace”. If 

ferocious creatures become tame, or civilized, it is the result of what may 

be termed spiritual influences; which, operating from without the animal, 

call it to exercise its highest powers, by which the more turbulent are 

subdued, or kept in check. It is unheard of that wild beasts, or savage men, 

ever tamed or civilized themselves; on the contrary, the law in the 

members when uncontrolled in its mental operations is so vicious in its 

influence as to endanger the continuance of the race.  

 

If, therefore, God had abandoned Adam and his posterity to the sole 

guidance of the newly-developed propensities, the earth would long ere 

this have been peopled by a population not a whit above the aborigines of 

Australia, or the savage tribes of Africa. Notwithstanding the antagonism 

established between His law and the flesh, by which a wholesome conflict 

has been maintained in the world, a vast proportion of its people are “blind 

of heart” and “past feeling”, in consequence of their intellect and 

sentiments having fallen into moral desuetude; or of being exercised upon 

the reasonings of the flesh, as were Eve’s upon the speculations of the 

Serpent. 
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The unilluminated thinking of the flesh gives birth to the “works of the 

flesh; which are, adultery, fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, 

idolatry, witchcraft, hatred, variance, emulations, wrath, strife, 

dissensions, sects, envyings, murders, drunkenness, revellings and such 

like”. Unchecked by the truth and judgments of God, the world would have 

been composed solely of such characters. Indeed, notwithstanding all His 

interference to save it from the ruinous consequences of its vicious enmity 

against His law, it seems to have attained a state of immorality in the 

apostolic age well-nigh to reprobation. “They were”, says the apostle, 

“without excuse: because that when they knew God, they glorified him not 

as God, neither were thankful; but became vain in their imaginations, and 

their foolish heart was darkened.  

 

Professing themselves to be wise (or philosophers) they became fools, and 

changed the glory of the Incorruptible God into an image made like to 

corruptible men, and to birds, and four-footed beasts, and creeping things. 

Wherefore God also gave them up to uncleanness through the lusts of their 

own hearts, to dishonour their own bodies between themselves: who 

changed the truth of God into a lie, and worshipped and served the creature 

more than the Creator, who is blessed for ever. For this cause, God gave 

them up unto vile affections: working that which is unseemly, and 

receiving in themselves that recompense of their error which was meet. 

And even as they did not like to retain God in their knowledge, God gave 

them over to a reprobate mind to do those things which are not convenient; 

being filled with all unrighteousness, fornication, wickedness, 

covetousness, maliciousness; full of envy, murder, debate, deceit, 

malignity, whisperers, backbiters, haters of God, despiteful, proud, 

boasters, inventors of evil things, disobedient to parents, without 

understanding, covenant breakers, without natural affection, implacable, 

unmerciful.” 

 

Such is the carnal mind, or thinking of the flesh, as illustrated by the works 

of the flesh: a hideous deformity, whose conception is referable to the 

infidelity and disobedience of our first parents: by whom “sin entered into 

the world, and death by sin”. It is the serpent mind; because it was through 

his untruthful reasonings believed, that a like mode of thinking to his was 

generated in the heart of Eve and her husband. The seed sown there by the 

Serpent was corruptible seed. Hence the carnal mind, or thinking of the 

flesh, unenlightened by the truth, is the serpent in the flesh.  

 

It was for this reason that Jesus styled his enemies “serpents, and a 

generation of vipers”. Their actions all emanated from the serpent-thinking 

of the flesh, which displayed “a wisdom not from above”, which was at 

once “earthly, sensual, and devilish”; as opposed to that which “is from 
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above”, and which is “first pure, then peaceful, gentle, and easy to be 

entreated, full of mercy and good fruits, without partiality, and without 

hypocrisy”. 

 

The carnal mind, or serpent in the flesh, is the subject of a two-fold 

manifestation—namely, individually and collectively. An individual 

manifestation is more or less observable in persons who “mind the things 

of the flesh”, or “earthly things”. To do this is to be “after the flesh”, and 

“in the flesh”; of whom it is testified, “they cannot please God”.  

 

By a figure, sin is put for the serpent, the effect for the cause; seeing that 

he was the suggester of unbelief and disobedience to man, by whom it 

entered into the world. Hence, the idea of the serpent in the flesh is 

expressed by “sin in the flesh”; which was “condemned in the flesh” when 

Jesus was crucified for, or on account of, sin, “in the likeness of sinful 

flesh”.  

 

In the animal man there dwelleth no good thing. The apostle affirms this 

of himself, considered as an unenlightened son of the flesh. “In me, that 

is, in my flesh”, says he, “dwelleth no good thing.” Hence, whatever good 

was in him, did not originate from the thinking of the flesh excited by the 

propensities, and traditions of Gamaliel; but from “the law of the spirit of 

life in Christ Jesus”; that is, from the influence of “the testimony of God” 

concerning “the things of the kingdom and name of Jesus Christ”, upon 

“the fleshy tablet of his heart”, most assuredly believed. Submission to this 

“made me free”, says he, “from the law of sin and death”. This attests the 

truth of the Lord’s saying, that “if the truth made a man free, he should be 

free indeed”. Sin, though still in the flesh, should no more reign in his 

mortal body, nor have dominion over him. 

 

If it were not for the law, or truth, of God, we should not know what sin 

is; for, says the apostle, “I had not known sin, but by the law”; “for without 

the law, sin is dead”. If a man committed theft, or adultery, or any other 

thing, he would not know whether he did right or wrong in God’s esteem, 

if God had not said they shall not be done. The lower animals steal, kill, 

and obey their propensities uncontrolled; but, in so doing, they do not sin, 

because God has made them with the ability and disposition so to do, and 

has not forbidden them.  

 

Wrong consists not in any particular act of which we are capable; but in 

that act being contrary to the letter and spirit of the divine testimony: in 

other words, right is the doing of the will of God. Hence, if we saw a man 

bowing down before an image of the Virgin Mary, which is death by His 

law, and He commanded us to kill him, we should do wrong to refuse, 

although He has said, “Thou shalt not kill”. Men have lost sight of this 
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truth. They know not, or seem not to know, that the only true standard of 

right and wrong, truth and error, is the divine law. Hence, they inflict upon 

themselves and one another all sorts of pains and penalties, making their 

lives miserable, because of nonconformity to standards of faith and 

morals, which know no other paternity than the serpent-thinking of sinful 

flesh. 

 

Sin was in the world from the fall to the giving of the law through Moses. 

But it did not appear to be sin to those who obeyed its impulses; because, 

there being no such law as the Mosaic, “the sons of God” did not know 

when they might have erred. They were not held accountable to any future 

retribution for doing things, which, under Moses’ law, were punishable 

with death. They were amenable only to “the way of the Lord”, even as 

the disciples of Jesus are at this day. This required them to walk by faith 

in the nurture and admonition of the Lord, whose love was shed abroad in 

their hearts by the testimony they believed. 

 

The Serpent in the flesh shows itself in individuals in all the colors of its 

skin. It manifests itself in all the deceptions men practice upon themselves 

and one another. It’s most insidious and dangerous manifestations emanate 

from the pulpit, and ecclesiastical thrones. In these, the Serpent presents 

himself to mankind, presumptuously entertaining them with things he does 

not understand. From thence he delights them with the assurance of 

wisdom upon principles in harmony with their nature. “God doth not 

mean”, saith he, “exactly what He says. Trouble not your consciences 

about the letter of His word. He knows that the circumstances in which 

you are placed prevent a rigid construction of it. Besides, the times are 

changed, and the world is better than it used to be. He takes the will for 

the deed. The spirit is everything; the letter is nothing; for the letter killeth, 

but the spirit giveth life. Eat, then, and drink, and be merry. Be diligent in 

business, fervent in the cause of your church, serving your clergy; and 

when you die, ye shall be as gods in the Elysian Fields!” 

 

But the serpent in the flesh manifests itself in all the high places of the 

earth. It obtrudes itself upon all occasions, and through all the channels of 

human life. Popes, cardinals, and priests; bishops, ministers, and deacons; 

emperors, kings, and presidents; with all who sustain them, and execute 

their behests, are but the fleshly media through which the thinking of the 

flesh finds expression. They are “the high things that exalt themselves 

against the knowledge of God”, which are to be cast down. They are 

faithless of this knowledge, which they make of no effect by their 

traditions; and “whatsoever is not of faith is sin”.  

 

My business will be to show what this knowledge is; and, if it be found 

that I speak not according to “the law and the testimony” it will be because 
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there is no light in me; and that, like them, I speak my own thoughts as of 

the flesh, and not according to the gospel of the kingdom of God. 

 

As I have remarked before, sin is personified by Paul as “preeminently a 

sinner”; and by another apostle, as “the Wicked One”. In this text, he says, 

“Cain was of that Wicked One, and slew his brother”. There is precision 

in this language which is not to be disregarded in the interpretation. Cain 

was of the Wicked One; that is, he was a son of sin—of the serpent-sin, or 

original transgression.  

 

The Mosaic narrative of facts is interrupted at the end of the sixth verse of 

the third chapter. The fact passed over there, though implied in the seventh 

verse, is plainly stated in the first verse of the fourth chapter. These texts 

conjoined read thus: “And Eve gave unto her husband, and he did eat with 

her. And Adam knew Eve his wife; and she conceived. And the eyes of 

them were both opened, and they knew that they were naked”. Now, here 

was a conception in sin, the originator of which was the Serpent. When, 

therefore, in the “set time” afterwards, “Eve bare Cain”, though procreated 

by Adam, he was of the Serpent, seeing that he suggested the transgression 

which ended in the conception of Cain. In this way, sin in the flesh being 

put for the Serpent, Cain was of that Wicked One, the pre-eminent sinner, 

and the first-born of the Serpent’s seed. 

 

Now, they who do the works of the flesh are the children of the Wicked 

One, or of sin in the flesh; on the like principle that those Jews only were 

the children of Abraham who did the works of Abraham. But they did not 

the deeds of Abraham, but evil deeds. They were liars, hypocrites and 

murderers: therefore, said Jesus, “Ye are of your father the devil, and the 

lusts of your father ye are willing to do. He was a murderer from the 

beginning, and stood not in the truth, because there is no truth in him”.  

 

We have seen in what sense this is affirmed of the Serpent, the 

unaccountable and irresponsible author of sin. Every son of Adam is 

“conceived in sin and shapen in iniquity”, and therefore “sinful flesh”; on 

the principle that “what is born of the flesh is flesh.” If he obey the 

impulses of his flesh, he is like Cain, “of the Wicked One”; but if he 

believe the “exceeding great and precious promises of God”, obey the law 

of faith, and put to death unlawful obedience to his propensities, he 

becomes a son of the living God, and a brother and a joint-heir of the Lord 

Jesus Christ of the glory to be revealed in the last time. 

 

But serpent-sin, being a constituent of human nature, is treated of in the 

scripture in the aggregate, as well as in its individual manifestations. The 

“lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life”, generated in 

our nature by sin, and displayed in all the children of sin, taken in the 



373 

 

aggregate constitute “the world”, which stands opposed to God. Serpent-

sin in the flesh is the god of the world, who possesses the glory of it.  

 

Hence, to overcome the world is to overcome the Wicked One; because 

sin finds its expression in the things of the world. These things are the civil 

and ecclesiastical polities, and social institutions of the nations, which are 

based upon “the wisdom that descendeth not from above”—the serpent 

wisdom of the flesh. If this be admitted, it is easy to appreciate the full 

force of the saying, “The friendship of the world is enmity against God. 

Whosoever therefore will be a friend of the world is the enemy of God”.  

Let no more, then, who would have God’s favour, seek the honour and 

glory of the world in Church or State; for promotion in either of them can 

only be attained by sacrificing the principles of God’s truth upon the altar 

of popular favour, or of princely patronage. Let no man envy men in place 

and power. It is their misfortune, and will be their ruin; and though many 

of them profess to be very pious, and to have great zeal for religion; yea, 

zeal as flaming as the scribes and Pharisees of old; they are in friendship 

with the world, which in return heaps upon them its riches, and honour, 

and therefore they are the enemies of God.  

 

It is unnecessary to indicate them in detail. If the reader understand the 

scripture, he can easily discern them. Wherever the gospel of the kingdom 

is supplanted by sectarian theology, there is a stronghold of “the carnal 

mind, which is enmity against God; for it is not subject to the law of God, 

neither indeed can be”. This is a rule to which there is no exception; and 

the grand secret of that formality, coldness, and spiritual death, which are 

said to paralyze “the churches”. They are rich in all things, but the truth; 

and of that there is a worse than Egyptian scarcity. 

 

TO BE FLESHLY-MINDED IS DEATH 
 The World’s Wickedness: Our Call to Holiness 

By bro. G. V. Growcott  

“Confess your faults one to another, and pray for one another, for the 

fervent, effectual prayer of a righteous man availeth much”—James 5:16 

             

Why are we gathered here? Is it for enjoyment? No. The purpose of our 

life is not enjoyment, but accomplishment, development, growth, 

preparation. In the mercy of God, enjoyment is the result of godly activity, 

but it is not the purpose. 

  

To be real and worthwhile, life must have a far deeper motive than 

enjoyment, or the satisfying of any desire. The motivating force in our 

lives must be the love of God, for its own sake alone. Only this could make 
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both Moses and Paul—two men so different and yet so much alike—

sincerely and unaffectedly willing to be blotted out of God’s purpose if it 

would help their brethren.  True love is entirely selfless. It is far too large 

and irradiating to be conformed to self-interest. 
  

We are here to help and be helped. These addresses themselves are but a 

small part of the purpose of our gathering together. The real part is contact, 

fellowship, encouragement, mutual interest—better understanding, 

sympathy, drawing closer together.  

  

God in His mercy has given us fellow-workers on the road to life. They 

are not perfect, as we ourselves are not perfect, but we are united in a 

striving for perfection, and earnest realisation of the great beauty and 

desirability of perfection. That is the glorious bond that unites us here in 

one heart and spirit. 

  

We are not here to congratulate one another because we fast twice in the 

week, and give tithes of all we possess, and are so much better than other 

men. This can creep into our attitude if we are not careful. 

  

We are separated from other groups, not because we realise more clearly 

the dangers and weaknesses inherent in the flesh—our own flesh 

included—and are more concerned about them in the light of God’s Word. 

We are not here to criticise and condemn others. We are here in recognition 

of our own weakness and need. 

  

We are united in a glorious endeavour—the only worthwhile and 

satisfying endeavour in the whole earth—but the magnitude of its scope 

and gloriousness makes us keenly conscious of our utter natural 

unworthiness. It is God’s will that it should create this feeling within us. 

God is infinite and omnipotent. We are perishing creatures of such limited 

understanding and ability. 

  

This overwhelming sense of unworthiness should teach us kindness and 

compassion and mercy—a great hesitancy to judge, knowing that with 

what measure we judge we shall be judged, and we all need such mercy 

ourselves. This realisation of unworthiness is designed to create in us a 

vast gratitude that One so great and perfect can look down in patient 

compassion upon those so weak and erring. And gratitude, if it is real 

and deep and fills the heart, will be irresistibly moved to express itself 

in ACTION. 
  

And God in His wisdom has prescribed such a beautiful, self-blessing way 

of giving vent to this overpowering thankfulness— 
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“We love, because He first loved us, and this commandment have we 

from Him, that he who loveth God love his brother also.” 

“We know that we have passed from death to life, because we love 

the brethren” (1 John 4:19-21; 3:14). 

  

This is the heart of our subject—the heart of holiness. We remember that 

Jesus said that even sinners—ordinary people living according to the 

flesh—reciprocate kindness among themselves. There is no particular 

virtue in being good in return for good.  But it takes saints—holy ones—

children of God—to be kind to the unthankful and evil, hoping to 

demonstrate the power and superiority of goodness, and, like God, by love 

to create love. 

***** 

We are here to learn to grow, to get a fuller picture of the meaning and 

purpose of life. Are we really pursuing a real PURPOSE in our lives?  

Nothing worthwhile is ever accomplished without single-minded devotion 

and effort to which all else is subordinated. 

  

The parables of Jesus contain the deepest and most searching lessons of 

godliness. The depth is measured only by how far we allow them to 

penetrate our hearts and motivate our lives. We have recently read together 

again the parable of the unjust steward, which Jesus sums up in these tragic 

words: 

“The children of this world are in their generation wiser than the 

children of light.” 

  

What tremendous efforts, what self-sacrifice, what complete dedication 

the children of this world will put into their endeavours!  Nothing is too 

hard for a man who is striving toward some coveted goal in this life—long 

hours of labour, loss of sleep, foregoing of pleasure and comfort—how 

often have we seen this as a man drives himself steadily ahead toward 

some corruptible crown which he can only, at best, wear but a few short 

troubled years.  Do we expect eternity on cheaper terms? How much actual 

EFFORT and SACRIFICE are we putting into our seeking the Kingdom 

of God? 

“The children of this world are in their generation wiser than the 

children of light.” 

  

Hundreds of millions live and have lived upon the earth. If Christ should 

ask us at the Judgment Seat—“Why you, and not them? What 

distinguishes you from the great perishing mass?”—what should we 

answer? —“We believed the Truth.” Will he not reply, “The devils also 

believe and tremble”? “We were in the Truth 20-30-40-50-60 years.” 

That is not a credit. That is a liability—something given to you to DO 
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something with. What have you to SHOW for all these years of 

opportunity?” 
  

Another parable comes to our minds: the Parable of the Talents. That is 

us. Our talents are health, strength, ability, a certain amount of material 

goods, time, facilities for studying God’s Word, and a mind capable of 

infinitely more accomplishment for good than any of us ever approach to. 

  

The purpose of a gathering—of all exhortation—is to impress us with the 

URGENCY of the situation. We cannot be drifting. We must be actively 

pursuing a purpose in life and keeping it always before our mind, 

conforming all plans to it. Any other course is hopeless. 

“Seek ye first the Kingdom of God”— 

  

Not all the material things the people of the world seek. This does not 

mean, Get into the truth first, and get your salvation taken care of, and then 

turn your attention to getting the things of the world.  “Seek ye first” means 

that that must be first all the time all our life—a lifetime of seeking the 

Kingdom first. 

  

Another parable speaks of four classes of soil on which the seed of the 

Kingdom was sown: three failures, tragedies; one success. For most of us, 

the danger of the first two failures has passed, for they happen early in the 

race, but the third is far more subtle and dangerous— 

“The cares of this world, and the deceitfulness of present possessions 

choke the Word, and he becometh unfruitful.” 

  

This is a very pressing, urgent question for us all: Are we allowing the 

things of the present—the pressures of modern life—to choke the Word? 

—rob us of the crown of our life—all unsuspectedly to rob us of eternity? 

We live in a luxury unknown to all previous generations. To what extent 

are we justified in allowing ourselves to be swept up into this modern 

treadmill? Let us pray for enlightenment and guidance in this matter, that 

we do not find to our sorrow that the cares of this life have won their bitter 

victory in the end. 

 

“I will pull down my barns and build bigger”—how deep does this folly 

go? Would Christ find it in our hearts too? Have we found it “necessary” 

to build a bigger barn?  For example, and this is only an example, for it 

applies in so many ways: we may be quite justified in spending God’s 

money for an automobile, and God’s time and strength in getting that 

money (for all we have is God’s), for under modern conditions an 

automobile can contribute effectively to the overall usefulness of our lives 

in God’s service (and that is the ONLY justification for anything)— 
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BUT—can we justify spending God’s money for a better one than three-

quarters of our worldly neighbours find quite adequate? The same with 

our houses. Whose money are we spending? And what is our real purpose 

in life? For everything we do must be in harmony with one purpose, if we 

sincerely seek salvation. Are we princes, or pilgrims? We cannot be both. 

  

These questions are for each to consider and decide. If we will face their 

implications, we shall find that they apply to every aspect of our lives. Are 

the cares of this life—those so pleasant, self-chosen, self-gratifying 

cares—choking out the fruit, cutting into time and effort that belong to the 

work of God? What are the implications of the commands—? 

“Having food and raiment, be therewith content.”                         

“Seek ye first the Kingdom of God.” 

  

THE WORLD’S WICKEDNESS 

  

Is the world, as such, wicked? Truly there is a lot of wickedness in the 

world, a lot of crime, a lot of evil, a lot of violence—but is not the world 

as a whole itself very strongly against this element? Can we today say, 

“The whole world lieth in wickedness?” Can we fairly call it “This present 

evil world?” 

  

This blanket condemnation of the whole human race, except a handful of 

Christadelphians, is a serious problem to many. Is there not much 

goodness, kindness, friendliness, mutual help, striving and planning for 

better things for the general welfare? Who are we, to condemn them all 

alike? 

  

It is not we who condemn the world. Of ourselves we would not dare. It is 

the Word of God, and if any are willing to humbly study that Word, they 

will see quite clearly that the whole world DOES live in wickedness, just 

as the Spirit through the apostle John declares—a wickedness of which we 

ourselves, together with all mankind, are in our natural state a part. 

  

The question for us is: Have we really come out? Have we really separated 

ourselves from the wickedness of which the Scripture speaks? They are 

not talking about the criminal element. They are not talking about the 

things the world itself considers wicked. They go much deeper into it than 

that. They are talking about the basic characteristics of all human hearts. 

  

Naturally, by its own standards the world is not wicked. But the only true 

standard of measurement is God’s standard, and we must go to God’s 

Word and ask—What is wickedness and what is righteousness?  What is 

right; what is wrong? What is sound, and true, and everlasting; and what 

is false, and corrupt, and passing? 
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We must begin at the right place. We must begin with God, and work out 

from there, taking nothing for granted that we do not measure from Him. 

God is the foundation and centre of everything. There are no standards of 

anything apart from Him. Right and wrong, good and bad, mean nothing 

apart from Him. He alone is stable and fixed and unchangeable in the 

universe. 

  

He is eternal and perfect in beauty, wisdom, goodness and love. 

Everything is to be measured according as it is in harmony or disharmony 

with Him. All that is out of harmony with God is wickedness, foolishness, 

unhappiness, corruption, and death— 

“Sin is transgression of the law.” (1 John 3:4) 

  

The Scriptures put the same truth into a broader and more sweeping form 

when they say— 

“Whatsoever is not of faith is sin.” (Romans 14:23) 

  

That is, everything—every human activity—outside of an intelligent 

comprehension and acceptance of God’s law, is SIN. Everything that is 

not done within the framework of a conscious enlightened effort to be in 

harmony with God, is SIN, either ignorant or presumptuous. 

  

Why is the definition of sin so broad? Why is everything weighted against 

us? Why can we not just as likely be right as wrong?  If we think about it, 

we shall see that it could be no other way. If God has commanded us to 

consciously frame our whole life in obedience to Him, then ANY 

independent action which is done in ignorance, thoughtlessness, or 

disregard of this command, is sin, even though in itself the act is not 

specifically forbidden.  It is the self-will, the self-pleasing, the ignoring of 

God’s command and sovereign supremacy—that is sin. 

 

* * * * * 

But there is a stronger factor still that makes all action sin that is not 

done in conscious submission and obedience to God. It is expressed in 

these statements— 

“The carnal mind is enmity against God, for it is not subject to the 

law of God, neither indeed can be. 

To be carnally-minded is death, but to be spiritually-minded is life 

and peace.” (Romans 8:6-7) 

“The flesh lusteth against the Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh, 

and these are contrary the one to the other.” (Galatians 5:17) 
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To be carnally-minded is to be just a natural, ordinary person of the world, 

acting according to natural, ordinary desires. This natural way is contrary 

to God’s will and holiness. Paul sums it up thus— 

“In me, that is, in my flesh, dwelleth no good thing. I see a law in my 

members . . . bringing me into captivity to the law of sin in my 

members.” (Romans 7:23) 

  

This is why: “Everything that is not of faith is sin.” This is why: “The 

whole world lieth in wickedness.” 

* * * * * 

 

Let us not stand back abstracted and detached, as if the world and its 

wickedness were something entirely separate from ourselves. The main 

issue is inward—the examination and judgment of self.  Of others, let God 

be the Judge. Our duty to others is to help, persuade, exhort, yea, plead 

and warn, but not to judge and condemn. 

  

It is so easy and self-gratifying to judge, condemn, criticise and ridicule. 

In so doing we condemn ourselves, for the very act of condemning is a 

manifestation of the diabolos— 

“Who art thou, O man, that judgest another?” 

  

The message of the Scripture is that— 

“All have sinned and come short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23) 

All stand alike in need of infinite mercy and infinite help. 

* * * * * 

 

The “world” of which the Scriptures speak is the natural society of man—

living according to the mind of the flesh, in ignorance and darkness as 

regards true spiritual principles.  In relation to God, all who are just natural 

parts of the world are aliens, strangers, living a mere animal existence, 

outside of the divine family and of God’s covenants and promises of life. 

  

About this “world” of natural mankind, the Scriptures say many things, 

some of which appear on the surface to be directly contradictory. On the 

one hand we have these broad, general statements of great power and 

beauty— 

“God so loved the world that He gave His only begotten Son, that 

whosoever believeth on him should not perish, but have everlasting 

life.” (John 3:16) 

“Behold the Lamb of God that taketh away the sin of the world.” 

(John 1:29) 

“He is the mercy-seat for our sins, and not for ours only, but also for 

the sins of the whole world.” (1 John 2:2) 

“I came not to judge the world, but to save it.” (John 12:47) 
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On the other hand we have these very plain statements and commands— 

“I pray not for the world, but for them which Thou hast given me. 

They are not of the world, even as I am not of the world.” (John 17:9, 

16) 

“Pure religion and undefiled before God and the Father is this . . . to 

keep unspotted from the world.” (James 1:27) 

“Know ye not that the friendship of the world is enmity with God? 

Whosoever therefore will be a friend of the world is the enemy of 

God.” (James 4:4) 

“Love not the world, neither the things that are in the world, for all 

that is in the world—the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and 

the pride of life—is not of the Father, but is of the world.” (1 John 

2:15-16) 

  

The apparent contradiction disappears when we re-examine the first class 

of passages and realise that they all clearly emphasise—yea, they are 

mainly concerned with—the world’s lost, alienated condition and need for 

reconciliation and salvation from sin. 

  

These passages manifest—not any blurring of the essential distinction and 

separation between God’s sons and the world—but rather the great 

compassion of God toward the sinful world, and His merciful desire that 

as many as possible be saved FROM their alienated and hopeless position. 

This is the key to our relationship to the world—sharp, clear separation; 

but infinite kindness and compassion and patience. 

  

When we desire, in any form or degree, to “call down fire from heaven” 

against any in the world (usually it is someone who has hurt or annoyed 

us personally)—when we nurse and soothe our anger with the comforting 

thought that God will pay them back in full measure—we are manifesting 

the diabolos and not the Spirit of God. We are being small and cramped 

and self-centred. We are pitying ourselves instead of rising to the largeness 

of heart and mind manifested by the Master in our readings a few days 

ago— 

“Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do.” (Luke 23:24) 

* * * * * 

OUR CALL TO HOLINESS 

What thoughts does the word “call” suggest? First of all we are reminded 

that salvation begins with action and interest on God’s part. Jesus said— 

“No man can come to me except the Father which hath sent me draw 

him.” (John 6:44) 

  

God has called us—invited us to fellowship—offered us a position of 

honour and power and glory and responsibility higher than anything 
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mankind has ever dreamed of—asked us to set aside all less-important, 

passing things, and diligently prepare ourselves for intimate, eternal 

association with Him. 

  

To what extent do we really realise the implications of the call? If we really 

did fully realise its magnitude—would not our minds ALWAYS be filled 

with the thrill and expectation and wonder of it?  Would we not ALWAYS 

be zealously engaged in intensive preparation, impatient of anything that 

distracted or diverted our attention from these efforts? 

  

How real is our professed zeal? How deep is our professed faith? How 

strong is our professed hope? How true and undivided is our professed 

love?  Surely it would seem that if we really possessed these things in their 

fullness, our characters and our activities would be so much different from 

what they are! —and so much more different from all the rest of natural, 

animal humanity!  Where is the pure, gentle, gracious transformation to a 

heavenly, Christlike holiness of which the Scriptures constantly speak as 

the ONLY way of life—the being “changed into the same divine image 

from glory to glory”?  

* * * * * * 

“Our call to Holiness”—On the front of the headdress of the Mosaic High 

Priest, there was attached a plate of pure gold, and on it was engraved the 

inscription, “Holiness to the Lord.” That was the central theme of the Law 

of Moses: “Holiness to the Lord”—man is weak and unclean; God is great 

and holy— 

“Be ye holy, even as I the Lord am holy.” 

  

Under the Law, everything to do with natural man, from birth to death, 

was defiled, impure, and unclean. Over and over the lesson is emphasised: 

cleansing, purifying, purging, washing—sacrifice, atonement, 

reconciliation, redemption— 

“Behold the Lamb of God that taketh away the sin of the world.” 

 

* * * * * 

What is holiness? The Hebrew original is kodesh, meaning “SET APART, 

separated, sacred, dedicated, devoted in worship and service.” Arising 

from this comes its secondary meaning of “PURE, undefiled, godly.” 

  

Holiness is separation—separateness. What is involved in the conception 

of separateness, as regards the world of mankind in general? What 

associations and relationships are forbidden, and what are required as part 

of our testifying for God? 

  

We know that the interpretation of separateness that would have us live in 

seclusion as monks or hermits—severing all contact with the world—is 
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unscriptural, a deformed travesty of the Truth. Jesus’ prayer to the Father 

was— 

“Not that Thou shouldest take them out of the world, but that Thou 

shouldest keep them from the evil.” 

  

Jesus’ words and Jesus’ own life and example are the key to this question. 

He mingled freely with harlots and sinners, those who were morally the 

lowest and least respected classes of society, but he never for a moment 

took part in their activities, their worldly and fleshly interests. Though in 

intimate association with them, he was always separate. 

  

Wherever he was, whoever he was with, he was wholly devoted to his 

Father’s business—working for God—manifesting God—showing how 

beautiful and desirable and satisfying and more excellent is the way of 

godliness and holiness and love. 

  

Without difficulty, without incongruity, without any violation of holiness, 

we can imagine Jesus going anywhere and associating with anyone.  But 

when we visualise what he would be doing, what he would be saying, how 

he would be comporting himself—we can never picture him stepping even 

for a moment outside of the narrow and exalted path of holiness, 

graciousness, complete and single-minded dedication to the service of 

God. We can never picture him allowing the issue of separation from the 

world to be obscured or confused, though associating with them in the 

most intimate way. 

  

The principle of separateness must go much deeper than the juvenile 

hermit conception of not having physical contact with the world—that is 

shallow and superficial, a childish running away from reality and duty. It 

does not come to grips with the state of the heart and mind. 

  

We might never actually have any contact with the people of the world, 

but if our hearts are in their worldly activities, their amusements and 

entertainments, their foolish, small-minded gossip about trivialities which 

makes up most of their conversation and what they consider news, we are 

not holy and separate.  We could sit at home all our lives and never see a 

soul, but if we fill our hearts and minds and interests with these things 

through newspapers, magazines, radio and television, we are just as much 

a part of the world of the ungodly as if we were bodily and actively in the 

front lines of every one of their activities. 

  

Separateness must enter right into our hearts, or it is just a vain form—just 

a self-righteous, ritualistic, superficial fulfilment of uncomprehended 

regulations. And it must go even deeper than just separation from the 

interests of the world. We could be totally uninterested in anything the 
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world did, and still we could be just as much a part of the world and its 

wickedness as anyone. 

  

How? Here are very fertile grounds for hypocrisy and Phariseeism, for 

while we are condemning others for outward and obvious worldliness, we 

may ourselves be far more seriously guilty of the more deceptive and 

dangerous inward worldliness—harshness, unkindness, bad temper, 

selfishness, lack of self-control, pride, inconsideration, the universal 

tendency of the flesh to bully and domineer when it is a position of 

advantage, unfair criticism, gossip, back-biting, indulging our own ugly 

fleshly desires and lusts in many ways.  All these things come from within, 

and defile a man—make him unholy—make a mockery of his professed 

separation—make him a part of this present evil world. 

  

How rare and precious is consistency! The better we discern our own 

weaknesses, the slower we will be to criticise the weaknesses of others. 

Jesus said— 

“I have overcome the world.” 

  

What did he mean? What was the world which he had overcome? Did not 

the world overcome and kill him? John defines the world as— 

“The lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life.” 

  

To the extent that we are motivated by the flesh in any way, to that extent 

we are part of the world and overcome by the world. To the extent we 

overcome lust and pride, to that extent we overcome the world, and are 

separate from it. 

* * * 

 

Here is another aspect of the subject—godly holiness and separateness is 

not a negative quality—not just a refraining, not a sterilised vacuum of 

self-centred isolation. It is a positive, complete, wholehearted absorption 

and dedication to spiritual ACTIVITY—a filling of the life and heart and 

interests with work for God. We can’t be holy by just lying in bed, if we 

have the power to get up and do something for God. 

  

We must clearly realise that this is an essential aspect of holiness. In true 

holiness, there is just no room or time for worldliness. True holiness will 

fill the life completely with godly activity and will crowd everything else 

out. It is the only thing that has the power to crowd it out and keep it out. 

  

Holiness is not fulfilled in passive standing aside, no matter how complete 

that standing aside may be. The parable of the talents clearly teaches us 

that true, living, holiness is not a self-satisfied sitting back from all the 

world’s activities and enjoying ourselves indolently in our own little 
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isolated world, which—being to the gratification of the flesh—is just as 

worldly as the world itself. 

  

Holiness is work, effort, activity, service, self-sacrifice, devotion to a 

purpose and a goal.  The slothful, unfaithful servant who buried his talent 

in the earth certainly kept it separate from the world. He faithfully fulfilled 

the negative part of the command. But he was no example of true, living 

holiness. 

* * * 

Holiness is a manifestation of God— 

“Be ye holy, even as I am holy.” 

“Let your light so shine that men may see your good works and 

glorify your Father Who is in heaven.” 

  

The shining of the light to the glory of the Father is the manifestation of 

love, benevolence, sympathy, compassion, gentleness, and earnest effort 

and prayer for the well-being of others. We must guard against the 

Pharisaic conception that separateness and holiness imply coldness, 

antagonism, self-centredness, and a vindictive eagerness to see sin 

punished and the wicked suffer. 

  

God does not desire the death of the sinner. God punishes reluctantly and 

sorrowfully. Let us take to heart the great lesson of Jonah—the “sign of 

the prophet Jonas”— 

“Doest thou well to be angry?” 

  

Nineveh was a cruel, vicious, evil persecutor of God’s people, but God 

sharply chided Jonah for resenting His mercy toward them. God would 

have all men come to repentance. All, even the worst, are “His offspring.” 

  

We need not fret with selfish resentment when the wicked appear to 

prosper. No one can fight against God. No one who is not sincerely trying 

to live in harmony with God is ever really happy, though all are so 

frantically pursuing happiness.  We can relax in the assurance that there is 

no real happiness in sin and selfishness, even at present; and that all sin, 

no matter now apparently “successful,” is self-destructive at last. 

              

To be upset and annoyed because injustice in any form appears to triumph 

is merely a measure of lack of faith and discernment. Let us stop and get 

our bearings and keep the overall picture in mind.  God is in full control. 

He will see that justice is done—far deeper, wiser, more perfect justice 

than we can conceive of. Was it justice to tolerate the terrible persecutions 

done by Paul before his enlightenment? 
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Let us not be afraid that God is missing anything—not a sparrow falls 

without His knowing. All we have to be concerned about is that WE 

ourselves are right with God, and a very large part of our being right with 

God is our attitude toward others in seeking their good, and deeply pitying 

all who are unredeemed slaves to the terrible master Sin whose only wages 

is sorrow and death. 

  

Christ prayed for those who murdered him, and so did Stephen. In the latter 

case, the apostle Paul was among them. Is it not far more glorious to 

intercede than to condemn? Suppose our forgiving prayers save our 

enemies from death, and make them eternally our brethren. Are we not 

then “workers together with God” in bringing good out of evil, and life 

out of death? 

  

Let us exercise this marvellous, soul-enlarging privilege of intercession 

and compassion to the uttermost, and leave the condemning to Him Whose 

right it is alone.  What more thankful, faithful, self-sacrificing servant ever 

lived than Paul, the persuaded persecutor? 

* * * 

Our duties of practical holiness and godliness toward others apply in 

intensive degree to the Brotherhood. Here above all else it is essential that 

all things be done in love. How long must it be before we will learn that 

love is sufficient for all things? —that NO circumstance ever justifies the 

setting aside or violating of this basic characteristic of godliness? 

  

True, indeed, we must be faithful to the Truth, we must be firm, we must 

testify against error, we must speak out clearly against wrong doing, we 

must stand aside when faithfulness demands.  But all these things must be 

done in love, and sorrow, and compassion, and never-despairing hope—

never in bitterness, condemnation, anger or self-righteousness— 

“God is love, and he that dwelleth in love dwelleth in God.” 

“He that loveth not his brother dwelleth in death.” 

  

 John says further— 

 “Herein is love, that we keep His commandments.” 

  

 And Jesus said— 

 “This is my commandment that ye love one another.” 

  

There are two common misapplications of these teachings and we must 

avoid both of them. One is the cold conception that all that matters is 

technical obedience, and that this constitutes what the Scriptures call 

“love”. If we will meditate with open heart upon all the Scriptures say 

about love, we shall realise more and more how shallow this view is. 
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The other is the flabby, sentimental notion that all that matters is “love”, 

and that making an issue over specific obedience is being “righteous 

overmuch.” Both LOVE—the power of holiness, and painstaking 

OBEDIENCE—the divinely-prescribed shape and framework of holiness, 

are essential and inseparable. 

  

Love is a gentle, sympathetic, humble, kindly way and spirit of doing what 

obedience requires to be done. In our weak mortal fleshly nature it is 

perhaps the most pressing issue before us—our most serious problem and 

concern. 

  

Soon we must stand before the judgment seat of Christ, and let us clearly 

realise that we shall come face to face with the basic divine truth that— 

“He that loveth not his brother abideth in death.”— 

  

And that this essential love is far greater and transforming thing than most 

of us realise. And it does not just mean love when love is easy. John says— 

“Hereby perceive we love, because he laid down his life for us: and 

we ought to lay down our lives for the brethren.” (1 John 3:16) 

  

If we are not willing to do this, we have not the living Truth that Jesus and 

the apostles preached. And if we are willing to do it, we WILL do it, 

because there are many ways in which we CAN do it. If we do not give 

our whole lives for the brethren, it is because we are not willing to do it. 

We have not caught the transforming spirit of this command. 

  

The Spirit tells us that—“Love is patient and kind—never rude—does not 

become angry—bears everything—hopes everything—endures 

everything.” If we have not got this, we have not got the Truth at all, for 

he plainly says that without this, everything else is vain. When will we 

learn that love is sufficient for all things, and that there is NEVER any 

justification for bitterness or harshness or rudeness or unkindness? 

  

How do we expect to teach the beauty of gentleness and kindness and self-

control by manifesting bitterness or harshness, sourness and anger?  These 

things are out-and-out evil manifestations of the flesh, and if we allow the 

natural irritable bullying tendency of the diabolos to deceive us into 

thinking they are essential to firmness and discipline and plain-speaking, 

then we are pitifully self-deceived indeed. 

  

If we do not first discipline OURSELVES—searchingly examine 

ourselves by the light of God’s Word—discern the evil, proud, 

antagonistic motions of the flesh for what they truly are, how can we 

presume to guide and instruct others in the Way of Life? 
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How can harshness breed anything but coarseness and harshness and 

antagonism in return?  Firmness is far more effective when it is gentle and 

courteous, for then it has the power of godliness.  Of those from whom it 

is necessary to stand aside in fellowship, Paul says:  

“Count him not as an enemy, but admonish him as a brother.” (2 

Thess. 3:15) 

 

The word for “admonish” is a gentle, friendly one. Paul uses the same 

word when he exhorts the Colossians to— 

“Admonish one another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, 

singing with grace in your hearts to the Lord.” (Col. 3:16) 

  

Perhaps our minds go to the words of Christ concerning disfellowship— 

“Let him be unto thee as a heathen man and a publican.” (Matt. 

18:17) 

  

Is there a discrepancy in the spirit of these teachings? These words of 

Christ truly and seriously emphasise the importance of a clear, sharp 

distinction and spiritual separation, but, —how did Jesus treat “heathen 

men and publicans”? True, we cannot picture him taking part in their 

activities, or allowing himself to be identified with them in any way, but 

was he cold and rude to them? Did he avoid contact with them? —refuse 

to speak with them? —condemn them? 

  

Did he not rather seek always to do them good, to treat them kindly, to be 

friendly and courteous to them, to show them a more excellent way, 

mingling freely with them as individuals in an effort to persuade and win 

them to the way of Truth? 

* * * 

On this matter of holiness, let us remember one thing: our main problem 

is within ourselves, our own heart, the “law of sin within our members.” 

Let us extend to others the charitableness we give ourselves.  We can find 

so many excuses for our own shortcomings. We fail many times a day. We 

know we fail. We put it down to the weakness of the flesh and pray for 

forgiveness and go right ahead good friends with ourselves—not too much 

concerned about these so easily self-excused manifestations of the 

diabolos. Perhaps we even admire ourselves a little for our sincere 

repentance and determination to press on again. 

  

Why cannot we be at least as charitable toward the weakness of others? 

Why do we judge them with so much stricter a rule than ourselves?  Can 

we not believe that they too realise that it is the flesh and that they too are 

striving against it just as we are?  There is a well-known passage in the 

book of James— 

“The effectual fervent prayer of a righteous man availeth much.” 
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But do we know the rest of the verse? Do we know what comes just before 

this, and is part of the same thought?  It is a very important aspect. It would 

solve many problems, remove many misunderstandings, heal many 

wounds, draw us as a Body far closer together, strengthen and comfort us 

all in the struggle for life. It is this— 

“Confess your faults one to another, and pray for one another.” 

  

The Catholic Church has made an ugly travesty of this beautiful first 

principle of godliness which has tended to obscure its value and 

importance, but it is a precept of great wisdom and power. 

  

Much estrangement, much bitterness, much coldness between brethren, is 

due to a failure to realise that others are fighting the same hard battle 

against the same diabolos as we are—struggling hard though they often 

appear to fail. 

  

They know they fail and recognise and deplore their failure, and are 

striving to overcome. But these things are all too often locked up in our 

hearts. We are too isolated and reserved. We just cannot bring ourselves 

to the point of laying them out in the open. There is a barrier pride can’t 

surmount. 

  

And so we lose one of the greatest beauties of true fellowship. We judge 

and are judged according to the public outward manifestations of our 

mutual enemy the diabolos, rather than by the sincere and agonising secret 

inward efforts to overcome it. 

  

How often we regret a word or action, and would so much like to blot it 

out and start over! But unless we SAY so, others will judge us by the 

fleshly action, and not by the spiritual regret, and so estrangement and 

misunderstanding grow. 

  

We are engaged in a deadly war against the same great Enemy. In this 

struggle, let us keep our lines of communication open so we can support 

one another. Let us frankly admit we are having a hard time with our 

diabolos; perhaps we can help each other on to victory together—where 

alone we each would fail. 

“Confess your faults one to another, and pray for one another; for 

the effectual fervent prayer of a righteous man availeth much.” 
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The Burnt Offering 
The Condemnation Of Sin-Nature through Sacrifice 

By Brother Robert Roberts 

A "fundamental testimony of the Gospel" 

THAT burnt offering should be required in the absence of particular 

offense shows that our unclean state as the death-doomed children of 

Adam itself unfits us for approach to the Deity apart from the recognition 

and acknowledgement of which the burnt offering was the form required 

and supplied. It was "because of the uncleanness of the children of Israel," 

as well as "because of their transgressions in all their sins," that atonement 

was required for even the Tabernacle (Lev. 16:16). 

The type involved in complete burning is self- manifest: it is consumption 

of sin-nature. This is the great promise, prophecy and requirement of every 

form of the Truth: the destruction of the body of sin (Rom. 6:6). 

It was destroyed in Christ's crucifixion - the "one great offering." We 

ceremonially share it in our baptism: "crucified with Christ," "baptized 

into his death." We morally participate in it in putting the old man to death 

in "denying ungodliness and worldly lusts." And the hope before us is the 

prospect of becoming subject to such a physical change as will consume 

mortal nature, and change it into the glorious nature of the Spirit. 

It was a beautiful requirement of the wisdom of God in the beginning of 

things that He should require an act of worship that typified the repudiation 

of sinful nature as the basis of divine fellowship and acceptability. 

Those who deny Christ's participation thereof DENY ITS REMOVAL BY 

SACRIFICE, and thereby deny the fundamental testimony of the Gospel 

that he is "the Lamb of God taking away the sin of the world." -Law of 

Moses, chapter 25, page, 237. 

 
From Questions and Questions:  Bro. Roberts asks redundant questions to 

a teacher of a variant idea  

 

74a.—Paul says the substance of the law or things foreshadowed in it are to be 

found in Christ.—(Col. 2:17; Rom. 2:20; Heb. 9:23; 10:1.) This being so, can 

your theory furnish the antitype to the High Priest offering for himself?—(Lev. 

16:6.) 

77.—Can your theory furnish the antitype to the making atonement for the holy 

place (Lev. 16:16)? 

78.—Can your theory furnish the antitype to the atonement made for the altar? 

(Lev. 16:18.) 
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79.—Can your theory furnish the antitype to the atonement made for the holy 

sanctuary? (Lev. 16:33.) 

80.—Can your theory furnish the antitype to atonement for the tabernacle of the 

congregation wherein God dwelt? (Lev. 16:33.) 

81.—If you attempt an answer, do not content yourself with “yes;” but show us 

wherein all these things which were typical of Christ, have their counterpart in a 

theory which teaches he had not the condemned nature on him, and therefore, 

needed not to offer for himself. 

82.—Paul says that as it was necessary that these pattern-things in the Mosaic 

system should be purged with blood, so it was necessary that the things signified 

should be purged; but with a better sacrifice, that is the sacrifice of Christ—

(Heb. 9:23). The Christ of your theory needed no “purging:” therefore does it 

not follow that he is not the Christ of Paul, who required purging from the law 

of sin and death, by his own sacrifice? 

 

"Sin" And "Sin Offering" 

By bro. W. J. Young with comments by bro. G. V. Growcott 
 

THERE are four expressions scripturally applied to Christ’s nature (which 

is our nature) that those who cannot accept the key truth concerning the 

sinfulness of our nature, have difficulty with. We find these expressions 

treated symbolically, and laboriously explained away. Some of this is 

accomplished through a vague and indeterminate term, “metonymy;” [See 

page 397] while others are likened to the symbolical representations of the 

Mosaic Law.  They are: "sinful flesh," "sin in the flesh" "made sin," "our 

sins in his own body" (Rom. 83; 2 Cor. 5:21; 1 Pet. 2:24). 

 

As brethren Thomas and Roberts so beautifully and satisfyingly explain, 

these passages reveal the very heart and meaning of Christ's sacrifice. To 

grasp their significance, as brethren Thomas and Roberts so robustly and 

soundly expound them, is the only way to get a clear understanding of that 

sacrifice, and to escape the orthodox confusion of "substitution" and 

"vicarious sacrifice." 

 

We hope [next month-August 2019—JP] to point out brethren Thomas and 

Roberts' very forthright and robust expositions of these passages, as 

applied to Christ's purifying and redeeming offering for himself. 

 

The following appeared in the 1913-15 Christadelphian Magazine. It is 

clear and conclusive and very much to the point, on a vital first principle, 

addressing those who would reduce Christ’s actual slaughter of sin on the 

cross, to a symbolical repetition of the Mosaic Law.--GVG 
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"HAMARTIA" and "PERI HAMARTIAS" 

By bro. W. J. Young 

 

"God, sending His Own Son in the likeness of flesh of sin, and as an 

offering for sin, condemned sin in the flesh"' (Rom. 8:3 RV and 

marg.). 

 

"Him who knew no sin He made to be sin on our behalf; that we might 

become the righteousness of God in him" (2 Cor. 5:21 RV). 

 

Of all the lesser emendations made by the revisers of the N.T., none is 

more acceptable than that of Rom. 8:3. In this short passage are included 

the doctrines - 

 

 That sin is a constituent of the fleshly organization; [Note this 

clear, forthright statement as applied to Christ's flesh: no fencing 

or equivocation.—GVG] 

 That our Lord was constituted as to his physical nature in this 

likeness (compare 1 Cor. 15:49); 

 That he was sacrificed as a sin-offering; and 

 That since this sacrifice was of a Holy One who did no sin, yet 

"died unto sin" (Rom. 6:10), sin became condemned in human 

nature, and so could be taken away from it - in the person of the 

risen Savior - with full satisfaction to the justice of God. 

 

Some translators and expositors have not shown the same wisdom and 

knowledge as the revisers, but have allowed themselves to insert "sin- 

offering" in quite a number of passages where the original does not warrant 

it. Before we give examples, we will show upon what their action is based. 

 

We are given to understand that "sin" and "sin- offering" are the same in 

the Hebrew of the O.T. These translators therefore assume that the same 

rule applies to the Greek of the N.T.: hence their errors. 

 

The Greek for "sin" in these cases is “hamartia.” The translators of the 

Septuagint (LXX), faced with the need to render clearly in Greek what 

might be doubtful if translated literally, used the phrase “peri hamartias,” 

"concerning sin," to indicate "sin offering." Consequently, where they did 

not use this phrase, but rendered the Hebrew by “hamartia,” they made it 

clear that in such passages "sin" was meant. 

 

One is sometimes directed to Hos. 4:8, as being a place where "sin" means 

"sin-offering," but RV, supported by LXX, makes it plain enough that the 
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priests "fed on the sin of the people": they made sins a source of profit, 

like the Roman Church. 

 

From its use in the LXX, “peri hamartias” became the current and proper 

expression in Greek, just as "sin-offering" is in English; whilst “hamartia” 

continued to be used for "sin." The revisers were therefore abundantly 

justified in their emendation in Rom. 8:3, and wherever else “peri 

hamartias” is found. Examples of this phrase in the LXX are found in 

Num. 7:16 and Psa. 40:6; and in the Greek N.T. in Gal. 1:4 and Heb. 10:6, 

8, 18, 26 - as well as Rom. 8:3. 

 

The attempt, then, to force upon “hamartia” a meaning which it will not 

bear is to be condemned, and the consequent endeavor to foist unwarranted 

meanings on texts of scripture is to be resisted. Examples are (1) Heb. 

9:28, "Apart from sin," wrongly rendered in Young's translation "Apart 

from a sin-offering," and (2) the second verse at the head of this article. 

 

The force of the latter passage (2 Cor. 5:21) lies in the antithesis between 

sin and righteousness: that Jesus was, though sinless, constituted of our 

sinful nature in order that we, through him, might "become partakers of 

the divine nature." The erroneous rendering "made a sin offering" 

(Diaglott, etc.) obscures the antithesis and weakens the passage as a 

testimony to our Lord's nature. - Christadelphian, Dec., 1913 

 

Bro. Young Answers his Critics 

The (above) Dec., 1913 article has aroused criticism from certain who hold 

the "clean-flesh" theory of the nature of the Lord Jesus. The article 

condemns their translation of “hamartia” in selected passages of the N.T. 

by "sin-offering." It concludes - 

 

 That thus to render the Greek word is to force on it a meaning it 

will not bear, and results in foisting an unwarrantable meaning on 

such texts as 2 Cor. 5:21 and Heb. 9:28; 

 That the correct Greek equivalent for "sin-offering" in the N.T. is 

“peri hamartias;” 

 That this phrase is derived from the Septuagint (LXX), which uses 

it as the Greek translation of the Hebrew word for "sin"' when that 

word signifies, as it also does, "sin-offering." 

 

The critic strenuously antagonizes these views, and invokes a number of 

"authorities" to his aid. Perhaps a brief rejoinder may not be out of place. 

 

To begin with, some of these "authorities" deal with the meaning of the 

Hebrew, which is not in dispute, and has nothing to do with the matter. We 

will, therefore, not waste any space over these. 
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But others say that the Greek word “hamartia” alone, means not only "sin," 

but also "sin-offering." Parkhurst, Bullinger and Cremer amongst the 

theological lexicographers, Cruden and Stewart of the commentators, 

Robert Young and Benjamin Wilson from the translators, are all against 

us. 

 

Well, we know enough of commentators to regard their views as of little 

or no weight. As to lexicographers, the lexicon which, perhaps alone, in 

English commands universal respect is "Liddell and Scott," and it knows 

of no such meaning as "sin- offering" for hamartia. Whilst as for 

translators, it should be enough to point out that the Revisers of the N.T., 

with all their ecclesiastical bias, with all the support of various translators, 

commentators and lexicographers, have not IN ONE SINGLE 

INSTANCE rendered “hamartia” "sin- offering." This is one of those 

"mountain facts" which are not to be removed by any amount of faith in 

translators and others with doctrinal axes to grind. 

 

Another was appealed to about the meaning of “peri hamartias.” Far more 

satisfactory would it have been if my critic had asked his "undoubted 

Greek scholar" - 

"Were the Revisers right or were they wrong in rendering this phrase 

"offering (or sacrificed) for sin" in Rom. 8:3 and in Heb. 10:6,8?" 

 

For myself, I much prefer to trust the "undoubted Greek scholars" of the 

Revision Committee when they give us a translation which tends to tell 

against their own theological views. We may also here add that the 

"Handbook to N.T. Grammar," published by the Religious Tract Society, 

which cannot be accused of bias toward Christadelphian doctrine, says 

definitely, "peri hamartias ... is sin- offering." 

 

The greatest effort of criticism is directed against my statement that the 

LXX renders the Hebrew word by “hamartia” when it means "sin," and by 

“peri hamartias” when it means "sin-offering." The critic cites authorities 

and passages to prove “hamartia” is used for both, in precisely the same 

way as the Hebrew word. Let us see. 

 

"Sin-offering" is represented some 55 times in the LXX. We are justified, 

therefore, in expecting - if hamartia alone is sufficient and adequate to 

translate the Hebrew word when it means "sin- offering" to find it 

frequently, if not almost invariably, so doing. The truth is, if the reading 

can be trusted (and it is not altogether beyond doubt), [bro. Young is 

referring to the reliability of the Septuagint copy writers—JP] that 

“hamartias” is found (for sin-offering) only 5 times: twice in Lev. 4:21, 

24; twice more in the next chapter with the genitive hamartias ["sin's" or 
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"of sin"] as alternative reading; and once in Ex. 29:14 the genitive occurs 

unquestioned. More about these later. 

 

In the meantime, to establish beyond cavil our own contention, we can 

point to OVER 40 instances, scattered through Lev., Num., 2 Chr., Ezra, 

Psa., Isa. and Ezek. of the use of “peri hamartias” to translate the Hebrew 

when "sin-offering" is meant. To vary the application of a sentence of my 

critic - 

"We can see where the New Testament got the expression." 

 

In point of fact, the very phrase itself is quoted by the apostle in Heb. 10:6, 

8 from the LXX of Psa. 40:6. 

 

But if the LXX uses the word “hamartia” at all for “sin-offering,” does not 

that alone dispose of my contention? Not so. It most strongly confirms it 

by showing how the translators in their desire to be literal, first essayed to 

make the word serve a double purpose (But even then only in places where 

the real meaning could not possibly be mistaken, or where ambiguity did 

not matter. 

 

[And in the very few early cases where LXX appears to use "hamartia", 

for "sin offering," is it not possible that they felt "sin" and not "sin-

offering" was the meaning of the Hebrew in these places? See the 

comments at the beginning of the article about the meaning of Hosea 4:8.], 

despite the fact of it having no such meaning as "sin-offering" amongst the 

Greeks themselves (see Liddell and Scott), but quickly realized that to do 

so was to force their own Hebrew idiom on another language - an idiom 

which it could not tolerate. 

 

Had the LXX translators been satisfied that hamartia alone was adequate 

to signify "sin- offering," they would not - we may be quite sure - have 

used it so very rarely (if, indeed, they used it at all), and then have dropped 

it altogether.—GVG] 

 

We have made allusion to the genitive form of the word, as though it 

conveyed a difference in meaning from the nominative hamartia, and so it 

does. In the passages referred to above (Lev. 4:21, 24 and Ex. 29:14), it 

marks as much difference as exists between "It is John" and "It is John's." 

So whereas in Lev. 4:24 the LXX reads when rendered literally into 

English, "It is sin," in the variant readings where the genitive occurs it 

means, "It is [something] in respect of sin" - truly a distinction with a 

mighty difference, and undeniable. 

 

But even thus, the LXX translators deem to have recognized the weakness 

and imperfection, to say the least, of this rendering, for after being used 
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only three times it was abandoned for the unmistakable and idiomatic 

phrase "peri hamartias" and its slight variants. 

 

My critic quotes Cremer against us on Lev. 6:25. If he had looked up the 

passage for himself, he would have found that it gives the very phrase for 

which we are contending. And anyone who knows anything of Greek 

idiom will notice here the demonstration that peri hamartias is constituted 

a definite technical phrase to represent "sin- offering," since it is preceded 

by the article. 

 

Our attention is also invited to Lev. 4:25, as an example of the use of 

hamartia alone for "sin- offering." And here again we find things other 

than as represented, for the phrase is tou tes hamartias, which means, "of 

the thing in respect of sin": once more, of course, "of the sin-offering." An 

abundance of examples of such a construction is found in the Scriptures. 

There is nothing in it to bolster up the notion that hamartia means "sin- 

offering," but much to the contrary. 

 

Even were we snowed under with "authorities," the iron truth would 

remain as stated ... "HAMARTIA" MEANS "SIN," and cannot be 

rendered "sin-offering" without doing it violence. The LXX recognized 

this truth, and therefore introduced and used in over forty places the phrase 

peri hamartias as the technical equivalent in Greek for the Hebrew word 

when it meant "sin-offering," in order to avoid all obscurity or ambiguity. 

 

We may be certain also that the inspired writers of the New Testament 

would not be less clear in marking such an important difference in 

meaning. 

 

And now these expositors and one-time fellow laborers want to turn back 

to obscurity and ambiguity, that by so doing they may gain some 

semblance of support for their views on the nature of the Lord Jesus in the 

days of his flesh. As we have already remarked, all such endeavors to foist 

unwarranted meanings on texts of Scripture are to be resisted. -

Christadelphian, March, 1915. 

 

Observations by bro. G. V. Growcott 

SEVERAL things will be noted from the foregoing - 

 

1. The Hebrew words for "sin" (ahshahm and chattahth) are also used for 

"sin-offering." 

 

2. The Greek language does not have this peculiarity, and the LXX 

translators had to decide how to translate these words in their two 
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meanings. They first ran into this problem in Ex. 29 and 30, and Lev. 4 

and 5. 

 

3. In two of the earliest places (Lev. 4:21,24) they appear to have used the 

nominative “hamartia” (sin) for "sin-offering." In three more places (Ex. 

29:14; Lev. 5:9, 12) they appear to have used the genitive “hamartias” 

(something in respect of sin). In all the other places (about 50), they appear 

to have settled on “peri hamartias” (concerning sin) wherever they decided 

the Hebrew word meant "sin- offering." 

 

4. This expression (“peri hamartias”) occurs for "sin-offering" often in 

Lev. 4 and 5, and later. 

 

5. In places they attached the article "the" to this expression, making it the 

name of something ("the thing concerning sin"), and giving it a definite 

technical meaning. 

 

6. It is quite possible that in the very few places in question (4 maximum) 

that LXX employed the nominative (sin), they believed the meaning to be 

"sin" and not "sin-offering." 

 

7. "Hamartia" in the N.T. (as in 2 Cor. 5:21 does NOT mean "sin offering," 

and should not be so rendered to suit a theory. It means "sin": Christ was 

"made sin." 

 

8. Those who published the Christadelphian Magazine in 1913-15 

recognized and believed this truth, and considered it important in the 

defense of the Truth. 

 

9. Some who had formerly been in fellowship were strenuously arguing 

for "sin offering" in such passages as 2 Cor. 5:21 and Heb. 9:28 in order 

to support the Clean Flesh theory. This error, in its various forms and 

degrees, is not new: it is one of the oldest and most dangerous. 

 

If brethren and sisters are not prepared to put away their toys, and make 

the effort to look into these things as their life's interest, and take them 

seriously, and defend them, the Truth will soon be lost. Don't leave it all 

lazily to your leaders, like the religious world does. Christadelphians used 

to be deeply and individually interested in these truths so vital to their 

salvation. They used to be, in truth, the "People of the Book." As the 

current generation of leaders notes with apparent amazement the brethren 

and sisters of 100 years ago wouldn't dream of going on a vacation without 

taking Eureka with them. They didn't go to play, but to be spiritually 

refreshed. Is it too much to hope that there are still many such today? -

G.V.G. 
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Metonymy 
 

Metonymy is a grammatical term used by bro. Roberts, to explain the use 

of the word “sin,” for “human nature.”  Those who struggle with the same 

verses of which were covered in the article “Sin and Sin Offering,” and 

who wish to introduce variant views on the nature of man, will sometimes 

quote bro. Roberts, who made the point that sin is a metonym for human 

nature.  They do this with the intent to change the very clear and precise 

statement of bro. Thomas made in Elpis Israel about sin and human nature.    

Elpis Israel, Pg. 114:  “Sin, I say, is a synonym for human nature. 

Hence the flesh is invariably regarded as unclean. It is therefore 

written, ‘How can he be clean who is born of woman?’—(Job 25:4.) 

‘Who can bring a clean thing out of an unclean? Not one.’—(Job 

14:4.) ‘What is man that he should be clean? And which is born of a 

woman that he should be righteous? Behold, God putteth no trust in 

His saints; yea, the heavens are not clean in His sight. How much 

more abominable and filthy is man, who drinketh iniquity like 

water?’ (Job 15:14–16.) This view of sin in the flesh is enlightening 

in the things concerning Jesus. The apostle says, ‘God made him sin 

for us, who knew no sin’ (2 Cor. 5:21); and this he explains in another 

place by saying that, ‘He sent His own Son in the likeness of sinful 

flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh’ (Rom. 8:3) in the 

offering of this body once.—(Heb. 10:10, 12, 14.) Sin could not have 

been condemned in the body of Jesus, if it had not existed there. His 

body was as unclean as the bodies of those he died for; for he was 

born of a woman, and ‘not one’ can bring a clean body out of a defiled 

body; for ‘that’ says Jesus himself, ‘which is born of the flesh is 

flesh.’—(John 3:6.) 

 

According to the physical law, the seed of the unclean woman was 

born into the world. The nature of Mary was as unclean as that of 

other women, and therefore could give only to ‘a body’ like her own, 

though especially ‘prepared of God.’—(Heb. 10:10, 12, 14) Had 

Mary’s nature been immaculate, as her idolatrous worshippers 

contend an immaculate body would have been born of her; which, 

therefore, would not have answered the purpose of God; which was 

to condemn sin in the flesh; a thing that could not have been 

accomplished if there were no sin there.   

 

Bro. Thomas is clear.  Sin, the way the Scriptures use it, is a synonym for 

human nature.  Synonym is from the Latin, “syn,” meaning same, and 

“nym,” meaning name.  It is two words with the same, or nearly the same 

meaning.  This portion of Elpis Israel states the Christadelphian position 

quite clearly.  There is no way that bro. Thomas’ point can be 
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misunderstood.  Human nature is a physical law, and it is sin.  And bro. 

Thomas goes on to build on this key point in God’s plan of redemption, 

pointing out, that human nature had to be sin, or: “Sin could not have been 

condemned in the flesh of Jesus, had it not existed there.”   

 

So how did sin exist in the flesh of Jesus?  Not morally, as Jesus never 

committed a sin.  But physically, as his nature.  All the variants into the 

Christadelphian faith have been aimed at contravening this fundamental 

point as explained by bro. Thomas.  

 

Bro. Thomas’ reasoning makes sin, as human nature, a reality.  As such, 

sin is actually condemned in the flesh of Jesus, when that flesh was 

destroyed on the cross.  Bro. Thomas’ explanation takes the condemnation 

of sin out of the realm of symbolism, and makes it a reality. 

 

But those advancing variant positions in Christadelphia use the term 

“metonymy” as if it is some magical way in which they can claim to be in 

harmony with the foundation principles of Christadelphia, while they deny 

the above clear statement from bro. Thomas.  They attempt to use 

“metonymy” as if it means “metaphor,” or a symbolical relationship.  In 

so doing, they change the reality of Christ’s sacrifice, the actual 

slaughtering of sin in the flesh of Jesus, into another symbolical 

relationship, such as was the law of Moses, where sin is symbolically 

destroyed, not actually being there. 

 

“Metonymy” is simply a grammatical term which, like so many other 

grammatical terms, explains why a specific word might be used in a certain 

way.  “Metonymy” is not a definition of a word, but an explanation of why 

a word is used.  I can’t emphasize this enough.  Grammatical terms explain 

why words are used.  They do not give definitions to words.   

 

Metonym is derived from two Greek words, “meta” which should be 

understood here, as “another,” and “nym” meaning name.  Metonym then, 

simply means “another name.”  In the discussion before us, “sin” is 

another name for “human nature.”  That seems simple enough.  Bro. 

Thomas, bro. Roberts and even bro. Walker, all used metonymy in only 

one way:  that metonymy is putting the cause for the effect, or the effect 

for the cause, or the whole (subject) for a part (adjunct) or a part for the 

whole.  This is the only way they defined metonymy.  If we limit 

metonymy to just this aspect, then there is no confusion, and their writings 

are all quite consistent.  Sin, being another name for human nature, there 

can be no question but that human nature is sin. 

 

Now, if we were to ask grammarians whether or not putting the cause for 

the effect, was “metonymy,” we would find that they would hesitate in 
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their answer.  Some would tell us:  “yes, this is metonymy.”  But there 

would be others who would answer: “No, naming the cause from the effect 

would be ‘synecdoche.’”  And of those that said it was metonymy, they 

would want to clarify the use of cause and effect for the name, to be a 

special form of “metonymy,” called “synecdoche.”   

 

So where does the term “synecdoche” come from?  It is also derived from 

two words, just as syn-nym, (same name) and Meta-nym (another-name) 

was.  The two words are “syn” meaning same, just as it did in syn-nym.  

And the second word is “ecdoche,” which has been interpreted by 

grammarians to mean “sense, meaning, or interpretation.”  “Syn-ecdoche” 

then means “same-meaning.”  So when the Pioneer brethren were saying 

that sin is a metonym for human nature, they were telling us that sin has 

the “same meaning” as human nature.  And this is completely consistent 

with the writings of bro. Thomas, that sin is a synonym for human nature.  

And if human nature has the same meaning as “sin,” then when Jesus was 

nailed to the cross, sin was quite literally destroyed on the cross. 

 

The confusion the variant teachers create using the term “metonym,” 

comes from the fact that there are various kinds of “metonyms.”  All 

“metonyms” are not “synecdoches,” and all “metonyms” do not mean the 

“same meaning.”  “Irony,” for instance is a form of “metonym.”  If a man 

has bright red hair, his friends may jokingly name him “blue.”  If a man is 

very tall, his friends may name him “shorty.”  If a man is very skinny, his 

friends may name him “fatso.”  These would all be “irony,” but all are still 

“metonyms.”   

   

But the main problem (and why the variant teachers like the word so well) 

comes from the fact that some “metonyms” are almost metaphorical.  

These are called “metalepsis.”  “Metalepsis” means “sharing,” or 

“substitute.”  It is when a name for something is derived from another 

figure of speech.  If a person drives his car fast, we might say:  “He has a 

lead foot.”  “Lead foot” would be a “metonym,” of the class called 

“metalepsis,” as the foot is not lead, neither does lead make the car go fast.   

 

Those who wish to introduce variants into Christadelphia, use the term 

“metonym” in such a way so that it refers to the almost metaphorical term, 

“metalepsis.”  Thus, they treat “sin,” in “sin in the flesh,” to be a 

symbolical expression.  They deny that there is sin in the flesh, and thereby 

change the reality of the destruction of sin in the crucifixion of Jesus, to a 

symbolical representation of the destruction of sin, no different than the 

shadows under the law.  And those symbols could never take away sins. 

Heb. 10:1  “For the law having a shadow of good things to come, and 

not the very image of the things, can never with those sacrifices which 
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they offered year by year continually make the comers thereunto 

perfect.”  

 

The condemnation of sin in the flesh of Jesus was literal, and real.  His 

nature was sinful, or full of sin.  Though he was morally sinless, still the 

nailing of his body to the cross, was an actual destruction of sin.  It was 

not just another symbolical representation, in a long line of symbolical 

representations, but a reality. 

 

The classic example of how the variant teachers change the reality of the 

destruction of sin, to a symbolical destruction of sin, can be seen quite 

vividly in the 1957 reunion efforts between Central and Shield.  At that 

time, Central received back into fellowship the Shield group, with the 

followers of John Bell, who had some 50 years previous been withdrawn 

from over this same variant.  John Carter, editor of the Christadelphian at 

the time, introduced confusion into the discussion, confusing metonymy 

with metaphor.  Observe the following from their “Unity Agreement.” 

 

METONYMY APPLIED TO SIN 

By John Carter 

 

“But how could Paul speak of these impulses which were latent in 

him, which sprang to life as he said, when the commandment came? 

How can he speak of them as sin? By a well known figure of speech; 

the figure of speech of metonymy is that where a word which stands 

related to another as cause or effect, or a mere adjunct maybe, is put 

for that to which it stands related.  [John Carter introduces a 

distraction into the “two aspects of sin,” which I have omitted here, 

but will come back to, shortly.—JP]  

 

“…It’s a use of the word in another sense, used by a figure. Let me 

give you one or two illustrations: you have aspects of a mountain, you 

look at it from one vantage point and you look at it from another 

vantage point and you see different aspects of it. But you speak of a 

man’s troubles and you say: he makes mountains out of molehills. 

Would you say that a man’s troubles was an aspect of mountains? 

No! You would say by a figure of speech, as describing his troubles 

as mountains; but they are not an aspect of mountains. In a similar 

way we turn to another figure, the figure of metaphor. The Lord said, 

“this is my body.” The Roman Catholic insists upon it in its literal 

terms and insists that the bread is the body of Jesus. We say No! That 

is the use of metaphor. “All flesh is grass” is metaphor. “All flesh is 

as grass” is the figure simile. The figure simile is literally true. Figure 

metaphor is boldly true though not literally accurate. Jesus said “this 

is my body” but would you say that there are two aspects of the body 
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of Jesus, one of flesh and one of flour? Because “all flesh is grass” 

would you say that there are two aspects of grass; one with roots and 

the other with legs? You say No! One is used as a figure and one is 

an expression of a literal fact. So it is with regard to this. We mustn’t 

preach sin that dwells in us; which is a word used metonymically for 

the impulses within us, as being sin in that sense of lawlessness of 

which the Apostle speaks. I think that if we can get that clear in our 

minds, we are getting rid of some of the problems that have beset us 

in connection with this.”  

 

It is hard to imagine how such poor scholarship passed among the brethren 

in 1957.  Truly it had to be the case that:” 

Jer._5:31  The prophets prophesy falsely, and the priests bear rule by 

their means; and my people love to have it so: and what will ye do in 

the end thereof? 

  

To be confused by such an obvious tactic, one had to want to be confused.  

Let’s look at his presentation.  John Carter begins on a good note, 

observing that “metonymy” meant putting the cause for the effect or the 

effect for the cause  This is usually the case in Christadelphian literature.  

This is the “synecdoche” of which I have written.  But as John Carter 

works his way through the second paragraph which I have quoted, note 

how he changes “sin” being a name given to human nature as a result of 

cause and effect, to sin being a metaphorical, (which means a symbolical) 

expression.  So the intimate relationship of cause to effect, is changed to a 

symbolical relationship of a mountain, to troubles, and later, of flesh to 

grass, or the body of Christ to bread.  Thus he ends up completely changing 

the meaning of “metonymy” as used by the pioneer brethren, changing the 

relationship of sin to human nature to be metaphorical, a symbolism; rather 

than the reality indicated by the cause to effect relationship. 

 

Now I omitted the distraction he created with an aside in that first 

paragraph that we might consider it here.  John Carter takes issue with bro. 

Thomas’ exposition of sin, having two senses to it, (one moral, one 

physical) as those encouraging variants to the Christadelphian faith, do not 

believe that sin can be physical.  To them, sin can only be moral.  So sin 

can have only one aspect, and that is “wicked works.”  Here is the section 

I omitted from above: 

“…But I want to enter here and now a mild caveat against the use of 

that phrase, “two aspects of sin.” There are not two aspects of sin, 

there are many aspects of sin. Sin is what? Well you have a list of 

the works of the flesh; Adultery and all the abominations with a list 

of other things such as ill-will, bitterness, wrath, anger, strife, 

sedition and so on. All these are aspects of sin. They are all aspects 

of something that comes within the one category. 
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“But now the Apostle uses sin by Metonymy and immediately you 

say, he uses it by metonymy it isn’t an aspect of sin...” 

 

This “mild caveat” is actually a vicious attack against the foundational 

Christadelphian principle, that human nature is sin.  The writing that he is 

attacking is bro. Thomas’ remarks in his article “Tempter and Tempted.”  

Bro. Thomas wrote, (and bro. Roberts reprinted in 1873, right in the 

middle of one of the variant attacks made against the foundational 

Christadelphian teachings: 

“The word sin is used in two senses; first, to represent that 

combination of principles within us, which in excitation is manifested 

in passion, evil affections of the mind, diseases, death and corruption. 

They are called sin because their manifestation was permitted as the 

consequence of transgression. And this is the second sense of the 

word; as it is written, ‘sin is the transgression of law.’ Transgression 

was the effect of the unbridled in working of humanity; and when the 

transgression was complete, or ‘finished,’ that in working and its 

result were both styled sin.”  “Christadelphian” 1873 pg. 484.  

 

In John Carter’s caveat, he says that “sin by metonymy” is not an aspect 

of sin.  Note that while he says there are many aspects of sin, every aspect 

that he lists is an act of transgression.  He admits near the end of his caveat 

that all the aspects of sin he lists, “comes within the one category.”  But 

when asked if “sin by metonymy,” or sin when used as another name for 

human nature is sin, he wrongly answers, no.   

 

Bro. Thomas, to whom John Carter is objecting, says that sin is in fact 

used in two senses.  One sense is the transgression of the law, which is the 

one category John Carter listed, with its many aspects.  And to bro. 

Thomas, the second sense is “that combination of principles within us, 

which in excitation is manifested in passion, evil affections of the mind, 

diseases, death and corruption,” or human nature. 

 

Human nature is not moral transgression, and there is no moral guilt 

attached to it.  That is true.  It is a misfortune, not a crime.  But is sin a 

physical law in our members?  Certainly the physical law in our members 

is called sin, in the Scriptures.  It is given that name because human nature 

is the cause of all transgression.  But does that make it, itself, sin?  If we 

understand metonymy, in the same way that the foundation 

Christadelphians did, then the answer is clearly yes.  Both words must 

have the same meaning or interpretation.  And this is why there is no 

contradiction between bro. Roberts saying that sin is a metonym 

(synecdoche-another name with the same meaning) for human nature, and 

the statement from bro. Thomas in Elpis Israel which so troubles those 
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introducing variant views, that sin is a synonym (two words with the same 

meaning) for human nature.   

 

It is why Bro. Roberts quoted the above quote from bro. Thomas’ Elpis 

Israel, pg. 114, that sin is a synonym for human nature, with no hint of it 

altering his understanding at all.  And he did so in 1873, right in the middle 

of the first controversy where a variant view to bro. Thomas’ was 

introduced to the Christadelphian world.  At that time, the idea of sin in 

the flesh as set forth by bro. Thomas, was boldly “renounced,” and those 

who renounced bro. Thomas’ teaching on “sin in the flesh” were called 

“Renunciationists.”   

 

So to try and make this as simple as possible, metonymy means “another 

name.”  The only type of metonymy used by the foundation 

Christadelphians is the form of metonymy called synecdoche.  

Synecdoche means “same interpretation.”  When bro. Roberts says human 

nature, by metonymy is called sin, he is saying that sin and human nature 

have the same interpretation.  (Just as bro. Thomas said sin and human 

nature are synonyms.)  If you break that association between sin and 

human nature (by defining the two terms differently) then you no longer 

have synecdoche.  You can’t give us two different interpretations for sin 

and human nature, and then tell us that you are in harmony with bro. 

Roberts’ statement, and in fact the belief of all foundation 

Christadelphians, that by metonymy, human nature is called sin. 

 

We might look at the practical outworking of one of the more common 

variants to Christadelphian thought, where “metonymy” is used to destroy 

the foundational Christadelphian thought.  This is from a book called 

“Understanding the Atonement,” (which is anything but) where it is 

dealing with Rom. 8:3:   

“The margin in the KJV says Christ came in the likeness of ‘sin’s 

flesh’. In other words, the flesh and blood nature that we have now, 

with its tendency towards sinning, came about as a result of sin. It is 

the product of sin. The phrase ‘sinful flesh’ or ‘sin’s flesh’, therefore, 

is not referring to a literal physical substance within us called sin or 

the propensities within us (styled ‘sin-in-the-flesh’). It is a figure of 

metonymy whereby the cause of us disobeying God (our flesh) is 

related to its effect (our sinning). “Understanding the Atonement” pg. 

135. 

 

Note how this directly contradicts Clause 5, which we are dealing with in 

this issue of The Berean.  Sin in the flesh (hyphenated or otherwise, it 

doesn’t matter, bro. Roberts used it both ways) is in fact a physical law in 

our being.  Here sin is used as descriptive of human nature. 
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The “law of sin and death” is not an addition to the earthy body.  After the 

fall, it is the divine sentence on the earthy body.  The propensities, 

intellect, and sentiments of the created body, which had been guided in a 

Godly direction before the fall, were now unleashed to their own 

discretions, which were evil continuously.  This is why the body is called 

sin’s flesh.   

 

We read in the above paragraph that: “The phrase ‘sinful flesh’ or ‘sin’s 

flesh’, therefore, is not referring to a literal physical substance within us 

called sin or the propensities within us (styled ‘sin-in-the-flesh’).”  

 

The use of the term “therefore” indicates that the writer thinks he has now 

proved that sin’s flesh is not sin.  The writer thinks he has done this by 

stating that the term sin in the flesh is metonymical.  But is this proof?  No!  

Saying it is used grammatically as a metonym explains why the word is 

used, but it does nothing to explain the meaning.  If anything, as I have 

already shown, the type of metonym used here (synecdoche) shows that 

the metonymical term “sin’s flesh” must be understood to have the same 

interpretation as sin, or human nature.  So the weight of what little 

evidence has been provided, argues against this conclusion.  

 

What would be proof that human nature is not sin?   

 Well, it could be a verse which clearly states that human nature is 

not sin.   

 It could be a verse which clearly states that sin can only be 

understood as transgression.   

 It could be a parable where the explanation is how human nature 

is not sin.   

 It could be a prophesy, perhaps from the law or elsewhere, that 

exhibited that human nature is not sin.   

 It could, I suppose, even be a verse which explained how sin was 

condemned in human nature, without it existing there.   

 It could be a verse which explains how God’s righteousness was 

exhibited in putting to death a completely sinless man.   

 It could be a verse which states that flesh owned, or possessed by 

sin (sin’s flesh) somehow is not owned or possessed by sin.   

 

It could be done any number of ways, all of which are always ignored by 

those who urge some variant idea, because they can find no such proof in 

the Scriptures.  What is not a proof, is an isolated and unproved statement 

by any supporter of variant ideas, that sin nature is not sin.  What is not a 

proof is a grammatical explanation of why certain words are used.   
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For support of the unproven and unprovable idea that sin can only be 

transgression, we are taken to a writing by a former editor of the 

Christadelphian Magazine, L. G. Sargent.  That such a late editor must be 

used is very telling as to how much support there is for this position, in the 

writings of the foundation Christadelphians.   

 

First, it is important to note that this is from 1965.  So it took over 100 

years (from 1847 – 1965) for clear support for the variant positions to find 

voice in the Christadelphian.  Telling us that it took over 100 years for 

these variant views to surface in the magazine, but that these were in fact, 

the views of the pioneers, is akin to Trinitarians telling us that though the 

Trinity never existed in writings till 100 years after the death of the apostle 

Paul, still all the apostles believed it! 

 

Secondly, the quote used to support a variant view on Rom. 8:3, has 

nothing to do with Rom. 8:3.  It is a comment on Heb. 2:14.  Now, I’m 

sure the writer is trying to make a comment about the word “sin,” and how, 

according to L. G. Sargent, “sin” does not mean “human nature.”  So let’s 

look at the L. G. Sargent quote: 

“It is abundantly established in our literature (Christendom Astray, 

for instance) that the Devil is sin. That is a different proposition from 

saying that the Devil is “human nature”, and still further from 

identifying human nature with the “blood”… and from this equation 

arguing that in the pouring out of the blood there was a destruction of 

“human nature” = “sin-in-the-flesh” = “the Devil”. Human nature is 

prone to sin; it is not “sin.”  “Christadelphian” 1965, pg. 107 

 

Let’s begin with his reference to Christendom Astray.  The first thing we 

might note as being “abundantly established,” is that the expression “the 

Devil is sin” never occurs in Christendom Astray.  That makes it difficult 

to understand exactly what L. G. Sargent is discussing.  But it is not 

difficult to find out who bro. Roberts named as the Devil in Christendom 

Astray, and frankly, probably from the same place L.G. Sargent is 

suggesting that the devil can only be sin.  Observe the following: 

“Christ, through death, destroyed, or took out of the way, ‘the sin of 

the world’. In this, he destroyed the Bible devil. He certainly did not 

destroy the popular devil in his death, for that devil is supposed to be 

still at large, but in his own person, as a representative man, he 

extinguished the power of sin by surrendering to its full 

consequences, and then escaping by resurrection, through the power 

of his own holiness, to live for evermore. This is described as “God 

sending His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, 

condemned sin in the flesh” (Rom. 8:3). Sin in the flesh, then, is the 

devil destroyed by Jesus in his death. This is the devil having the 
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power of death, for it is sin, and nothing else but sin that causes death 

to men.”  Christendom Astray, pg. 195 [My underlining—JP] 

 

Is it not incredible that L. G. Sargent can state the exact opposite of what 

bro. Roberts stated, and pretend to be quoting him as authoritative?  This 

quote by bro. Roberts is quite relevant to this discussion, not only because 

it shows who the devil is in Heb. 2:14, (not “sin” as claimed, but “sin in 

the flesh”) but because it also clarifies the foundation Christadelphian 

position relevant to death.  Those who introduce variant views often need 

to carefully isolate sin, from death.  In this manner, it can be argued that 

men can die, simply because they are mortal, and not because they are 

constituted sinners.  They have to do this, or they would violate a variant 

tenet that Christ did not physically bear sin in his own body.  But observe 

what bro. Roberts emphasizes here.  It is sin that has the power of death, 

and nothing but sin causes death to men.  Now, if this is true, why did 

Christ die?  Or for that matter, why do babies die?  Certainly, neither Christ 

nor babies are transgressors in any sense.  But if it is sin, and nothing else 

but sin that causes death, then why did Christ die, if human nature itself, 

is not sin?   

 

Now, though the expression L. G. Sargent used (“the Devil is sin”) never 

occurs in Christendom Astray as he stated, the expression does occur twice 

among the foundation Christadelphians writings, though never as L. G 

Sargent used it.  Both times, the full expression was “the Devil is sin in the 

flesh.”  It is first used in 1867.  This was during the time that the Dowieites, 

led by George Dowie, determined that beliefs concerning the Devil were 

unclear and optional.  They reasoned that while the hoofed, and 

pitchforked Devil might be an exaggeration, still some evil angel hostile 

to God might exist.  This led to the foundation Christadelphians separating 

from the Dowieites of Edinburgh and all other bodies who fellowshipped 

them.  We read there an article by bro. R. C. Bingley, which defends those 

pioneer Christadelphians who separated from the Dowieites. 

“Others of the “household of faith” repudiate such teachings (the 

Dowieite teachings) as but “old wives’ fables,” and declare that the 

Scriptural devil is Sin in the flesh, and regard the doctrine of the devil 

as one of the most essential elements of the truth necessary to be 

understood prior to immersion.”  [My underlining—JP] 

 

Isn’t this the very position L. G. Sargent told us was a false position?   I 

guess it’s a shame that the pioneer brethren didn’t have such variant views 

around to explain to them that the devil is not sin in the flesh.  But bro. 

Bingley’s article is direct to the point raised by most variant views.   

 

Now we said there were two places were the term “the Devil is sin...” 

occurred in the pioneer writings.  The second time is in bro. Roberts’ 
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correspondence, where a person has presented him with the idea that the 

Devil cannot be “sin in the flesh” since it does not make sense in every 

application of where the term “Devil” is used.  Here is bro. Roberts 

response, and there are certain characteristics about it which are notable.  

This response is from 1898, four years after the Advocate division, and 

note bro. Roberts hyphenating the term sin-in-the-flesh.   

M. Q.—You do not test the devil question skillfully or truthfully in 

laying it down that “the devil is sin in the flesh,” and then 

indiscriminately looking at every use of the word “devil” in the light 

of that definition. Sin-in-the-flesh is only the root principle that leads 

to the various forms of diabolism. All these forms are in harmony 

with the root; but things are affirmable of the forms sometimes that 

are not necessarily true of the root. Judas was a devil (John. 6:70), 

through the action of sin-in-the-flesh; he hanged himself: that form 

of sin-in-the-flesh was gone; but sin-in-the-flesh survived in all the 

world. The devil that imprisoned the Smyrnean brethren (Rev. 2:10) 

was a form of sin-in-the-flesh. That form has long since passed away, 

but generic sin-in-the-flesh continues in all the world. So when it is 

said that the devil is bound for a thousand years, it is that form of sin-

in-the-flesh which exists in the organized governments of the world 

that is bound; but sin-in-the-flesh remains an ingredient in human 

nature during all the thousand years, until flesh and blood ceases to 

exist on earth. 

 

These concepts by the Pioneer brethren were so well understood, that 

twelve years after the death of bro. Roberts, we find the brethren still 

faithfully opposing such statements as suggested by L. G. Sargent.  In 

1910, one of the “Sunday Morning at the Christadelphian Ecclesia” 

exhortations makes a point, which shows how utterly and completely 

wrong L. G. Sargent was: 

“The apostle then draws attention, item by item, to the details of the 

divine armour, and attaches to them lessons of the utmost 

significance. Before doing so, however, he alludes in a general way 

to the good that accrues from donning the whole armour, viz., 

ability to withstand the wiles of the devil. Who is the devil? That is 

a question which we can all answer. The devil is sin in the flesh. 

The devil was very active and very influential and cruel in Paul’s 

day. He manifested himself in magistrates and rulers, who 

oftentimes imprisoned and sometimes sent to death. The devil still 

lives, and still persecutes the followers of Christ, although not in 

exactly in the same way. If it were not so, we should be free from 

what those faithful to the precepts of Christ cannot escape—scoffs 

and jeers and various unkindnesses.”  A.T. Janaway  1910 Chdn. pg. 

17  
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As late as 1910, who the Devil was, was a question that could be answered 

by “all of us” as “sin in the flesh.”  Isn’t it incredible that a mere 55 years 

later, L. G. Sargent would dare to write in the Christadelphian magazine 

that this was not the case, and not be questioned? 

 

Here are some quotes from bro. Thomas, printed in the Christadelphian by 

bro. Roberts during on the variant uprisings, showing his agreement with 

bro. Thomas concerning who is the devil: 

 

Eureka 1:106  “It (the body of Jesus) was not angel flesh or nature, but that 

common to the seed of Abraham, styled by Paul ‘flesh of sin,’ ‘in which,’ 

he says, ‘dwells no good thing’ ... His flesh was like our flesh in all its 

points - weak, emotional, and unclean ... Sin, whose wages is death, had 

to be condemned in the nature that had transgressed ... He took part of the 

same, that through death he might destroy that having the power of death, 

that is, the diabolos, or elements of corruption in our nature inciting it to 

transgression, and therefore called ‘Sin working death in us.’"  

 

Eureka 1:246  “The Spirit clothed Himself with weakness and corruption 

- in other words, ‘Sin's flesh's identity’ - that He might destroy the 

‘DIABOLOS.’ It is manifest from this the Diabolos, must be of the same 

nature as that which the Spirit assumed; for the supposition that He 

assumed human nature to destroy a being of angelic nature, or of some 

other more powerful, is palpably absurd. The Diabolos is something, then, 

pertaining to flesh and blood, and the Spirit or Logos became flesh and 

blood to destroy it.”  

 

“What is that which hath the power of death? It is the ‘exceedingly great 

sinner SIN,’ in the sense of the ‘Law of Sin and Death’ within all the 

posterity of Adam, without exception. This, then, is Paul's Diabolos, which 

he says ‘has the power of death’; which ‘power’ he also saith is ‘sin, the 

sting of death.’  [My underlining—JP] 

 

Eureka 1:249  “But why doth Paul style Sin, Diabolos? The answer will 

be found in the definition of the word. Diabolos is derived from diaballo 

which is compounded of dia, a preposition which signifies ‘across, over’; 

and of ballo, ‘to throw, cast,’ and intransitively, ‘to fall, tumble.’ Hence 

diaballo is ‘to throw over or across’; and intransitively, ‘to pass over, to 

cross, to pass.’ This being the signification of the parent verb, the noun 

diabolos is the name of that which ‘crosses, or causes to cross, or falls 

over.’ DIABOLOS is therefore a very fit and proper word by which to 

designate the law of sin and death, or Sin's Flesh.”  

 

A letter from bro. Thomas to bro. Roberts: 
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“Now, if you are courageous, faithful and valiant for the truth; if you 

are really a good and useful man in your day and generation, you may 

lay your account with being misrepresented, slandered and abused in 

various ways: but if you turn traitor in faith or practice, or in both, 

you will become popular, and obtain the applause of the ignorant and 

hypocrites. This is my experience, and it will certainly be yours. And 

how can it be otherwise? Human nature is the Devil; and, if ignorant 

and uncontrolled by the truth, will act devilishly. Nothing good is to 

be expected from it, for there is in it ‘no good thing.’ Now, you are 

not to suppose that in its devilish working, it will work undisguisedly. 

No, it will be as careful as possible to conceal the cloven foot; though 

for lack of wisdom, it is not always successful in so doing. The 

ordinary disguise assumed is scripturally styled ‘sheep’s clothing.’ It 

makes great profession of piety; pretends to be extraordinarily 

conscientious; it strains enormously at gnats; and has a great zeal of 

God, but not according to knowledge. It is not the naked wolf, or 

roaring lion, that comes out against the faithful to trample and rend 

them in these times. The devil undisguised thus would have but little 

chance of success; for pietism is the fashion of the day; and it is one 

of the devil’s proverbs, that ‘a man may as well be out of the world 

as out of the fashion.’ Piety being the fashion, then, the devil is 

prudent enough to conform to the fashion; and as he is sure to run into 

extremes, he is pious to excess.”  [My underlining—JP] 

 

Bro. Thomas with advice to an ecclesia: 

“Did you ever hear of a ship going to sea, and making a successful 

voyage without captain, pilot, mates, &c, in which all the crew were 

captains and pilots, and each one did what was right in his own eyes? 

Does not the New Testament reason, and the experience of society 

teach you, that to maintain decency and order in an assembly of man 

and woman, there must be an official staff, whose business it is to 

prevent confusion and evil works by the application of the rules and 

principles upon which the assembly is based? Human nature is the 

devil, the flesh of sin, in which dwells no good thing; and its 

propensities and lusts are always ready for mischief. It is against this 

common and universal enemy we all have to fight, and defend the 

New Man: the inner man, created by knowledge, fed by knowledge, 

caused to grow by knowledge; by the knowledge of the unadulterated 

milk of the word, assimilated to what he is, as milk to the nature of a 

babe.”  [My Underlining—JP] 
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The Sacrificial Blood 
By Robert Roberts 

 

The purging of inanimate objects regarded as physically defiled under 

the law, typified the cleansing of our defiled nature by blood shedding 

sacrifice. 

 

But the sacrificial blood was applied to everything as well—Aaron and his 

sons included (see Lev. 8:14–15; 23–24). An atonement had to be made 

by the shedding and the sprinkling of blood for and upon them all (Lev. 

16:33). As Paul remarks, “almost all things by the law are purged with 

blood” (Heb. 9:22). Now all these things were declared to be “patterns of 

things in the heavens”, which it is admitted on all hands converge upon 

and have their substance in Christ. There must, therefore, be a sense in 

which Christ (the antitypical Aaron, the antitypical altar, the antitypical 

mercy-seat, 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. 

 

This conclusion is supposed to be weakened by the statement of Lev. 

16:16, that the atonement for the holy place, altar, etc., was to be made 

“because of the uncleanness of the children of Israel and because of their 

transgressions in all their sins”, That is, it is argued from this, that the holy 

things would have had no uncleanness in themselves apart from the 

uncleanness of the children of Israel. This must be granted, but it must also 

be recognized that because the children of Israel were sinful and polluted, 

the holy things were reckoned as having contracted defilement in having 

been fabricated by them and through remaining in their midst. This cannot 

be denied on a full survey of the testimony. They were ceremonially 

unclean, because of the uncleanness of the children of Israel, and had to 

be cleansed by the holy oil and the sacrificial blood before they were 

acceptable in the Mosaic service. 

 

Now, this is part of the Mosaic figure. There must be an antitype to it. 

What was it? The holy things, we know, in brief, are Christ. He must, 

therefore, have been the subject of a personal cleansing in the process by 

which he opened the way of sanctification for his people. 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 “better sacrifice”? (Heb. 

9:23). 
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Great difficulty is experienced by various classes of thinkers in receiving 

this view. Needlessly so, it should seem. There is first the express 

declaration that the matter stands so; “it was therefore necessary that the 

patterns of things in the heavens should be purified with these (Mosaic 

sacrifices); but the heavenly things themselves with better sacrifices than 

these” (Heb. 9:23). “It was of necessity that this man have somewhat also 

to offer” (8:3). “By reason hereof he ought, as for the people, so also for 

himself, to offer for sins” (5:3). “By his own blood, he entered in once into 

the holy place, having obtained eternal redemption” (for us, is an addition 

inconsistent with the middle voice of the verb employed, which imports a 

thing done by one to one’s own self) (9:12). 

 

There was next the necessity that it should be so. The word “necessity”, it 

will be perceived, occurs frequently in the course of Paul’s argument. The 

necessity arises from the position in which men stood as regards the law 

of sin and death, and the position in which the Lord stood as their redeemer 

from this position. The position of men was that they were under 

condemnation to die because of sin, and that not their own sin, in the first 

instance, but ancestral sin at the beginning. The forgiveness of personal 

offences is the prominent feature of the apostolic proclamation, because 

personal offences are the greater barrier. Nevertheless, men are mortal 

because of sin, quite independently of their own transgressions. Their 

redemption from this position is a work of mercy and forgiveness, yet a 

work to be effected in harmony with the righteousness of God, that He 

might be just while justifying those believing in the Redeemer. It is so 

declared (Rom. 3:26). It was not to be done by setting aside the law of sin 

and death, but by righteously nullifying it in one who should obtain this 

redemption in his own right, and who should be authorized to offer to other 

men a partnership in his right, subject to required conditions (of their 

conformity to which, he should be appointed sole judge). 

 

How to effect this blending and poising of apparently opposing principles 

and differing requirements—mercy and justice; forgiveness and 

righteousness; goodness and severity—would have been impossible for 

human wisdom. It has not been impossible with God, to whom all things 

are possible. We see the perfect adjustment of all the apparently 

incompatible elements of the problem in His work in Christ, “who of God 

is made unto us wisdom, and righteousness, and sanctification, and 

redemption” (1 Cor. 1:30). 

 

We have only to receive the simple facts testified in the case to reach the 

end of all difficulty. With immortal soulism and eternal torments, the 

solution is impossible. With the doctrine of human mortality, it is 

otherwise. We see Jesus born of a woman, and therefore a partaker of the 

identical nature condemned to death in Eden. We see him a member of 
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imperfect human society, subject to toil and weakness, dishonour and 

sorrow, poverty and hatred, and all the other evils that have resulted from 

the advent of sin upon the earth. We see him down in the evil which he 

was sent to cure: not outside of it, not untouched by it, but in it, to put it 

away. “He was made perfect through suffering” (Heb. 2:10), but he was 

not perfect till he was through it. He was saved from death (5:7), but not 

until he died. He obtained redemption (Heb. 9:12), but not until his own 

blood was shed. 

 

That statement that he did these things “for us” has blinded many to the 

fact that he did them “for himself” first—without which, he could not have 

done them for us, for it was by doing them for himself that He did them 

for us. He did them for us only as we may become part of him, in merging 

our individualities in him by taking part in his death, and putting on his 

name and sharing his life afterwards. He is, as it were, a new centre of 

healthy life, in which we must become incorporate before we can be saved. 

 

The antitype of the cleansing of the holy things with blood is manifest 

when we look at Christ as he now is, and contrast him with what he was. 

He was a mortal man: he is now immortal. He was a sorrowful man; he is 

now “full of joy with thy (the Father’s) countenance” He was an Adamic 

body of death, corruptible and unclean: he is now a spiritual body, 

incorruptible, pure, and holy. What lies between the one state and the 

other? His own death and resurrection. Therefore, by these, he has been 

purified, and no one else has been so purified as yet. Any one else 

delivered will be delivered by him, as the result of what he did in himself. 

 

If there was one injunction of the law more strenuous than another, it was 

that contact with death in any form, however remote or indirect, was 

defiling. Even to touch a bone made a man unclean: or to be touched by a 

man unclean from such a cause had the same effect. We have the perfect 

antitype in the Lord born of a death-bound woman, and therefore made 

subject to death: it was “that he, by the grace of God, might taste death for 

every man”; but he was the first to taste, in the process of redemption from 

it. He was a “body prepared” for the work: prepared as to its power to 

evolve sinlessness of character, but prepared also as to subjection to that 

death which it was designed to abolish (2 Tim. 1:10). In him were 

combined the antitypical “holy things” requiring atonement, “because of 

the uncleanness of the children of Israel and because of their transgressions 

in all their sins.” 

 

The reverence for Christ commands respect which leads some men to 

consider him immaculate in all senses and in no need to offer for himself, 

but it is not “according to knowledge”, It is not consistent with the Divine 

objects in God “sending forth his son in the likeness of sinful flesh”, All 
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these objects blend together, but they are separable. One of them was to 

“condemn sin in the flesh”, as Paul says (Rom. 8:8). The stumblings that 

have taken place over this expression are doubtless due to that other truth, 

that Christ did no sin, and in this sense was the “Lamb of God without 

spot”. But the stumblings do not get rid of the expression as affirming a 

truth.  

 

Some would explain it as meaning the moral condemnation of sin by 

Christ during his life. This cannot be the meaning in view of the statement 

with which it is conjoined that what was done was “what the law could not 

do”. The law condemned sin so thoroughly in the moral sense that it is 

called “the ministration of condemnation”.  

 

Then some have suggested that it means the flesh of the sacrificial animals. 

This is precluded by the intimation that Christ was sent “in the likeness of 

sinful flesh” for the accomplishment of the work in question—the 

condemnation of sin in the flesh. This is, in fact, the reliable clue to the 

meaning. That he was sent “in the likeness of sinful flesh” for the 

accomplishment of the work shows that it was a work to be done in him.  

 

Some try to get away from this conclusion (and this is the popular habit) 

by seizing on the word “likeness” and contending that this means not the 

same, but only like. This contention is precluded by the use of the same 

term as to his manhood: “he was made in the likeness of men”, He was 

really a man, in being in the likeness of men: and he was really sinful flesh, 

in being in “the likeness of sinful flesh”. Paul, in Heb. 2:14–17, declares 

the likeness to have been in the sense of sameness: “Forasmuch as the 

children were partakers of flesh and blood, it became him likewise to take 

part of the same”. The statement remains in its undiminished force that” 

God sent his own son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for (as an offering 

for) sin condemned sin in the flesh”, It is, in fact, a complete and coherent 

statement of what was accomplished in the death of Christ, and a perfect 

explanation of the reason why he first came in the flesh, and of the reason 

why John the apostle insisted so strenuously on the maintenance of the 

doctrine that he had so come in the flesh.  

 

Possessing sinful flesh was no sin to him, who kept it under perfect control, 

and “did always those things that pleased the Father”. At the same time, 

being the sinful flesh derived from the condemned transgressors of Eden, 

it admitted of sin being publicly condemned in him, without any collision 

with the claims of his personal righteousness, which were to be met by an 

immediate and glorious resurrection. 

 

There was a purpose in it, which is variously stated. These various 

statements conjointly admit us to what may be called God’s objects in the 
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case—apart from which, there can be no understanding of the matter. With 

those objects in view, it is not only intelligible but admirable. But those 

objects cannot be discerned or appreciated apart from God Himself. The 

subject begins there. That is why the subject remains dim, so long after 

other parts of the truth are understood. We cannot understand God, yet we 

can have some idea of the relation between Creator and created. We may 

know that the rights are all on the side of the Creator, and that the 

reasonable attitude of the created is that of absolute submission, and that 

any departure from this attitude is treason, and that death is just in the case 

of treason. We may also find it easy to recognize that though He is kind, 

and ready to forgive, He cannot grant forgiveness apart from such an 

amende honourable as will preserve intact the mutual relations of Creator 

and created.  

 

This, in simple language, is the explanation of the entrance of death by sin, 

and the granting of life by forgiveness for Christ’s sake, after “setting him 

forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood” (Rom. 3:25). We are 

“justified by his blood” if we believe—(see Rom 5:9; Acts 13:38–39).  

 

There is no difference between the shedding of the blood of Christ, and 

the condemnation of sin in the flesh. For this blood-shedding is what is 

otherwise expressed as “the pouring out of his soul unto death”, And what 

is death but the condemnation of sin? Christ did not sin, but he inherited 

the condemnation of sin in deriving his nature from a daughter of Adam, 

the condemned: and he was considered as having the sins of his people 

laid upon him, in so far as the sins of his people were to be forgiven for 

the sake of what should be done in him. “He shall bear the sin of many.” 

“God hath laid upon him the iniquities of us all.” “He was wounded for 

our transgressions.” “He was made sin for us, who knew no sin.” “Behold 

the Lamb of God, that taketh away the sin of the world.” 

 

For this view of blood-shedding we are indebted to the explanation 

vouchsafed in the law, as to the requirement of blood in sacrifice. This 

explanation is as follows: “The life of the flesh is in the blood: and I have 

given it to you upon the altar to make an atonement for your souls: for it 

is the blood that maketh an atonement for the soul” (Lev. 17:11). The 

pouring out of the blood was therefore the pouring out of the life—

therefore the infliction of death: and therefore an illustration of what was 

due to sin, and an acknowledgment on the part of the offerer that it was so.  

 

But being the blood of an animal which had nothing to do with sin, it was 

only a typical illustration or declaration of God’s righteousness in the case. 

It was not a condemnation of sin in its own flesh, but a mere shadow which 

God was pleased to establish in Israel’s midst, in educational preparation 

for the actual condemnation which was to be carried out in His own Son, 
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in whom, “sent forth in the likeness of sinful flesh” for (as an offering for) 

sin, He “condemned sin in the flesh” 

 

This sacrificial condemnation of sin in the eyes of all the world (for by 

record and report, all the world has seen Jesus on the cross), is otherwise 

said “to declare the righteousness of God for the remission of sins that are 

past, through the forbearance of God” (Rom. 3:25). These terms are as 

lucid as profound. They constitute an inspired definition of the object in 

the case. No view can be right that cannot be brought within the terms of 

that definition. It is, in fact, the final easement of all difficulty where the 

mind is able to rise to the Divine point of view involved in the statement. 

The crucifixion was a Divine declaration and enforcement of what is due 

to sin, and as it was God’s righteous appointment that this should be due 

to sin, the infliction of it was a declaration of God’s righteousness. 

 

If we limit our view to the individual “man Christ Jesus”, and look at him 

in the light of what is due to individual character as between man and man 

according to the “justice” of common parlance, we may have a difficulty 

in seeing how the righteousness of God was declared in the scourging and 

death of a righteous man. But this is not looking at the subject in the light 

in which it is prophetically and apostolically exhibited. It is not looking at 

it in the character that belongs to it. Jesus did not come into the world as 

an individual, but as a representative, though an individual. In this sense, 

he came “not for himself”, but for others, though he was included in the 

coming. And it was to carry out Divine objects towards all. As he said, “I 

came not to do mine own will, but the will of him that sent me”, He speaks 

of the work which the Father had given him to do. This work was 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. Paul declares it was so, and controversy really ends 

with his words. 

 

It only remains that we realize how completely the fact is in harmony with 

the statement. We cannot see this unless we recognize that Jesus was a 

wearer of Adam’s condemned nature, and the bearer of the sins of the 

people—not that Christ might be punished for others, but that God’s 

righteousness might be declared for others to recognize, that they might 

be forgiven. The gospel provides an opportunity of close identification 

with what was done: “Buried with him by baptism into death”; “Crucified 

with Christ”, In this posture, they receive the remission of sins “through 

the forbearance of God” (Rom. 3:25). This is the other great fact of the 

case—God’s forbearance, His kindness, His readiness to pardon when His 

claims are conceded. This excludes the popular view of vicarious 

suffering. If Christ paid our debts, there would be no forgiveness, but 
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exaction, and thus would be blotted out the crowning glory of the apostolic 

proclamation. God is kind and will forgive, but God is great and will be 

exalted: and in the matter of life eternal, He has provided His own method 

both of exalting Himself and humbling us; and in the presence of it, there 

is nothing left for us but to bow in reverence—before the crucified but 

resurrected son of His love. 

 

We may appear to have wandered far away from the sacrificial blood 

sprinkled on the sanctuary and the altar, and the laver, and on Aaron “to 

make an atonement for them”, Not really have we done so. The operation 

was a type of God’s work in Christ, and it helps us to understand that work 

rightly, and especially in that one aspect of it which the doctrine of human 

immortality has made it so difficult for moderns to receive, viz., that Christ 

himself was included in the sacrificial work which 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? 

 

The necessity for Christ coming personally into the operation first, comes 

out very clearly—perhaps more clearly than anywhere —in the study of 

Paul’s statement concerning Israel: “Christ hath redeemed us from the 

curse of the law”, The method of this work is before us without any fog. 

First Paul says he was made under the law to redeem them that were under 

the law (Gal. 4:4). He was himself born under the law that he might work 

the work that was to be done for others in that position. Not only so, but 

in bearing the curse of the law away, it had to act on himself. This will be 

seen if we ask how he took the law away; he did it by bearing it: “Being 

made a curse for us”, How? Instead of us? No: by himself coming under 

it. This is Paul’s teaching. “As it is written, Cursed is every one that 

hangeth on a tree.” It might seem in Moses that the clause about the 

cursedness of hanging on a tree means mere human infamy: but we must 

suspend our impressions in the presence of the Spirit of God in Paul. Mere 

human infamy is not the curse that Christ has redeemed us from, but the 

curse of God, as evident from his statement in the immediate context: “As 

many as are of the works of the law are under the curse, for it is written, 

Cursed is every one that continueth not in all things which are written in 

the book of the law to do them” (Gal. 3:10). 

 

Christ was cursed by the law in the mode of his death. He could not be 

cursed in any other way, for he was not a transgressor of the law. But in 

this way, he was cursed. And it is probable that this clause was inserted in 

the law for this very purpose—that Christ might innocently die under the 

curse of the law, and so take it away: for the law can do nothing more than 

kill. When he died he was no longer under the law, which was made for 

mortal men, and had dominion over a man only as long as he lived (Rom. 
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7:1). When he rose, he was free from the curse of the law—redeemed by 

his death. It is by union with him as a resurrected free man that we obtain 

this redemption wrought in him. This is what Paul says: “Ye also are 

become dead to the law by the body of Christ, that ye should be married 

to another, even to him who is raised from the dead” He was born under 

the law and redeemed from the law, that we might be redeemed by sharing 

his redemption. This view of the matter enables us to understand Paul’s 

allusion to what the death of Christ accomplished in relation to the law: 

that he “abolished in his flesh the enmity, even the law of the 

commandments contained in ordinances” (Eph. 2:15); “blotting out the 

handwriting of ordinances that was against us, which was contrary to us, 

and took it out of the way, nailing it to his cross” (Col. 2:14). But the result 

was achieved in himself. 

 

This is the whole principle: redemption achieved in Christ for us to have, 

on condition of faith and obedience. It is not only that Israel are saved from 

the law of Moses on this principle, but it is the principle upon which we 

are saved from the law of sin and death, whose operation we inherit in 

deriving our nature from Adam. Christ partook of this nature to deliver it 

from death, as Paul teaches in Heb. 2:14, and other places: “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 him that had the 

power of death, that is, the devil”, Understanding by the devil, the 

hereditary death-power that has reigned among men by Adam through sin, 

we may understand how Christ, who took part in the death-inheriting 

nature, destroyed the power of death by dying and rising. We then 

understand how “He put away sin by the sacrifice of himself”. We may 

also understand how “our old man is crucified with him, that the body of 

sin might be destroyed” (Rom. 6:6), and how he “died unto sin once”, but 

now liveth unto God, to die no more (verses 9–10). 

 

All of which enables us to understand why the typical holy things were 

purified with sacrificial blood, and why the high priest, in his typical and 

official capacity had to be touched with blood as well as anointed with the 

holy oil before entering upon his work. When we say, as some in their 

reverence for Christ prefer to say, that the death of Christ was not for 

himself but only for us, they destroy all these typical analogies, and in 

truth, if their view could prevail, they would make it impossible that it 

could be for us at all’ for it only operates “for us” when we unite ourselves 

with him in whom, as the first. 

*    *     * 

The baptismal questions relevant to this subject were covered in last 

month’s (June 2019) issue.  We will pick up the questions again next 

month, as they deal with how Jesus accomplished salvation, in declaring 

God to be righteous. 
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“Persia, Ethiopia, and Libya with them” 

 

Iran, which is the modern name of the ancient land of Persia, is very 
much in the news at this time.  It is the current key player in the 
Middle East.  And the problems which Iran creates for the world are 
three fold, economic, religious, and political. 
 
First, the Political.  Fifty years ago, as one might view the Middle 
East, it would have been noted that the three states identified 
together in the above verse, as all associates with the Northern 
Power, (Persia, Ethiopia (Cush) and Libya) were all Western allies.  
During World War 2, the leadership of all these states had assisted 
the Western alliance in their battles with Germany, and they 
remained allied with the West following the war.  There were 
factions in all these countries which favored the Axis powers, but 
the principle rulers in those states favored the West.  But following 
the war, one by one, these states left the west, and Iran did as well.  
When the Shah left Iran, the Mullahs took over, and since that time, 
have been a power hostile to the western influence. 
 
Iran has not been merely hostile.  They have been very aggressive.  
When the Hussein government in Iraq collapsed, Iran was waiting 
in the wings to be the great political victor in Iraq, which they are 
still.  Iran used its influence to bolster the government of Syria, 
particularly at a time when former President Barack Obama had 
declared that the Assad government of Syria had to end.  Since 
President Obama wanted the peace treaty with Iran so badly, 
(which he eventually got,) the Mullahs were able to discourage 
President Obama from acting on his desire to end the Assad 
government, and so Syria continues a loyal ally of Iran to this day.  
And further using its great influence in Syria, Iran has been able to 
install another loyal ally, Hezbollah, in Lebanon, completing a 
northern crescent ring over the Middle East, very hostile to Israel. 
 
Further, Iran has had some success in Yemen with its allies, the 
Houthis.  But this has not been successful in recent months, and the 
Saudis are trying to keep it subdued.  They have also maintained a 
good relationship with Qatar, and Qatar has suffered a boycott from 
other Gulf of Arabia states, as they try to break Qatar away from 
Iranian influence.   
 
Religiously, the Islamic nations are divided along two lines, not unlike the 

Catholic/Protestant division of Christendom.  The divisions are between 

the Shi’ites, and the Sunnis.  And like Christendom, there are religious 
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subgroups which fall within those divisions.  The Alawites of Syria, as an 

example, are a subgroup of the Shi’ites.  Those northern states of Iran, 

Iraq, Syria, and Lebanon are all Shi’ite type religions, while the southern 

Arab states of Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Jordan, and the Arab Gulf States are 

all Sunni, or subgroups within Sunni. 

 

This religious difference sets up the division of nations we see in Ezekiel 

38.  Sheba and Dedan are Sunni, while Persia and her allies are Shi’ite.  

True to this, the division of nations described in Daniel 11 has Syria with 

the northern Shi’ites, while Egypt is with the Sunni South. 

 

Also, there is a great economic division between these states.  Iran is very 

closely tied to Europe, providing much oil and other natural materials to 

Europe, while Saudi Arabia has been the great friend of the Eest, 

producing much oil for the West at times in the recent past when Iran tried 

to cut off oil supplies to the nations which supported Israel. 

 

The economic ties between Europe and Iran are so strong, that when the 

US under President Donald Trump cancelled the Iranian peace treaty, 

Europe refused to go along, and encouraged their companies to ignore the 

US sanctions, which for other economic reasons, they were unable to do.  

This division was apparent most recently, when the US and Britain said 

that Iran had blown up four tankers in the Persian Gulf in the recent month, 

while Germany and other European states said they needed more proof 

that it was really Iran (as if there were any other choices.) 

 

When the US ended the Iranian peace treaty, crushing sanctions were 

placed back on Iran.  At the same time, the US felt it was on the brink of 

a peace treaty between the Middle Eastern Arab States and Israel, which 

we recognize as an important step in Bible prophesy.  For both reasons, 

Iran increased its threat to western assets, such as blowing up those four 

tankers.   For this reason, the US has moved a carrier group back into the 

Indian Ocean, along with a set of invasion oriented vessels.  The US has 

moved 2,000 troops into the region, along with a Patriot anti-missile 

system specifically to deal with the increasing Iranian threat.  (The Patriot 

System works against Ballistic Missiles, which is why the US put it there 

to protect Israel, whose Iron Dome system only works on short range 

missiles.) 

 

Iran appears determined to stop any peace agreement between the Arab 

States and Israel, by creating turmoil.  The US appears equally determined 

to not allow the Iranians to upset the planned agreement.  Some peace 

agreement seems necessary, that the Northern Hosts should come upon a 

land of “unwalled villages.”   
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Hints For Bible Markers 
The Psalms:  Psalm 10: 2 

The wicked in his pride doth persecute the poor: let them be taken in the 

devices that they have imagined. 

 
What foolish devices have been imagined? As was pointed out in The Berean 

last February, man would rather believe that he is descended from a monkey 

than created by God. With this way of thought, man can also claim he grew 

himself out of a lesser creature, he did it himself, giving no thought or credit 

to the great Creator and sustainer of all things. As we considered this 

reasoning, it reminds us that Divine wisdom is despised  and folly is enthroned 

in the earth.  

 

Catholicism has ripped the Scriptures to shreds and taken an eggbeater to the 

Bible. In that process they have taken the example of the Lamb of God and 

re-created it in the imagery created by Paul when he describes a reprobate 

mind.  

“Being filled with all unrighteousness, fornication, wickedness, 

covetousness, maliciousness; full of envy, murder, debate, deceit, 

malignity; whisperers, Backbiters, haters of God, despiteful, proud, 

boasters, inventors of evil things, disobedient to parents, Without 

understanding, covenant breakers, without natural affection, implacable, 

unmerciful:” (Romans 1:29-31).  

 

While perusing a catalog of books in the history section we found this title: 

Why The Catholics Are Right. By Michael Coren. The description follows,  

“Deconstructing popular anti-Catholic arguments regarding the 

Crusades, the Inquisition, Galileo, and the Holocaust.”  

 

If one were to actually read the Bible it would be clearly seen that those events 

did not portray the example given by Lamb of God, but show us the character 

of the Man of Sin. There were a couple of other books in the history section 

that show where this type of reasoning leads: The God Delusion by Richard 

Dawkins.  

“Dawkins asserts the irrationality of belief in God and the grievous harm 

that religion has inflicted on society, from the Crusades to 9/11. He 

makes the case that the belief in God is not just wrong-but potentially 

deadly.”  

 

Another book of this type was: God: The Most Unpleasant Character In All 

Fiction, by Dan Barker. Time and space do not permit the catalog and 

debunking of the multitude of unscriptural thoughts and errors advocated by 

the Mother of Harlots, such as, the Trinity, the Immortal soul, the Devil, 

purgatory, Heaven going, and Hell, just to name a few.  
Continued next month should the Lord will               bro. Beryl Snyder 


