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Editorial 

 

We now begin to examine the principle doctrine which separates 

Christadelphians, and Berean Christadelphians in particular, from the rest 

of the religious world, including most of Christadelphia.  We will take a 

few months to examine in their entirety, clauses three, four and five.  These 

clauses read: 

III.--That the appearance of Jesus of Nazareth on the earth was 

necessitated by the position and state into which the human race 

had been brought by the circumstances connected with the first 

man (1 Cor. 15:21-22; Rom. 5:125-19; Gen. 3:19; 2 Cor. 5:19-21). 

IV.--That the first man Adam, whom God created out of the dust 

of the ground as a living soul, or natural body of life, "very good" 

in kind and condition, and placed him under a law through which 

the continuance of life was contingent on obedience (Gen. 2:7; 

18:27; Job 4:19; 33:6; 1 Cor. 15:46-49; Gen. 2:17). 

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

51:5; Job 14:4). 

 

Particularly in this month’s issue, we will look at man as God had created 

him in the Garden of Eden, what his original nature was, the nature of 

temptation, and the end result of the failings in Eden.  In looking at our 

Statement of Faith, we can see that the proper order to consider these 

things is to look at Clause Four first, which is a discussion pertaining to 

man as he was first created in the Garden of Eden.  We will next month 

(July) move to Clause Five, which refers to Adam’s fall from grace.  And 

then we will then come back to Clause Three (August,) which describes 

how Jesus is the remedy for the problem created in the action described in 

Clause Five. 

 

Christadelphians refer to Adam as he was first created, and prior to any 

transgression, to be “man in his novitiate.”  There are two articles by that 

name in this issue of “The Berean.”  “Novitiate” means that state or 

condition of being inexperienced and innocent.  In these articles, the first 

man’s relationship to sin and mortality or death is dealt with in detail.  In 

this magazine, we shall deal with man’s relationship to temptations and 

sin while in his novitiate.  The two facts, sin and death, are related to each 

other, as cause and effect.  We submit that one cannot truly exist without 

the other.  The existence of one, is proof of the other. 

 

The majority of the differences between Christadelphians and the 

Christian world, focuses on two things.  The first concerns the nature of 

man in the Garden of Eden.  When man was created, was he “mortal,” that 

is, was he created dying or did he have, as Christadelphians teach, a body 

called in Scriptures,  “very good,” which is neither mortal or immortal. 

 

Secondly, what was the consequence of the original sin?  Was it the 

Christian world’s view of the matter, where the literal and moral sin of 

Adam is passed on to all his descendants, making his whole posterity 

“guilty” of his original sin, and thereby all his descendants suffer the 

consequences of the sentence upon Adam?   This belief causes them to 

baptize babies, to remove this “original sin” from their person. 

 

Or was it the view of Christadelphians, that when Adam sinned, sin in the 

flesh, which was previously latent in him, became inflamed physically 

defiling him bringing death.  This physical quality of an inflamed sin 

nature, defiled the first man, and was passed on to all his descendants.  But 

this inherited inflamed sin nature is our misfortune, inherited from our first 

parents, not our crime.  We are not guilty of “sin nature” or “sin in the 

flesh.”  There is no need to be baptized to be forgiven of sin nature.  God, 
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through Christ, has provided for its removal.  Still we all suffer the 

consequences of it, which is pain, suffering, temptation, and death. 

 

Or is it the hybrid view of so many who call themselves Christadelphians 

today, that there was no change in the man when he sinned.  He was 

created a mortal body, and we are born with the same mortal body.  Sin is 

only a moral act, and can’t be transmitted to posterity. 

 

These are the subjects we will consider as we go through this portion of 

the Christadelphian Statement of Faith.  This, and how God solved this 

problem through Jesus Christ, our Savior, will be the under girder for the 

Clauses III through IX of the BASF. 

 

MAN’S RELATION TO DEATH IN HIS 

NOVITIATE 
“God made man upright.” 

By John Thomas 
 

When the work of the six days was completed, the Lord God reviewed all 

that He had made, and pronounced it “very good”. This quality pertained 

to everything terrestrial. The beasts of the field, the fowls of the air, 

reptiles, and man, were all “very good”; and all made up a natural system 

of things, or world, as perfect as the nature of things required. Its 

excellence, however, had relation solely to its physical quality.  

 

Man, though “very good”, was so only as a piece of divine workmanship. 

He was made different from what he afterwards became. Being made in 

the image, after the likeness of the Elohim, he was “made upright”. He had 

no conscience of evil; for he did not know what it was. He was neither 

virtuous, nor vicious; holy, nor unholy; but in his beginning simply 

innocent of good or evil deeds. Being without a history, he was without 

character. This had to be developed; and could only be formed for good or 

evil, by his own independent action under the divine law.  

 

In short, when Adam and Eve came forth from the hand of their potter, 

they were morally in a similar condition to a new-born babe; excepting 

that a babe is born under the constitution of sin, and involuntarily subjected 

to “vanity”; while they first beheld the light in a state of things where evil 

had as yet no place. They were created in the stature of a perfect man and 

woman; but with their sexual feelings undeveloped; in ignorance, and 

without experience. 
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The interval between their formation and their transgression was the 

period of their novitiate. The Spirit of God had made them; and during this 

time, “the inspiration of the Almighty was giving them understanding”. In 

this way, knowledge was imparted to them. It became power, and enabled 

them to meet all the demands of their situation. Thus, they were “taught of 

God”, and became the depositories of those arts and sciences, in which 

they afterwards instructed their sons and daughters, to enable them to till 

the ground, tend the flocks and herds, provide the conveniences of life, 

and subdue the earth. 

 

Guided by the precepts of the Lord God, his conscience continued good, 

and his heart courageous. “They were naked, both the man and his wife, 

and were not ashamed.” They were no more abashed than children in their 

nudity; for, though adults in stature, yet, being in the infancy of nature, 

they stood before the Elohim, and in the face of one another, without 

embarrassment. This fact was not accidentally recorded. As we shall see 

hereafter, it is a clue, as it were, given to enable us to understand the nature 

of the transgression. 

 

While in the state of good unmixed with evil, were Adam and Eve mortal 

or immortal? This is a question which presents itself to many who study 

the Mosaic account of the origin of things. It is an interesting question, and 

worthy of all attention. Some hastily reply, they were mortal; that is, if 

they had not sinned they would nevertheless have died. It is probable they 

would after a long time, if no further change had been operated upon their 

nature. But the Tree of Life seems to have been provided for the purpose 

of this change being effected, through the eating of its fruit, if they had 

proved themselves worthy of the favour. The animal nature will sooner or 

later dissolve. It was not constituted so as to continue in life forever, 

independent of any further modification.  

 

We may admit, therefore, the corruptibility, and consequent mortality, of 

their nature, without saying that they were mortal. The inherent tendency 

of their nature to death would have been arrested; and they would have 

been changed as Enoch and Elijah were; and as they of whom Paul says, 

“We shall not all die” The “we” here indicated possess an animal, and 

therefore corruptible nature; and, if not “changed,” would surely die: but 

inasmuch as they are to “be changed in the twinkling of an eye at the last 

trumpet”, though corruptible, they are not mortal.  

 

In this sense, therefore, I say, that in their novitiate, Adam and his 

betrothed had a nature capable of corruption, but were not subject to death, 

or mortal. The penalty was “dying thou shalt die”; that is, “You shall not 

be permitted to eat of the Tree of Life in arrest of dissolution; but the 

inherent tendency of your animal nature shall take its course, and return 
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you to the dust whence you originally came”. Mortality was in 

disobedience as the wages of sin, and not a necessity. 

 

But, if they were not mortal in their novitiate, it is also true that they were 

not immortal. To say that immortals were expelled from the Garden of 

Eden, that they might live forever by eating of the tree, is absurd. The truth 

is in few words, man was created with a nature endued with certain 

susceptibilities. He was capable of death; and capable of endless life; but, 

whether he should merge into mortality; or, by a physical change be 

clothed with immortality, was predicated on his choosing to do good or 

evil.  

 

Capacity must not be confounded with impletion. A vessel may be capable 

of holding a pint of fluid; but it does not therefore follow that there is a 

pint in it, or any at all. In the Paradise of Eden, mortality and immortality 

were set before the man and his companion. They were external to them. 

They were to avoid the former, and seek after the latter, by obedience to 

the law of God. They were capable of being filled with either; but with 

which depended upon their actions; for immortality is the end of holiness, 

without which no man can see the Lord. 

 

We meet with no traces in the Mosaic history of ceremonial observances, 

or religious worship, pertaining to the novitiate. To rest one day in seven; 

believe that the Lord God would perform His word if they transgressed; 

and to abstain from touching the Tree of knowledge, was all their gracious 

benefactor required. There was no “religion” in the Garden of Eden—no 

sacrifices, or offerings; for sin was as yet a stranger there. The tenure of 

the Paradise was predicated upon their abstinence from sin; so that it could 

be forfeited only by transgression of the law of the Lord. 

 

“Strait is the gate, and narrow is the way which leadeth unto life, and few 

there be that find it.” 
 

Religion is not coeval with the formation of man; neither had it any 

existence during his novitiate. Though it was instituted in the paradise, it 

was not for his observance there; for while he continued the sinless tenant 

of the garden, he stood in no need of the healing consolations it affords.  

 

Until he ate of the forbidden fruit, there was no breach of friendship, no 

misunderstanding, no alienation, between him and the Lord God; there 

needed not, therefore, any means, or system of means, for the 

reconciliation of estranged parties. But, as soon as the good understanding 

was interrupted by disobedience to the Eden law, sentence of 

condemnation to the dust was pronounced upon the offenders; and means 

were instituted to put them at one again with the Lord, that He might bring 
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them back from the ground, no longer naked and ashamed of their 

condition; but clothed with glory and honour, incorruptibility and life, as 

a crown of righteousness that should never fade away. These instituted 

means made up the way of life, which Moses terms “God’s way”. David 

styles it “the path of life”; which the apostle, in quoting, renders “the ways 

of life”; ὁδοὶ ζωης̂; that is, the way leading to life in which a man must 

walk now; and the way into the kingdom from the house of death. 

 

In the beginning, God’s way was styled “the Way of the Tree of Life”; 

which in the passage where it occurs, must be taken literally, and then 

allegorically. In its literal sense, it was the path leading to the Tree in the 

midst of the garden; but allegorically, it signified the things to be believed 

and practiced by those who desired to live forever. To believe and do, is 

to walk in “the Way which leadeth unto life”; because immortality will be 

a part of the recompense of reward for so doing. Until the crucifixion, the 

Way was marked out, first by the patriarchal arrangement of things; and 

secondly, by the Mosaic Law; all of which pointed to the Shiloh. But, 

when Jesus appeared, he announced, saying, “I am the Way, the Truth, and 

the Life; no man cometh to the Father, but by me”.  

 

Whosoever would attain to life must believe the truth concerning Jesus, 

and the kingdom, which is the most holy place. Hence, it is written, “We 

have boldness to enter into the Holiest by the blood of Jesus, by a New and 

Living Way, which he hath consecrated for us, through the Veil, that is to 

say, his flesh”. The old Way was but typical of the new; but both are purely 

matters of revelation. Nothing is left to conjecture. Man may corrupt the 

Way of the Lord; but he cannot improve it: and as surely as he attempts to 

adapt it to circumstances, he converts it into “the Way which leadeth to 

destruction”, which is both broad and easy to walk in, being in perfect 

harmony with the lusts and thinking of the flesh. 

 

The things of the Way of Life constitute RELIGION. As a word, it is derived 

from the Latin religio, from religare, which signifies to bind again; hence, 

religion is the act of binding again, or that which heals a breach 

previously existing between two parties. This traditional idea the Romans 

expressed by religio. They believed as the foundation of their mythology 

that mankind and the gods were at enmity; but how it originated they had 

lost the knowledge of. Their impression was that they were angry, but not 

implacable; nevertheless, so estranged from men that there could be no 

direct communication with them.  

 

Mediatorial converse with the gods was an idea universally prevalent in 

the world. The pagans had derived it by tradition from the family of Noah; 

with whom were deposited the revealed principles of the Way of God 

instituted in the beginning. The idea of mediate communication for the 
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appeasement of divine wrath was incorporated in all the domestic and 

temple worship which constituted their religion. They poured out 

abundantly the blood of victims; and, from the tradition of Abraham’s 

sacrifice of Isaac in obedience to the divine mandate, the Carthaginians, 

who migrated from Palestine, probably concluded that the most acceptable 

offering for sin was that of human life.  

 

Be this as it may, the principle that “without the shedding of blood there 

is no remission”, which is an axiom of God’s truth, took deep root among 

all the descendants of the sons of Noah. Their system was a corruption of 

God’s Way. They were without faith, and erred, not knowing “His 

thoughts”. 

 

The word used by the Greeks for religion was θρησχεία, from θρησχεύω, 

to worship. This may be derived from σξευο̂ς, taken metonymically for a 

minister; and θρέω, to shout or make a clamour; because, in that worship 

which results from the thinking of sinful flesh, the performers rend the air 

with their shouts; and if idolaters, they “call upon the name of their gods” 

with frantic cries, “cutting themselves with knives and lancets till the 

blood gushes out upon them”. The worship of God recognizes no such 

practices as these. When persons make their meeting houses to echo with 

clamorous prayers, such as may often be heard among some who profess 

the religion of Christ—shouting, I say, like the priests of Baal, as though 

God were “talking, or pursuing, or on a journey, or peradventure sleeping, 

and needed to be awaked”.—such persons evince that they are σχεύη 

ὀργῃς̂, vessels of wrath, who comprehend not the genius of the truth; and 

not σχεύη ἐλέους,  vessels of mercy, whose thoughts are in harmony with 

the divine law. 

 

How different was the prayer of Elijah! From him ascended the “still small 

voice” of fervent, but tranquil supplication. He knew that God was neither 

deaf nor asleep; but a God everywhere present by the universality of His 

spirit. His words were few. He did not expect to be heard for his much 

speaking; knowing that God is not to be moved by “vain repetitions”, or 

volubility of speech; but by the love He has for His children, and for the 

glory of His name. 

 

While men consider that there is a want of harmony between them and 

divine wisdom and power, and admit that they are deserving of divine 

wrath; they do not understand, that as offenders they have no right to 

institute the means of reconciliation. They act upon the principle, that God 

has left it to them to worship Him according to the dictates of their own 

reason. Hence the world is full of modes of worship as diversified as the 

thoughts of sinful flesh.  
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The notions that men may invent religious services; and that the divine 

displeasure can be appeased by human contrivances are fallacies which 

are characteristic of false religion wherever they are found. Men have no 

fight to invent religions, or modes of worship. Even reason dictates this 

when the question is viewed as a breach between friends. When a 

misunderstanding occurs between such, the initiatory of a reconciliation 

of right appertains to the party offended; and he only has the privilege of 

dictating the terms of agreement. Hence, in the breach between God and 

man, it is God’s prerogative alone to prescribe; and all that men have 

liberty to do is to accept, or reject, the conditions of amity and peace. 

 

This view of the case precludes entirely the idea of appeasing the wrath of 

God by human ingenuity. God needs not to be appeased by man; and every 

system, therefore, which is predicated upon the notion that it is necessary, 

is not only unscriptural, but essentially false. He is already reconciled to 

the world, which He has always loved; although it acts the part of, and 

therefore is, the enemy of God. “He so loved the world that he gave his 

only begotten Son that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but 

have everlasting life.”  

 

The fact of a divine religion being instituted is proof of the love He bears 

the human race. He seeks to appease men by His goodness, which invites 

them to repentance. His love is manifested in all that He has done for the 

world. He has sought to enlighten it, and to exalt it to a participation in the 

divine nature by the ameliorating influences of the truth. He has sent 

messengers to it with their lives in their hands, ready to lay them down in 

the divine work of beseeching mankind to be reconciled to God.  

 

Is it not strange that men should besiege heaven with vain and clamorous 

repetitions, “praying and beseeching” God to “come down and convert 

these soul-stricken penitents” whom they are “bearing up in their arms 

before a throne of grace”; representing them as quite ready and willing to 

be reconciled if He would only grant His spirit, and so assure them that all 

was peace between them:—is it not extraordinary, I say, that this should 

be the order of things in the face of the revelation that “God was in Christ, 

reconciling the world unto himself, not imputing their trespasses unto 

them”; and so “winking at the times of their past ignorance”? 

 

The case is exactly the reverse of the pulpit theory. This represents the 

world as reconciled, while God is unreconciled and hard to be persuaded. 

Hence, the world is full of religions, all of which have been invented, and 

continue to be observed for the purpose of appeasing His wrath, and 

disposing Him to peace. He is represented by pulpit orators as in a rage; 

as ready to launch mankind into the flames of hell, and only prevented 
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from hurling His thunderbolts at them by Christ seizing Him by His arm, 

as it were, and pointing to his wounds!  

 

But this is purely mythological. God stands in no such attitude to the 

world, nor Christ to Him. The Lord Jesus is not contending with the Father 

upon any such principle. There is no antagonism between them. They 

agree in one; and what God conceived is committed to the Son to execute. 

The world is not reconciled to God; nor has it the least disposition for 

reconciliation upon any other principles than it has itself decreed. These 

principles are subversive of His supremacy in the universe; they are 

annihilative of His truth; they demoralize His character—therefore He will 

accept no homage predicated upon them. 

 

He has long since proclaimed the conditions of peace, which He is waiting 

to ratify in every case where they are accepted. This proclamation is styled 

“the Word of Reconciliation”, which, saith the apostle, “God hath 

committed unto us”. Not, be it most distinctly understood, to me; nor to 

the ecclesiastics of any sect, party, or denomination, extant. The Word of 

Reconciliation hath been committed to no man, or set of men now living. 

It was committed to the apostles and their divinely inspired co-labourers, 

and to them only. So that they could say in the words of one of them, “We 

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

not us. Hereby know we the spirit of truth, and the spirit of error”. And 

they were perfectly justified in saying so. For Jesus said to them, “It is not 

ye that speak, but the Spirit of your Father which speaketh in you”; 

therefore he said in another place, “He that heareth you, heareth me; and 

he that heareth me heareth him that sent me”. 

 

The word of reconciliation, then, was committed to the apostles, whom 

God appointed as His ambassadors to the world. And, be it observed, that 

their ambassadorial character did not rest upon assumption, like that of 

their pretended successors. God attested them, as He had done His Son 

before them. Their credentials were in the miracles which accompanied 

their word. They produced the signs of their apostleship; and multitudes 

acknowledged them, as Nicodemus did their Lord, saying, “We know thou 

art a teacher come from God: for no man can do these miracles that thou 

doest, except God be with him”. They would not have been received as 

ambassadors of heaven if God had not attested them by His power; but 

being so attested, they were prepared, and did present themselves at 

Satan’s court—that is, before Caesar—to invite the world to be at peace 

with Him. 

 

The pulpit orators of this age are either greatly deceived, or, if their eyes 

be open, most egregiously impose upon the credulity of the public, in 

pretending to be Christ’s ambassadors to the world. Why, they are the 
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world’s allies; the friends and supporters of the institutions of Satan’s 

kingdom; whose subjects pay them their wages on condition of preaching 

such doctrine as suits them! Talk of being ministers and ambassadors of 

Jesus Christ, how perverted must their own minds be to imagine it; and 

how spoiled by “philosophy and vain deceit” the people, who can 

acquiesce in so unfounded a pretension. “Have they seen Jesus?” or what 

special message have they to the world from God, that men cannot read 

for themselves in the scriptures of truth? If they have any new light from 

Him, He will attest it as He has always done by a display of power. Men 

will then be justified in receiving them as plenipotentiaries of the Divine 

Majesty, provided always that what they speak be in strict accordance with 

what Paul preached; otherwise not. “God hath given to us”, say the 

apostles, “the ministry of reconciliation. Now then we are ambassadors for 

Christ, as though God did beseech by us; we pray in Christ’s stead, be 

reconciled to God.” These are the men whom He appointed, who sought 

not to please the public, but to enlighten them; “for”, saith one of them, “if 

I yet pleased men, I should not be the servant of Christ”. 

 

The church was associated with the apostles in the ministry of 

reconciliation. By “the church”, I mean, not that multiform thing called 

“the church” by the world in these times; but that one, undivided body of 

disciples, collected together by the personal labours of the apostles and 

evangelists; and all through subsequent generations, who should believe 

and practice the same truth.  

 

To this “one body”, energized by the “one spirit”, and “perfectly joined 

together in the same mind and in the same judgment,” and styled “THE 

BRIDE”—is committed the work of making known “the manifold wisdom 

of God”, as contained in the word; and of inviting the world to be 

reconciled to God. No member of this body is exempt from the obligation 

of co-operating in this work. It is the duty and privilege of every one in his 

own sphere to endeavour to turn men to righteousness; for there is no 

distinction of “clergy” and “laity” in the family of God. 

 

In the days of the apostles, things were very different to what they are now. 

There were many congregations, or churches, but they were all one flock, 

or “denomination”, and men endowed with spiritual gifts were their rulers. 

But even these were not distinguished from their brethren as “clergy”, or 

priests; but as ministers, or servants. Well knowing the presumption, pride, 

and arrogance of the flesh, the Spirit commanded them especially to feed 

the flock, and not to fleece it; to oversee it willingly and of a ready mind, 

but not for the sake of compensation; and to be examples to the flock, and 

not to lord it over the heritages. 
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The word “clergy,” as the title of an order, is assumed by men who have 

no right to it. It is a word which comes from the Greek χληρ̂ος, a lot or 

portion; and is applied by the apostle in the text quoted to a single 

congregation of disciples; so that when he speaks of all the congregations 

of the flock, he styles them “the heritages”, των̂ χλήρων.  

 

But, in after years, the ministers of the heritages, or clergies, disregarded 

the commandment, and set themselves up as lords of the heritages, which 

they fleeced, and oppressed for lucre’s sake. They even made the clergies 

of God believe that they were nothing more than mere commoners; while 

they themselves, the usurpers of the believers’ rights, were God’s peculiar 

lot, or portion, as the tribe of Levi were among the Israelites; and the 

distinction was then set up of “clergy” and “laity”, from οἱ λαοί, the 

multitude!  

 

But the distinction belongs to the apostasy, and not to God’s oppressed 

and scattered sheep. When “clergy” get in among them, it is “as grievous 

wolves, not sparing the flock, but speaking perverse things to draw away 

disciples after them” for their own worldly gain. They have nothing to do 

with the word of reconciliation except to pervert it, and to bring it into 

disrepute. 

 

The principles of the apostasy, and indeed of all false religion, are such as 

result from the thinking of the flesh when left to its own communings. This 

is illustrated in the case of Adam and Eve. They sought to cover their sin 

by a device of their own. “They sewed fig-leaves together, and made 

themselves aprons.” Their shame was covered, indeed; but their 

consciences were not healed. But it was the best they could do in their 

ignorance. They were as yet unacquainted with the great principle that 

without the shedding of blood there could be no remission of sin. They 

were not aware of this necessity; for it had not been revealed: neither did 

they understand that as offenders they would not be permitted to devise a 

covering for themselves. They had everything to learn as to the ground of 

reconciliation with God. They had no idea of religion; for hitherto they 

had needed none. It yet remained to be revealed as the divinely appointed 

means of healing the breach which sin had made between God and men. 

 

Man having been made subject to evil, and consigned to the bondage of a 

perishing state, the Lord God repudiated their fig-leaf invention, and 

“appointed coats of skins” for their covering. In this testimony there is 

much expressed in few words. To appoint coats of skins implies a 

command for the sacrifice of animals whose skins were converted to this 

purpose.  
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It also implies that Adam was the priest on the occasion, who presented 

himself before the Lord with the mediatorial blood. When the sacrifice 

was accepted, the offence was provisionally remitted; for the scripture 

saith, that it is not possible for the blood of animals to take away sins. It 

was impossible, because sin was to be condemned in sinful flesh. This 

required the death of a man; for the animals had not sinned: so that, if the 

whole animal world, save man, had been made an offering for sin, sin 

would still have been uncondemned in his nature. Besides the necessity of 

a human sacrifice, God deemed it equally necessary that the victim should 

be free from personal transgressions; and that when he had suffered, he 

should rise from the dead so as to be “a living sacrifice”. 

 

If the death of a transgressor would have sufficed, then, Adam and Eve 

might have been put to death at once, and raised to life again. But this was 

not according to the divine wisdom. The great principle to be compassed 

was the condemnation of sin in sinful flesh, innocent of actual 

transgression. This principle necessitated the manifestation of one, who 

should be born of a woman, but not of the will of man. Such a one would 

be the Seed of the Woman, made of her substance, with Him for his Father 

who by His over-shadowing spirit should cause her to conceive.  

 

He would be Son of God by origination; and Son of Mary by descent, or 

birth of sinful flesh. Now, it is not to be supposed that Adam and Eve did 

not understand this: God doubtless explained it to them; for they had none 

to teach them but Him; and without His instruction, they would not have 

known what they should believe. It was from them that Abel derived the 

knowledge which was the foundation of his faith, to which God testified 

in the acceptance of the firstling of his flock and the fat thereof. 

 

Adam and his wife had faith, or God would not have accepted the 

sacrifices with whose skins they were clothed; for it was as true then as it 

is now, that “without faith it is impossible to please God”. Faith, then, in 

the Seed of the Woman, first as a sacrifice for sin, wounded to death by 

his enemies; and afterwards the destroyer of the sin-power; in connection 

with the sacrifice of animals as representative of the bruising of his heel—

was the ground of their acceptance with the Lord God. It was the Way of 

Life. If they walked with God in this way, they would be as pleasing to 

Him as Enoch afterwards was, who was translated about 57 years after 

Adam’s death. It was the way which was corrupted by the antediluvians; 

and although the sacrifices have been interrupted, the faith and hope which 

gained celebrity and commendation to Abel, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, 

Moses, and a cloud of other witnesses, comprehended substantially the 

same things, but less in detail than in that faith which was preached by the 

apostles as the gospel of the kingdom and name of Christ, for the 

justification of all who should believe.  
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The things believed by Abel as compared with the faith preached on 

Pentecost, were as the acorn to the oak. The gospel of the kingdom in the 

name of Jesus was the revelation in full of the things communicated in the 

beginning; and afterwards more considerably amplified in the promises 

made to the fathers of the people of Israel. When the saints are all gathered 

into the kingdom, they will not find themselves in an unexpected situation. 

They will all be there by virtue of believing the same things; though some, 

contemporary with the later history of the world, will have had the 

advantage of more abounding testimony. Their sins will have been covered 

upon the same principle—by the raiment of righteousness derived from 

the sacrifice, by faith in whose blood they had been cleansed. 

 

There is no true religion without faith; nor any true faith without the belief 

of the truth. Now, although a scriptural faith is the scarcest thing among 

men, it is exceedingly simple, and by no means difficult to acquire, when 

it is sought for aright. Paul gives the best definition of faith extant. He 

says, “Faith is a confident anticipation (ὑπόστασις) of things hoped for, a 

full persuasion (ἔλεγχος) of things not seen.” This is the faith without 

which, he tells us afterwards, God is not, and cannot by any possibility be, 

pleased. It is a faith which lays hold of the past and the future.  

 

The person who possesses it knows what is testified concerning Jesus by 

the apostles, and is fully persuaded of its truth; he also knows the 

exceeding great and precious promises which God has made concerning 

things to come, and he confidently anticipates the literal fulfilment of 

them. Laying hold of these things with a firm faith, he acquires a mode of 

thinking and a disposition which are estimable in the sight of God; and 

being like Abraham in these particulars, he is prepared, by induction into 

Christ, to become a son of the father of the faithful, and of the friend of 

God. 

 

This faith comes by studying the scriptures; as it is written, “Faith comes 

by hearing, and hearing by the word of God”. This word contains the 

“testimony of God”. When this testimony is understood and allowed to 

make its own impression in “a good and honest heart”, faith establishes 

itself there. There is no more mystery in this, than how one man comes to 

believe another guilty of a crime when he is made acquainted with all the 

testimony in the case. The ability to believe lies in a sound understanding, 

a candid disposition, and knowledge of the testimony of God. Where there 

is ignorance of this there can be no faith. It is as impossible for a man 

ignorant of God’s word to have faith, as it is for a man to believe another 

guilty of an alleged crime who knows nothing at all about the matter. 
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But one may say, there are multitudes who believe in Christ who are very 

ignorant of the scriptures. Yes, they believe in Christ as Turks believe in 

Mohammed. But this is not the faith defined by Paul. The mere belief that 

Jesus is the Son of God is not believing in him. To believe in him is to 

believe what God testifies concerning him. The faith of the “religious 

world” is like a stool with only one leg. It professes to believe in Jesus; 

but it is ignorant, and therefore faithless, of the message he was sent to 

deliver to Israel. His message had relation to “the things hoped for”—to 

the things of the kingdom which the God of heaven will set up upon the 

ruin of the kingdoms which now exist. Men are invited to believe in the 

Messenger of the Covenant, and in the message, which unfolds the things 

of the covenant. To believe the one and reject the other is stultification. 

The “religious world” has placed itself in this predicament; and unless it 

believes the whole truth, which is not likely, it will be cut off as was Israel 

in the days of old. 

 

“Love is the fulfilling of the law.” “He that hath my commandments, and 

keepeth them, he it is that loveth me”; “If any man love me, he will keep 

my words”; and “He that loveth me not, keepeth not my words.” In the 

face of these sayings of Jesus, what is the love of “professors” for God and 

His Son worth? It is like their faith, of no account whatever. God asks men 

for their hearts; but they give Him only their lips. They profess to love 

Him but give their affections to the world. From the ecclesiastical throne, 

or pulpit, to the humblest “layman”, can they give a scriptural 

demonstration of obedience to the faith? They offer verbal sacrifices 

without end; at least they do, who are compensated for their words; the 

“laity” are possessed of a legion of dumb spirits, and sit only as the listless 

hearers of the “eloquence” presented according to their taste:—but where 

is obedience to the gospel of the kingdom in the name of Jesus? Whoever 

thinks of obeying this? And yet he comes to take vengeance on all who 

obey it not. 

 

I cannot too earnestly commend the words of Samuel to the attention of 

the reader in this place. “Hath the Lord”, saith he, “as great delight in 

burnt-offerings and sacrifices as in obeying the voice of the Lord? Behold, 

to obey is better than a sacrifice, and to hearken than the fat of rams. For 

rebellion is as the sin of witchcraft, and stubbornness is as iniquity and 

idolatry.” A great principle is set forth in these words. It is that which can 

alone place men in harmony with the religion of God. Without it a man 

may indeed know the truth; but he must believe and do if he would inherit 

the kingdom which has been preparing from the foundation of the world. 

 

Religion is of two kinds—that, namely, which is invented by the thinking 

of sinful flesh; and that which is revealed of God. The former is 

superstition and leads men to do a vast deal more than God requires of 
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them, or less than He has appointed. In what is called “Christendom” most 

improperly (for instead of being Christ’s dominion, as the word implies, it 

is the arena of his sufferings in the persons of his disciples, and in the 

suppression of his truth), these extremes of superstition in its plus and 

minus exhibitions, are illustrated in all their diversity from popery, which 

is superstition in excess, down to Quakerism, which is superstition in its 

homoeopathic proportion. 

 

The religion of God, on the contrary, is the juste milieu, occupying a 

commanding and dignified position between the two extremes. It does not 

require men to abase themselves in the dust, and to afflict their bodies for 

their sins; nor to plant themselves as so many statues of clay, with 

downcast or upturned visage in the silence of the sepulchre, under pretense 

of waiting for Him to move them to preach or pray. There is no fanaticism 

nor pietism in His religion. When in the exercise of it men are moved to 

action, they are acted upon by an intelligent and earnest conviction of the 

truth. This is the instrumentality by which He rouses men to religious 

exercise—by the spirit which is the truth. 

 

When, therefore, they are really “moved by the spirit” they are moved by 

the truth, and do not talk nonsense. They speak according to “the law and 

the testimony”; and thus evince to all who understand the scriptures, that 

they have “light within”. Everything spoken not according to the word is 

nonsense; and the spirit never moves men to speak nonsense: nor doth the 

light of truth within ever teach men to undervalue the institutions of 

religion; or to live in neglect of them under pretense of a refined 

spirituality, or superior sanctity. “By their fruits ye may know them.” This 

is an excellent rule by which to discern the spirits.  

 

Men pray for the Holy Spirit; profess to preach under its guidance; and 

often in a very bad spirit, protest that they received it when converted. But 

the spirit dwells only with those who understand, believe, and obey the 

gospel of the kingdom; and who walk according to its precepts. No man, 

be he preacher or “layman”, has the spirit, or anything else to do with it 

than as resisting it, who does not preach and believe the gospel Paul 

preached. The “religious world” is utterly destitute of the spirit which 

belongs to God’s religion; because it is ignorant of the gospel, and 

understands not “the voices of the prophets”. 

 

If, therefore, it be sincerely desirous of the spirit of God, let it renounce 

the traditions of “the fathers” and “mothers” of the apostasy, from Origen 

to Joanna Southcott, Jemima Wilkinson, and Ann Lee; let it shake off the 

thrall of Rome, Oxford, Wittenburg, Geneva, and Nauvoo; all of which 

make of none effect the word of the living God: and let it “search the 

scriptures” according to the divine command, “proving all things and 
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holding fast that which is good”, that it may believe the truth and obey it 

in the love of it. Christ will then dwell in its heart by faith; it will be rooted 

and grounded in love, having attained to the obedience of faith, which is 

the sole criterion of love to God; and the well-intentioned and 

conscientious, though unenlightened members of its community, will have 

no longer ground of lamentation on account of “the decay of spirituality, 

and the prevalence of formality and worldliness in the churches”. All the 

Most High requires of men is just to believe what He has done, what He 

teaches, and what He promises: to obey the law of faith; to take care of the 

poor of His flock, and keep themselves unspotted from the world. This is 

pure and undefiled religion. But, alas! Where is it to be found? 

 

Religion being the divine remedy for sin, it is evident that when the sin of 

the world is taken away, religion will be abolished. So long as sin exists 

in the earth, so long will there be separation between God and men; for it 

is sin, and that only, which interrupts man’s fellowship with God and His 

angels, as it obtained before the fall. When sin is eradicated from the world 

there will be no more death; for death and sin are boon companions; as it 

is written, “The wages of sin is death”. The abolition of death presupposes 

the extinction of sin in the flesh; and consequently, that the animal nature 

of man has been transformed (not evaporated but changed) into the 

spiritual nature of the Elohim.  

 

Man will then be no longer subject to evil. His race will have passed 

through its 7,000 years of probation; and all of its individuals, who have 

been the faithful subjects of God’s religion, will become the incorruptible 

and perpetual inhabitants of the earth, emancipated from every curse; God 

will then dwell in men by His Spirit as He now fills the Lord Jesus Christ. 

All distinction of church and world, saints and sinners, righteous and 

wicked, shall cease forever; for there will be none of the Serpent’s seed 

alive. They will have been utterly destroyed; for only “the meek shall 

inherit the earth, and delight themselves with abundance of peace”. 

 

Religion begins in the third chapter of Genesis and finds the record of its 

end in the last two chapters of the Revelation. Its abolition is expressed in 

these words: “Behold, the tabernacle of God is with men, and he will dwell 

with them, and they shall be his people, and God himself shall be with 

them as their God. And he shall wipe away all tears from their eyes: and 

there shall be NO MORE DEATH, neither sorrow, nor crying, neither shall 

there be any more pain: for the former things are passed away. And he that 

sat upon the throne said, Behold, I make all things new. And there shall be 

NO MORE CURSE”. Then will the victory be complete. The Sin-power and 

all its works will be finally abolished; and an eternal jubilee gladden the 

hearts of men, in whom God will be all and in all. 
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Man’s Relationship to Sin in his Novitiate 
 
The character of man, or man’s relationship to morality when first created 

in the Garden of Eden was governed by three qualities.  The first and most 

basic of these qualities, we call propensities.  This is a quality man shares 

with all living species, and refers to the specie’s ability to make decisions 

based on its need to survive and propagate its specie.  The propensities 

enable a creature to propagate its species, take care of its young, defend 

itself against enemies, collect food, and so forth. 

 

The second quality which makes up the character of man, is his intellect. 

Man also shares this quality with certain higher species of animals, and it 

refers to the ability to modify its propensities, to serve their own pleasure.  

Intellect enables the creature to exercise its propensities, for the 

gratification of its sensations.   

 

And the third quality that regulates our character is our ability to control 

decisions related to our propensities and intellect, according to a higher 

purpose.  This ability we refer to as our moral sentiments.  Only man, in 

the animal kingdom, has moral sentiment.  When, in addition to the 

propensities and the intellect, 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.  These three 

qualities combined, make up our character. 

 

In their native state, all these qualities are blind, that is neither good nor 

evil.  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”.  But all, in their native state are blind to 

concepts of morality, and require guidance that its direction should be 

moral, or in harmony with God’s purpose. 

 

God provided that direction.  God designed the character of man so 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. When 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 
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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 himself 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. 

 

Sin nature, the Diabolos, or that which the apostle Paul describes as “sin 

that dwelleth in me” was also in the “very good” body as we shall see in 

the temptation of Eve.  But like death, such too had no practical reality. 

 

The potential for sin and death was latent in the “very good” bodies.  While 

the potential was there, it was not in any practical way considered sinful 

by God.  According to the plan and purpose of God, sin requires blood 

shedding sacrifice for purification and redemption of the sinner, and with 

whatever teaching that the Elohim had done in the garden, there is no 

evidence that the concept of sacrifice had been introduced to Adam and 

Eve. 

Elpis Israel: The way of the Tree of Life, by bro. John Thomas 

“Religion is not coeval with the formation of man; neither had it any 

existence during his novitiate. Though it was instituted in the 

paradise, it was not for his observance there; for while he continued 

the sinless tenant of the garden, he stood in no need of the healing 

consolations it affords. Until he ate of the forbidden fruit, there was 

no breach of friendship, no misunderstanding, no alienation, between 

him and the Lord God; there needed not, therefore, any means, or 

system of means, for the reconciliation of estranged parties. But, as 

soon as the good understanding was interrupted by disobedience to 

the Eden law, sentence of condemnation to the dust was pronounced 

upon the offenders; and means were instituted to put them at one 

again with the Lord, that He might bring them back from the ground, 

no longer naked and ashamed of their condition; but clothed with 

glory and honour, incorruptibility and life, as a crown of 

righteousness that should never fade away.” (My underlining—jp) 
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Adam and Eve, following their creation with these “very good” bodies, 

were on their probation.  Part of their probation included Divine 

instruction which would shape their characters into moral servants of God, 

such as the command not to eat of the tree of good and evil.  While on this 

probation, a tempter appears in the form of the serpent.   

 

The serpent was also “very good” and a part of God’s creation, but it 

lacked moral responsibility to God.  When it spoke, it spoke from its 

observations of the world around him, and not from divine training, such 

as Adam and Eve were receiving.  It didn’t intend to lie, and didn’t know 

it was lying.  But it did lie, none the less.  It probably reasoned to Eve that 

nothing in the garden dies.  It is all “very good.”  She wouldn’t die if she 

ate of the tree she was forbidden to eat from, but she would become wise, 

like the Elohim. 

 

In the Genesis account we see Eve contemplate eating of the tree. 

Gen. 3:6  “And when the woman saw that the tree was good for food, 

and that it was pleasant to the eyes, and a tree to be desired to make 

one wise, she took of the fruit thereof, and did eat, and gave also unto 

her husband with her; and he did eat.”  

 

Eve saw the tree was good for food (lust of the flesh,) it was pleasant to 

the eyes (lust of the eyes,) and it was greatly desired to make one wise 

(pride of life.)  Here is the source of transgression or sin in the flesh, 

previously latent in the created beings, becoming inflamed in Eve as she 

considered and meditated upon the serpent’s suggestions.  It is what the 

Apostle John would later describe as all that is in the world: 

1 John 2:16 “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.  

 

As Eve reflected on and considered the serpents reasoning, these principles 

began to blind her.  Sin, to be avoided must not be dwelt upon.  It must be 

rejected with God’s teachings instantly, and then dismissed from our 

thoughts.  Jesus in the wilderness following his baptism, tempted by the 

“Devil,” is the perfect example of how to stop such temptation.  Answer 

the temptation with Divine teaching, and leave it instantly.   

 

But the temptation of Eve was not the result of “sin in the flesh.” or “sin 

that dwelleth in me” tempting her.  Eve could not make those statements 

with Paul, since sin was implanted in the man with the transgression, not 

before.  The temptations within Eve arose from a wrong opinion 

concerning a lawful desire.  It was lawful to seek knowledge.  It was lawful 

to desire immortal life.  The way she went about obtaining this was not 

lawful... 
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Robert Roberts: Chdn. 1893:343 “Paul had to say, 'Sin dwelleth in 

me ... I see a law in my members warring against the law of my 

mind'... Sin, as disobedience, arose in Adam and Eve's case from a 

wrong opinion concerning a matter of lawful desire, and not from 

what Paul calls 'sin in the flesh.' It BECAME sin in the flesh when it 

brought forth that sentence of death that made them mortal ... and 

implanted in their flesh a law of dissolution that became the law of 

their being. As a law of physical weakness and death, it necessarily 

became a source of moral weakness. That which originated in sin 

became a cause of sin in their posterity, and therefore accurately 

described by Paul as 'sin in the flesh.'" 

 

With the mulling over of these things—and in consideration of the 

serpent’s theory that God may be wrong and they would not die--Eve ate 

of the tree, and then convinced Adam to sin as well.  Adam and Eve 

thought that eating of the tree of knowledge of good and evil would make 

them wise like the Elohim.  Instead, it did exactly what its name suggested.  

It made them aware of good AND evil; and this knowledge caused them 

to understand that they were now evil.  They had become sinners and they 

had become dyING.  Now, they were truly mortal in every sense of the 

word.  Immediately commensurate with their sin, the heretofore latent 

potential of sin and death was now very real, and fully inflamed in their 

bodies.  Instead of being equal to the Elohim, they now felt ashamed in 

their presence, and they hid themselves.  They were ashamed because of 

sin, and they looked for a way to cover their shame.   

Elpis Israel: The Carnal Mind by bro. John Thomas   “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’.” (My underlining—jp) 

 

God had promised Adam and Eve that:  
Gen. 2:17  “But of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, thou 

shalt not eat of it: for in the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt 

surely die.”  
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“Thou shalt surely die” is not an accurate translation.  It should be 

rendered, “dying thou shalt die” as it is in the margin of most Bibles.  As 

stated before, Adam and Eve were created earthly and corruptible 

creatures in their novitiate, but were not dyING or subject to death.  But 

God promised them that if they sinned, then that which protected them 

from death would be removed, and their dying nature having been 

inflamed, would take over, and ultimately kill them.  After eating of the 

tree, Adam and Eve found this to be true.  Therefore, it is clear that by man 

came death.   

 

That death came to man by Adam’s sin is clear from the Apostle Paul:  

1 Cor. 15:21-22: “For since by man came death, by man came also 

the resurrection of the dead.  For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ 

shall all be made alive.”    

 

By man (Adam) came death, and death from sin.  This is repeated by Paul 

to the Romans  

Rom. 5:15 “...For if through the offence of one many be dead, much 

more the grace of God, and the gift by grace, which is by one man, 

Jesus Christ, hath abounded unto many.” 

 

Bro. Thomas makes it clear that dying began with the transgression, but 

that it only began a process, through which man would ultimately die. 

Elpis Israel: The Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil by bro. John 

Thomas:  “Furthermore, the sentence ‘Thou shalt surely die’, is proof 

that the phrase ‘in the day’ relates to a longer period than the day of 

the natural eating. This was not a sentence to be consummated in a 

moment, as when a man is shot or guillotined. It required time; for 

the death threatened was the result, or finishing, of a certain process; 

which is very clearly indicated in the original Hebrew. In this 

language the phrase is muth temuth, which literally rendered is, dying 

thou shalt die. The sentence, then, as a whole reads thus—‘In the day 

of thy eating from it dying thou shalt die’. From this reading, it is 

evident, that Adam was to be subjected to a process, but not to an 

endless process; but to one which should commence with the 

transgression, and end with his extinction. The process is expressed 

by muth, dying; and the last stage of the process by temuth, thou shalt 

die. (My underlining—jp) 

 

DyING began with the transgression.  Sin was inflamed by the 

transgression.  Shame began with their new knowledge convicting them 

of the evil they had committed, and become.  To cover their sin and new 

found shame, Adam and Eve chose fig leaves.  With sin’s reasoning 

inflamed, they were too embarrassed, too ashamed, and probably too 

incapable of dealing with sin’s thoughts to enquire of God what to do to 
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cover their sin, so they chose a covering of their own devise.  This decision 

proved fatal to them.  It proves fatal to all who chose some other covering 

than the one God requires: 

Isa. 30:1 “Woe to the rebellious children, saith the LORD, that take 

counsel, but not of me; and that cover with a covering, but not of my 

spirit, that they may add sin to sin:”  

Adam and Eve were called to judgment by God. Having chosen to cover 

themselves with a covering not of God, they were found guilty of sin, and 

not forgiven. The penalty was that the inflammation of those latent 

tendencies which had occurred in them as the result of sin--the inflaming 

of the law of sin and death in their bodies--would be permanently fixed in 

their body, becoming a physical quality of their bodies, thus defiling them 

and resulting in their death, and the death of all their descendants without 

exception, apart from Divine intervention. Adam and Eve had become 

truly mortal at the point in which they sinned. But the sin with its changes 

and results at that time was not ‘Adamic Condemnation.’ The changes 

were made permanent and they became destined to die when the sentence 

of condemnation was pronounced upon them. This sentence is what we as 

Berean Christadelphians call ‘Adamic Condemnation’ because it is the 

sentence of condemnation which destined the man to die, which made the 

changes to the body permanent; and this destiny is what we inherit from 

Adam. 

The sentence we receive from Adam is described by the Apostle Paul: 

2 Cor. 1:9 But we had the sentence of death in ourselves, that we 

should not trust in ourselves, but in God which raiseth the dead:  

Rom. 5:18 Therefore as by the offence of one judgment came upon 

all men to condemnation; even so by the righteousness of one the free 

gift came upon all men unto justification of life.  

 

There is much confusion on the question of whether or not there was a 

change in Adam and Eve when they ate of the tree, or was the corruptible 

body they had been created with, simply allowed to continue its 

corruption, and die. The answer is that there was a change in the earthy 

nature, not a change to the earthy nature. The sentence did not change 

Adam and Eve as regards their earthly nature. They were an earthy nature 

before the fall, and an earthy nature after the fall. But they had created a 

change in that nature, when the latent characteristics of that nature were 

ignited. They had also changed their standing before the Elohim. They had 

inflamed sin and death in their bodies, and the sentence they later received 

assured them that this was now to be a permanent law in their bodies, and 

this sentence changed their destiny. But the substance of the body 

remained the same, "of the earth, earthy." The "body of life" they had been 
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created with, now had become the "body of death" that the apostle Paul 

lamented, but it was the same earthly body:  

Rom. 7:24 O wretched man that I am! who shall deliver me from 

this body of death? (KJV Margin) 

 

Following the condemnation placed upon Adam and Eve, God then 

provided a way that Adamic Condemnation, with the rest of all that is sin 

could be removed. He provided a way that the sentence of death could be 

lifted, or nullified; that transgressions could be forgiven; and that life 

eternal could be attained. To prophesy of this, God provided them "animal 

skins" as His desired covering. This covering, we learn from Apocalypse 

13:8 was Jesus Christ, where he is described as the Lamb slain from the 

foundation of the world: 

Rev. 13:8 And all that dwell upon the earth shall worship him, whose 

names are not written in the book of life of the Lamb slain from the 

foundation of the world.  

 

Jesus was the lamb slain from the foundation of the world. He was the 

animal skins provided to Adam and Eve as an atonement for sins. This was 

to show that ultimately, it would be through Jesus that the condemnation 

that came upon us through Adam, would be removed. 

Gen. 3:21 Unto Adam also and to his wife did the LORD God make 

coats of skins, and clothed them.  

 

One final thought on the fact that it was God’s sentence on the man, and 

not the sin that defiled the man. After the sin, the path to the tree of life 

was not blocked. Following the sentence, it was. 

Gen. 3:22-24 And the LORD God said, Behold, the man is become 

as one of us, to know good and evil: and now, lest he put forth his 

hand, and take also of the tree of life, and eat, and live forever: 

Therefore the LORD God sent him forth from the garden of Eden, to 

till the ground from whence he was taken. So he drove out the man; 

and he placed at the east of the garden of Eden Cherubims, and a 

flaming sword which turned every way, to keep the way of the tree 

of life.  

If it wasn’t this way, none of us would have any hope. We all sin. But the 

path to the tree of life is not blocked by those sins. Through the lamb 

provided, we have a path to that tree. The sentence we receive at our 

judgment will determine whether or not we have completely covered 

ourselves with those "lamb skins" or not. The sentence we receive will 

determine if the path is blocked, if we are excluded from the paradise of 

God, or if the way is truly opened, and we are included to that great and 

wonderful kingdom. 
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The First Man 
By Robert Roberts 

 
That there was a first man, from whom the whole race of mankind extant 

upon the face of the earth have been derived, is among the earliest things 

revealed in the Scriptures, as it is also among the things subsequently 

confirmed by the whole tenor of Bible history.  

 

To begin with, take the situation at the period that the six days’ work was 

commenced, and we have before us a dark waste of waters, that 

everywhere overspread the solid earth; and which at this point was as 

manifestly “void” of human life as it was of the creature existences that in 

due course were developed in earth, air, and sea, preliminary to the 

introduction of man upon the scene. Then, before the earth was fit 

habitation for either man or animals, it had to be clothed with verdure and 

planted with trees, and nature’s productions of every imaginable kind 

(1:11, 12, 2:5). Then, again, until Adam was created it is expressly said 

that “there was not a man to till the ground” (2:5).  

 

Then the fact that Adam was formed directly from the dust of the ground 

shows that he was an original creation, and the first of his kind, as Paul 

afterwards calls him in the words “the first man Adam was made a living 

soul” (1 Cor. 15:45). Observe! The first man “made,” not the first man 

whom God took into covenant-relation. This last idea is at variance with 

all the essentials of the account. That this creation referred to the one 

particular man, afterwards called Adam, and not to “mankind” in the 

general sense claimed by some, admits of no question, for, says the 

writing, “the Lord God planted a garden eastward in Eden; and there he 

put the man whom he had formed:” yes, “the man” that is definite enough 

for anything.  

 

Putting Genesis and Corinthians together, we get the simple fact that “God 

formed the first man Adam out of the dust of the ground.” To say that 

Adam was not the only man then existing on the face of the earth is to 

introduce confusion into a matter that left alone is simplicity itself; more 

than that, it is to introduce an element that is entirely excluded by all the 

facts of the case.  

 

To ask the question, “Where did Cain get his wife from?” is of no avail 

against such an all-excluding account. It might just as well be asked where 

did Lamech get his two wives from? Or, on the other side, where did Seth 

(the father of Enos) get his wife from (5:6), and those by whom he was 

immediately succeeded? The answer is before us, in such statements as the 

following: “Adam begat sons and daughters;” “Seth begat sons and 
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daughters;” “Enos begat sons and daughters;” “Cainan begat sons and 

daughters;” “Mahalaleel begat sons and daughters;” “Jared begat sons and 

daughters;” “Enoch begat sons and daughters;” “Methuselah begat sons 

and daughters;” “Lamech begat sons and daughters.”  

 

To suggest that in the first instance wives were obtained from another race, 

altogether outside Adam and his descendants, is to seek to account for the 

posterity of Cain and Seth on principles that take the bottom out of the 

whole record, and that give the human race a start inconsistent with the 

unity of the race, on which the work of Christ on behalf of both Jew and 

Gentile is based; and which will at last include results “out of every 

kindred, tongue, people, and nation” (Rev. 5:9). Paul establishes the matter 

beyond all controversy in his address to the Gentile Athenians (Acts 17.) 

in saying so expressly that “God who made the world hath made of one 

blood all nations of men for to dwell on all the face of the earth” and 

determined both “the times and bounds of their habitation.”  

 

Added to this, he quotes and applies the words of Aratus, a Greek poet, 

that “we are also his offspring.” Forasmuch, then, says he, that it is an 

admitted thing with the Gentiles that we are the offspring of God, we ought 

not, says he, to regard the Godhead as like unto gold and silver.  

 

Jew and Gentile then are equally the offspring of “Adam, who was the son 

of God” (Luke 3:38). To say that the Gentiles whom we see every day in 

the street are the members of a race derived altogether outside of Adam, is 

to make void the entire genealogy of revelation, and to make of none effect 

the most express testimony to the contrary; and indeed to overthrow 

completely the doctrine that “by one man sin entered into the world, and 

death by sin;” and that “through the offence of one many be dead;” that 

“death reigned by one; ” that “by the offence of one judgment came upon 

all;” and that “by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners.”  

 

Then, overthrowing this fact with regard to the first Adam, it logically 

disestablishes the parallel that Paul institutes between him and the “last 

Adam” as the “one man by whom grace hath abounded to many;” the one 

by whom they shall reign in life; the one righteousness by which comes 

justification of life, and the “obedience of one by which many are made 

righteous” (Rom. 5.) They are both cases of “many’ in “one,” and therefore 

equally cases, illustrating the federal principle upon which God has dealt 

with the human race; first with regard to sin and death (many being made 

sinners by the transgression of one); and second, with respect to 

righteousness and life (many being made righteous by the obedience of 

one).  
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Had there been two Adams in the beginning (or two parents of mankind), 

then there must needs have been two Christs, else one race must have been 

left out of account altogether with respect to the redemptory institution. 

This, however, is wholly impossible in every particular, for as the phrase 

“in Adam” covers all who die, so the phrase “in Christ” covers all who 

like him shall be made “alive for evermore. 

 

The doctrine that Adam was only the “first man” of a covenant, and not 

literally the first man of the whole race, with which the earth is peopled, is 

a mistaken interpretation that requires the application of the same kind of 

unwarrantable treatment to the whole line of route from Adam to Moses, 

and from Moses to Christ. This is only natural to a wrong start.  

 

As illustrating this, it is claimed that the death pronounced against Adam 

was the “second death”! And that the historic comparison that Paul 

institutes between Adam and Christ, in the words “as in Adam all die,” is 

referable to the resurrection; and further, that men only get into Adam by 

being baptized into Christ. This is certainly the climax of absurdity if ever 

there was one. It is the case of a simple matter treated in a way that 

obscures its true features, and gives us the elements of chaos and 

confusion, in the place of light, and “sound speech”; and this is increased 

by remarks to the effect that they are not all of Adam’s race that we see in 

the street; thus giving the thing at once a past, present, and future bearing 

upon the work of the truth; and so stumbling the judgment and 

embarrassing and limiting the operations of faith and duty, at every step 

of the way; with equally crippling results upon the house within, and the 

world without.  

 

Wrong views of things are crotchets (or crooked things), that become more 

and more hurtful, according to the frequency with which they are 

advanced; for crooked things have a tendency to become hobbeys; and in 

that case, to get upon the table at every turn, with the result, at last, of 

being “ridden to death,” at the expense of the ample and edifying variety 

of subjects which the three-part readings of the scriptures always afford, 

Sunday and week-day alike.  

 

Crotchet airing is destructive of all true well-being in spiritual things; it 

takes all the flesh off the bones, and gives us instead a mere skeleton: it is 

even worse than this, since, in most cases, it gives us a mere wart, or other 

morbid excrescence, to dwell upon. If a man speaks not as the oracles of 

God, he imparts the conditions of his own dark-minded apprehensions of 

things to the matter he is seeking to enforce upon the attention of the 

others. This is inevitable.  On the other hand, where a man speaks 

according to the law and the testimony, the light that floods the scene is 
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the Spirit’s own light, passing, as it were, through the mental lens of the 

speaker, without real detriment to its essential meaning. 

 

Turning back again to the beginning of things, we find that in course of 

time the Sethite “sons of God” (4:26), and the Cainite “daughters of men” 

began to intermarry, with the results before us at the crisis of the deluge 

(6:1–7), in which the whole of Cain’s descendants manifestly perished; the 

only human souls that survived being the “eight souls saved by water” (1 

Pet. 3:20), consisting of Noah and his wife, and his three sons and their 

wives. From these the world received, as it were, a new start, with no more 

possibility of any outside themselves than in the watery chaos that 

preceded creation’s dawn.  

 

Upon this point the inspired record is very express, for we read that “all 

flesh died that moved upon the earth, both of fowl, cattle, beast, and 

creeping thing, and every man.” Then repeating the “all,” it goes on to say 

that “all in whose nostrils was the breath of life, of all that was in the dry 

land died;” and that every living substance was destroyed which was upon 

the face of the ground; both man, cattle, creeping things, and the fowl of 

heaven; repeating it again, that “they were destroyed from the earth;” and 

that as the result of this, “Noah only remained alive, and they that were 

with him in the ark” (Gen. 7:21–23).  

 

This again leaves no room for any other race on the earth, than such as 

have descended from Noah and his three sons, and, speaking in general 

terms, the well-known progenitors of the people inhabiting Europe 

(Japhet), Asia (Shem), and Africa (Ham), and of course America, which, 

excepting the small percentage of its probably Hamite aboriginals, is for 

the most part made up of settlers from Europe. Added to this, the languages 

of the various nations are all manifestly but the variations of the “one 

language,” at first common to all mankind (Gen. 11:1); but eventually 

diversified in connection with the postdiluvian building of Babel (Gen. 

11:7–9), as at this day.  

 

Then, the genealogies of the scriptures all confirm the fact that universal 

man had a common origin in one parent: take first the antediluvian 

genealogies; then the postdiluvian; then such as were subsequently 

incorporated with the history of Israel (1 Chronicles to wit, which begins 

with Adam); then the New Testament genealogies, which in one case 

begin with Abraham; and in the other run backwards up to Adam again. 

Then, take the case of Israel, a nation of whom it was said, “The people 

shall dwell alone, and not be reckoned among the nations” (Num. 23:9).  

 

This was God’s nation in particular, “the nation” whom He constituted a 

kingdom for himself; all outside of this were spoken of as “the nations,” 
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“the Gentiles,” “the heathen,” or “the Goyim,” as they are called in the 

Hebrew language (the word rendered by these different terms). A Gentile 

therefore was simply a non-Israelite, one who was not born in the channel 

of Jacob’s descendants. A Jew outwardly was a mere Jewish descendant 

of Jacob after the flesh, a Jew wholly in bondage to the Mosaic law; a Jew 

inwardly, was a son of Abraham in faith and disposition, a child of the 

freedom that belongs to the New Covenant, and “an Israelite in whom 

there is no guile.”  

 

Such also were the Gentiles that were grafted on to the Israelitish olive 

tree, by the faith of the Gospel preached to Abraham and the forty-second 

generation of his descendants (Gal. 3:8; Rom. 11.); for having put on 

Christ, they become joint-partakers of the relation which Christ sustained 

to Abraham, and so became Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the 

promise.  

 

Outside of Christ, all is Adam and Moses, sin and the law of sin and death. 

A Jewish believer on Jesus comes constitutionally out of Moses and the 

Old Covenant, into Christ and the New Covenant: baptized into Moses in 

the cloud and in the sea, he requires now to be baptized into Christ. 

Similarly, a Gentile believer of the Gospel comes, constitutionally 

speaking, out of Adam into Christ. This is symbolized at the out-start by 

the baptismal burial, which as one new-born from the dead, introduces him 

to the privileges of sonship in the house, of which the resurrected Son of 

God is the head, and not the dead and buried first Adam.  

 

In all this Adam was but “the figure of him that was to come” (Rom. 5:14), 

who is “Lord of all” he surveys, in both a higher and more permanent sense 

than anything present in the actualities of the typical Adam. Nevertheless 

the parallel and contrastive resemblances are many; here’s another, “For 

since by man came death, by man came also the resurrection of the dead;” 

“for,” says Paul (illustrating what he means by the two men), “as in Adam 

all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive” (1 Cor. 15:21–22). This 

is only another way of saying what he says in Romans, viz., that sin and 

death entered the world by one man; and that in the outworking of this, 

“death hath passed upon all men;’ therefore in Adam all die, for all men, 

naturally speaking, are but the offspring of a man with the sentence of 

death in him.  

 

In Christ all this has been reversed; for, says Jesus, “because I live, ye shall 

live also.” But the facts and logic of this are all sent flying to the four winds 

by the doctrine which plants men “in Adam” (for the first time) as the 

result of their being baptized into Christ. 
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EVIL 

Seven attested propositions on the origin and the operation of evil in 

relation to the Human Race. 

BY DR. THOMAS. 

Proposition I 

The Lord God created the evil as well as the good in the Garden of Eden. 

GEN. 2:9.—Out of the ground made the Lord to grow the tree of the 

knowledge of good and evil in the midst of the garden. 

GEN. 2:19.—And the Lord God formed every beast of the field (chap. 

3:1), of whom the serpent was more subtle than any which the Lord 

God had made. 

 

The Lord God gave him powers of speech, by which the serpent was 

enabled to give expression to his cunning, craftiness, sagacity or subtlety: 

and this power he has never exercised since. 

 

The serpent heard the commandment given to our first parents; for he said 

to the woman, 

GEN. 3:1.—“Yea, God hath said, Ye shall not eat of every tree of the 

garden.” In other words, “I heard it: is it so?” 

 

He also knew of the existence of Gods or angels; for, being created before 

the man, he saw the “US” in whose image Adam was made: “Let us make 

man in our image.”— (Job. 38:4, 7; Psalm 82:6.) 

 

He knew likewise that the eating of the tree of knowledge would impart 

the experience of evil; for he persuaded the woman to eat, that she might 

know evil as well as good; and thus be like the gods in whose image and 

likeness man was formed. 

Corollary I 

The knowledge of the serpent was derived from observation, and not from 

the inspiration of an immortal evil angel. 

Corollary II 

Knowing also that there was a tree of life in the garden, he seems to have 

concluded, that as God had placed it there, he intended in to be used for 

purposes of life as opposed to death; and judging that God might be as 

subtle as himself, who, if he had said anything and found it convenient, 

would have practiced evasion, delivered it as his opinion that though they 
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should eat and touch the forbidden thing, they “should not surely die,” as 

God did know. All which is in the premises contained in Gen. usque ad.—

(chap. 3:5.) 

 

Apprehending possibly that the serpent might suggest the eating also of 

the tree of life as a remedy for the evil incurred by eating of the tree of 

knowledge, the Lord God said, “Behold the man has become as one of us 

to know good and evil (and this the serpent said would be the case); and 

now lest he put forth his hand and take also of the tree of life and eat, and 

live forever, therefore, the Lord God sent him forth from the Garden of 

Eden to till the ground from whence he was taken. So he drove out the 

man.”— (chap. 3:22.) 

GEN. 5:5.—And all the days that Adam lived were 930, and he died.  

Thus the Lord God proved the serpent to be a liar. 

Proposition II 

The sentence upon the serpent was physical and instantaneous. 

GEN 3:14.—Because thou hast inflicted this evil, thou art cursed 

above all cattle, and above every beast of the field; upon thy belly 

shalt thou go, and dust shalt thou eat all the days of thy life. 

MIC. 7:17.—They (the nations) shall lick the dust like a serpent. 

ISAIAH 65:25.—Dust shall be the serpent’s meat. 

Proposition III 

Sin entered into the world by man, and not by the serpent. 

ROM. 5:12.—By one man, sin entered into the world. 

Proposition IV 

Sin is the transgression of law; therefore, the transgressor, and not he that 

occasions the transgression, is the sinner in the case before us. 

 

This is manifest from Moses’ account. The law was given to Adam and 

not to the serpent. Adam, and not the serpent, ate of the fruit of the 

forbidden tree; the serpent spoke according to the subtlety of his nature, 

which was uncontrolled by moral sentiment or law. Adam was the sinner, 

and by disobedience became the subject of a corrupting principle, which, 

because it is the consequence of his transgression, is termed “SIN IN THE 

FLESH.” Hence, as human nature is full of it, it is styled “sinful flesh,” and 

“sin that dwelleth in me,” or “lust which bringeth forth sin.” 

 

The case of Adam differs from that of his descendants in this, namely: the 

“deceivableness” which enticed him to transgress resided in the serpent, 

whereas, every man that is beguiled since, “is drawn away of his own lust 
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and enticed; then when lust hath conceived it bringeth forth sin, and sin, 

when it is finished, bringeth forth death.”— (James 1:14.) 

 

“Lust” and “sin” bear the relation of cause and effect; and are often put 

one for another. Hence “sin” taking occasion by the commandment, 

deceived me (not the serpent, nor the devil) and by it (the law) slew me.”— 

(Rom. 7:11.) Here the deceivableness is placed in “sin,” though really 

inherent in the “lust,” which reviving under law “brings forth sin.” “Sin,” 

however, is generally used by Paul as expressive of the inherent evil 

principle of human nature. 

 

This EVIL PRINCIPLE in man, Paul represents as reigning and having 

dominion over all natural men. Hence it may be personified as KING SIN—

for they are kings who reign and have dominion. 

ROM. 6:12.—Let not sin reign in your mortal bodies, that ye should 

obey it in the lust thereof. 

VERSE 16.—Know ye not that to whom ye yield yourselves servants 

to obey, his servants ye are to whom ye obey; whether (the servants) 

of sin unto death, or of obedience unto righteousness? 

VERSE 20.—When ye were the servants of sin, ye were free from 

righteousness. 

ROM. 5:14.—“Death,” the infliction of sin, “reigned from Adam to 

Moses, even over them that had not sinned after the similitude of 

Adam’s transgression.” 

VERSE 21.—Sin hath reigned unto death! 

ROM. 7:13.—Sin, that it might appear sin, working death in me by 

that (law) which is good; that sin by the commandment might become 

exceeding sinful. Mackenzie renders it “an exceedingly great 

sinner”—καθ ὺπερβολην αμαρτωλος, pre-eminently a sinner. 

Corollary 

There was in Adam, after he sinned, as there is in all his descendants 

hereditarily from him, a physical principle, which reigns in the whole man, 

causes pain and sorrow, and finally brings him to the dust of death. It is, 

therefore, a principle of corruption, which superinduces a desire to gratify 

all the propensities of our nature without restraint. It is selfish stimulating 

to seek only our own gratification. It is styled “the law of sin,” or the 

ELEMENTAL PRINCIPLE OF EVIL, the excessive depravity of which can only 

be known by an attempt to subject it to a holy, just, and good 

commandment. This develops all the latent virulence which belongs to it; 

and proves it to be “ENMITY” to everything that is “holy, just and good,” 

and everything which is excellent is “ENMITY” to it. It is “enmity against 

God; it is not subject to the law of God; neither, indeed, can it be.”— 

(Rom. 8:7.) 
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Proposition V 

This elemental principle of evil diffused itself through man’s nature as the 

property or the poisonous quality of the evil fruit disobediently eaten. 

GEN. 3:15.—I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and 

between thy seed and her seed; HE shall bruise thy head, and thou 

shalt bruise his heel. 

 

Here the enmity is two-fold; first, proximate and immediate, between the 

serpent and the woman Eve; and second, ultimate and more remote, 

between the serpent’s seed and the woman’s seed; that is, between those 

descendants of Adam over whom the elemental principle of evil should 

have dominion, and those in whom the holy, just, and good commandment 

of the Lord God should be the supreme and controlling principle, and of 

whom one, though “bruised in the heel”—though put to death by the evil 

principle expressed through the power of his sinful enemies—should 

“bruise his head” by abolishing death in dying himself; and by rising from 

the dead incorruptible, destroy that evil and corruptible principle in human 

nature which had in him “the power of death,” and brought him, though 

sinless, to the tomb.—(Heb. 2:14.) This evil principle had dominion over 

Jesus, and reigned in him unto death; but when he rose it had “no more 

dominion over him. For in that he died, he died to sin (was freed from the 

power of the principle in his flesh); but that he lives, he lives to God.”— 

(Rom. 5:21; 6:9.) 

Proposition VI 

This principle of evil, which reigns in flesh and blood, is styled “an 

exceedingly great sinner;” and all that is affirmed of the devil in the 

Scriptures is predicated of the evil that dwelleth in man, as expressed in 

his individual actions, and through the political and ecclesiastical 

organizations of the world. 

JOHN 8:44.—The devil from the beginning abode not in the truth, 

because there is no truth in him. When he speaketh a lie, he speaketh 

of his own, for he is a liar, and the father of it. 

 

Here Jesus fixes the origin of falsehood where Moses placed it in his 

account, as originating in the subtlety of the serpent whom he styles the 

devil or suggester. “When he speaketh a lie, he speaketh of his own, for he 

is a liar.” Give him speech, as did the Lord God, and he will express only 

subtlety; for deceivableness, artfulness, and cunning are the characteristics 

of his physical organization. He was the father of lies, and all liars are, 

therefore, his seed. 

1 JOHN 3:8.—The devil sinneth from the beginning. 
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“The beginning” here indicated is the time fixed by Moses in Gen. 1:1, 31, 

when “the heavens and the earth were finished, and all the host of them.” 

The devil sinneth. The evil suggested by the serpent found place in the 

mind of man; and these having conceived a desire to do what God had 

forbidden, transgression was the result. This the apostle personifies as the 

devil which sins from the beginning, even till now in all the disobedient. 

JOHN 8:44.—The devil was a murderer from the beginning. 

1 JOHN 3:12.—Cain was of that wicked one, and slew his brother. 

VERSE 8.—He that committeth sin is of the devil. 

VERSE 15.—No murderer hath eternal life abiding in him. 

 

Cain proved himself to be of the number of the serpent’s seed, “because 

his works were evil.” Hence he is said to be “of that wicked one,” “the 

devil.” Cain was not the devil, though Jesus styles the devil “a murderer;” 

and the only murderer in the beginning was Cain. But the evil principle 

which entered into his parents when they ate of the tree of the knowledge 

of evil was transmitted to him congenitally. This was the word or 

corruptible seed of the serpent, as opposed to the word or “incorruptible 

seed of God,” which was in him.  

 

The Lord God had required a sin-offering from those who came to him. 

The word of God having no place in him, Cain followed the suggestions 

of his own corrupt nature when reasoning on the commandment of God, 

which told him it was unnecessary. Thus the evil within him, in its nature 

essentially hostile to the law of God, conceived, and brought forth 

transgression.  

 

He and his brother presented themselves before the cherubim of glory—

Cain with an unbloody offering of the “fruit of the ground,” and Abel with 

a “firstling of his flock, and the fat thereof.” “And the Lord had respect 

unto Abel and to his offering, but to Cain and his offering he had not 

respect.” This was Cain’s first offence, which he might have repaired by a 

return to duty. But the evil was strong within him. He became jealous of 

his righteous brother, in whom the word or seed of God abided; for Abel’s 

work condemned him. Hatred was thus conceived within him, and he slew 

him. Thus the evil in him brought forth sin, which was perfected in the 

murder of Abel, the wages of which is death perpetual to the offender. 

 

Thus in Cain’s case “the devil” was the evil latent within his nature, which 

revived under the holy, just and good commandment of God; he yielded 

to its suggestions and gave expression to its murderous emotions, and thus 

brought upon himself “the end of these things which is death.” “No 

murderer hath eternal life abiding in him.” Hence “THE EXCEEDINGLY 

GREAT SINNER,” who is innate in flesh and blood, that is, “THE DEVIL,” nor 

the man who yields himself servant to obey him in the lust of the flesh, 
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have any glory, honour, incorruptibility, or eternal life abiding in them, 

which sufficiently proves the absolute destructibility of the devil and his 

seed. 

 

“Flesh and blood,” in which the καθ ὺπερβολήν ἁμαρτωλὸς or 

PREEMINENT SINNER—the law or principle in the members—has 

dominion, uncontrolled by the law of God, to which he is essentially 

hostile, is styled in the sacred writings “the body of sin,” “the flesh,” “the 

body of this death,” “sinful flesh,” “the body,” “the creature,” 

“corruption,” “mortal flesh,” “the outward man,” “the Old Man according 

to the deceitful lusts,” &c. 

Proposition VII 

The devil is not immortal. 

HEB. 2:14.—Forasmuch, then, as the children of God are partakers of 

flesh and blood, Jesus also himself took part of the same, that through 

death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, THE 

DEVIL.” 

 

What is it in flesh and blood that had the power of subjecting the body to 

death? The evil principle of corruption within man, termed by Paul “the 

law of sin in the members,” “the law of sin and death,” “sin in the flesh.” 

This then is “the devil, that had the power of death.” 

 

The evil principle, which entered into man when he ate of the tree of the 

knowledge of evil, and which is inherent in all the descendants of Adam 

being proved to be the devil in the passage adduced, it follows that he is 

not immortal, unless it can be affirmed that evil, lust, sin, &c., are in 

themselves essentially incorruptible, and, therefore, indestructible and 

immortal, which would be the ne plus ultra of absurdity. 

 

An Objection from a Trinitarian 
 

Our April, 2019 issue of The Berean, which focused on the doctrine 

Christian Churches call “Trinity,” caught the attention of  a web-based 

Trinity apologist at a site called Reach Out Trust, who took exception to 

our article.  We might take a little time to address a few of his objections. 

 

His first objection is to a statement on our title page, where we make it 

clear that we, as Berean Christadelphians, oppose the doctrines of 

Catholicism and Protestantism.  He shows a scanned picture of the top of 

our title page, and writes: 
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“It is immediately clear that it is as much about what Christadelphians 

are against, as what they are for. This is typical, of course, of the 

thinking in these groups. It is well said that a cult draws a circle 

around itself and everyone inside the circle is right, everyone outside 

wrong. For Christadelphians that is just about everyone, Catholic and 

Protestant. There are today approximately 50,000 Christa-

delphians across 120 countries – an elite group indeed.” 

 

The question is not how many individuals believe a certain way, but rather 

is that way correct?  This complaint that “all the wise” believe such and 

such, was, after all, the argument of the Pharisees against Jesus during the 

final week of his mortal life.   

John 7:45-49 “Then came the officers to the chief priests and 

Pharisees; and they said unto them, Why have ye not brought 

him? The officers answered, Never man spake like this man. Then 

answered them the Pharisees, Are ye also deceived?  Have any of 

the rulers or of the Pharisees believed on him?  But this people 

who knoweth not the law are cursed.  

 

None of the wise of the world, none of the rulers or Pharisees in his day, 

believed on Jesus, or the things he taught.  It came down to a mere few 

poor fishermen who followed him, and those, at the end, fled; while 

multitudes of the wise and influential of the world cried out for him to be 

crucified.  Our objector might be better served to ask the question, is God 

about to bring judgments on the earth?  And when God brings such 

judgements, are there many or few believers left?  There were, after all, 

but eight individuals that got onto the ark.   

 

He continues his theme thus: 

“The editorial begins, ‘Christadelphians deny…’ and that seems to 

set the tone for the magazine.  What the editor denies is the doctrine 

of the Trinity, quoting from the Catholic Vatican News, which is 

attributed to a June 2018 edition, though it is the 24 May 2018 

edition…”  

 

The faithful believers in the Scriptures are signified in Revelations as 

“Antipas,” who was the faithful martyr.  “Antipas” according to Liddle 

and Scott’s Lexicon, means “contrary.”  The term is from anti (against) 

and pas, (father, or eldership.)  Berean Christadelphians stand in the same 

position as Antipas, being “against all religious leaders” who claim to be 

followers of Christ, but who adopt teachings and doctrines opposed to 

divine principle, such as is the Trinity fallacy.  It therefore becomes 

necessary to keep our position crystal clear.     
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But the objection itself seems unusual.  Berean Christadelphians are not 

the ones condemning those who disagree with us.  The Trinitarians are.  

The Trinity doctrine, in its opening clause, takes a much stronger position 

in defense of itself, than we do in opposition to it.  The first statement in 

the Athanasian Creed which defines Trinity is this: 

“Whosoever will be saved, before all things it is necessary that he 

hold the Catholic Faith. Which Faith except everyone do keep whole 

and undefiled, without doubt he shall perish everlastingly. And 

the Catholic Faith is this, that we worship one God in Trinity and 

Trinity in Unity.” 

 

So the Athanasian Creed says that if we do not embrace the unscriptural 

statements of this Creed, without doubt, we shall perish everlastingly.  So 

the Athanasian Creed presumes to infringe upon, and dictate to, God’s 

mercy.  We say that if you do accept such unscriptural teachings, we will 

not fellowship with you, but we make no judgement as to how God might 

judge you.  We are commanded not to fellowship with false doctrine, so 

we don’t.   

2Thess. 3:6  “Now we command you, brethren, in the name of our 

Lord Jesus Christ, that ye withdraw yourselves from every brother 

that walketh disorderly, and not after the tradition (teachings) which 

he received of us.”  

 

We are warned that our separation from error is a matter of obedience, and 

that obedience is the ultimate command in our daily walk: 

1Sam. 15:22  “And Samuel said, Hath the LORD as great delight in 

burnt offerings and sacrifices, as in obeying the voice of the LORD? 

Behold, to obey is better than sacrifice, and to hearken than the fat of 

rams.”  

 

So in obedience to divine command, we do withdraw from those who teach 

things that Jesus and the apostles did not teach.  But our action is, as Paul 

commands, that of withdrawal from what we perceive to be error, not 

excommunication or disfellowship.  We withdraw ourselves in obedience 

to divine command.  But we do not presume to infringe upon God’s right 

to judge His creation in whatever manner He chooses, which will be 

through His son Jesus.  “Condemnation” is not our role at the current time.  

Our role is to learn the Scriptures and conform our lives to them to the best 

of our individual abilities.  The Divine judgments, both those on the earth 

and those pertaining to individuals, God will take care of, according to His 

own graciousness, without any advice from us. 

 

But the main difference in our two positions is the question of the 

correctness of the doctrine itself.  Who is correct?  This is where the battle 

should be contained. 

http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05752c.htm
http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/03449a.htm
http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05752c.htm
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Our critic presents a few scriptures, supposedly in defense of the Trinity.  

We find this also unusual.  The article from the Vatican News in question, 

specifically said that the Doctrine of the Trinity is not found in the 

Scriptures.   Why then, we wonder, should our critic propose to do so?  

The exact quote from the Vatican News was: 

“The doctrine of Three Persons in one God, co-equal and co-eternal 

in Divinity yet distinct in Person, is not explicitly spelt out in the 

Bible. Even the very word “Trinity” is not found in the Bible.” 

 

We agree with the Catholic writer.  The doctrine is not spelled out in the 

Scriptures.  The word “Trinity” is never found in the Scriptures.  We would 

also point out that it is not found in any Christian writings till the later part 

of the second century AD, well over 100 years after the death of Jesus.  

And so to accept it, one must somehow believe that which was not taught. 

 

Our critic continues: 

“The editor goes on to misrepresent the Trinity doctrine just 

described, an important lesson here in paying careful attention to 

what you presume to refute. 

“‘This testimony is nothing but confusion. One God with three 

persons, but each person is a God. Yet, there is only one God. 

What could be more illogical? And how bold is Christianity to 

admit that the Bible does not define their doctrine, nor does it 

even mention their doctrine, yet this doctrine underlies all their 

traditions?’ 

 

“Of course, as you will have realised from what I have highlighted, 

the ‘testimony’ in the Vatican News does not say ‘each person is a 

God,’ as though to describe three gods. Quoting the ecumenical 

councils, the statement says, “There is one God, who has three 

Persons, Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Each Person is God, yet there 

is still only one God” 

 

“Where both Catholics and Protestants see mystery, Christadelphians 

see confusion. I suppose mystery can look like confusion if the only 

thing important to you is bringing God and his purposes within the 

confines of man’s, and fallen man’s at that, limited capacity to 

understand.” 

 

Have we misrepresented the Trinity doctrine as charged?  Only if one 

accepts as reasonable, the illogical position that Trinity sets forth.  If one 

thinks logically, then there is no misrepresentation.  The Athanasian Creed 

says: 

“…that we worship one God in Trinity and Trinity in Unity. Neither 

confounding the Persons, nor dividing the Substance. For there is one 
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Person of the Father, another of the Son, and another of the Holy 

Ghost.” 

 

This seems simple.  Within Trinity, there are three persons.  Trinitarians 

are not allowed to confound the persons. Therefore, each person must be 

considered uniquely individual.  Then we are later told: 

“So the Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is God.” 

 

Again, this would seem simple and quite logical.  Each individual person 

as already defined, is God.  The simple logic makes that three Gods, not 

one God.  But following the enumerating of the Father, Son, and Holy 

Ghost all to be God, the Creed goes on to say: 

“And yet they are not Three Gods, but One God.” 

 

How does that make sense?  How can the three individual persons all be 

God, and yet there is only one God?  This is illogical and cannot honestly 

be anything but confusion.  You cannot say that there are three individual 

persons who are all God, and yet tell us you worship only one God. 

 

Try and take this out of the context of Trinity, and see if it makes sense to 

you.  Imagine a red wax stick, and a blue wax stick, and a yellow wax 

stick.  You identify them all as “crayons.”  Would you say you have one 

crayon, made up of three wax sticks, or that you have three crayons?  Of 

course you would say you have three crayons, or three wax sticks.  If you 

said the three wax sticks were one crayon, folks would say you lacked all 

logic and common sense.  And they would be right.  The same is true of 

three individual persons, all who are God.  This is necessarily three Gods, 

not one God. 

 

We have been told by Trinitarians in the past that we have to think of three 

candles, which give off one light, and that would help us understand 

Trinity.  But are not each of the candles, a light?  And is not the light given 

off into a given area, simply the product of three lights? 

 

(We acknowledge that our critic goes into a dissertation to try to blend the 

persons of Trinity, thus apparently denying the three individual persons 

who make up Trinity.  In this, our critic appears to recognize the illogical 

position of Trinity.  And this appears to be his own conflict with the 

Athanasian Creed—the forbidden “confounding the persons” of which it 

speaks expressly.  If there is only one God, there can only be one person.  

In this our critic makes steps towards logic, but those steps are hostile to 

the Trinity doctrine.) 

 

Our critic says that where we see confusion, they see mystery.  We do not 

disagree with him, in this.  The Trinity is entirely unintelligible, entirely 
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illogical, and entirely unscriptural; so the only way to excuse it is to call it 

“Mystery!”  This word “mystery” for the Trinitarian, becomes a sort of 

“get out of jail free” card to be used as a substitute for a reasonable 

explanation of the unexplainable.  We see their use of “mystery” to be the 

equivalent of our term, “confusion.” 

 

Again our critic says our charge of confusion is because: 

 “…the only thing important to you is bringing God and his purposes 

within the confines of man’s, and fallen man’s at that, limited 

capacity to understand.” 

 

Well again, we can’t really disagree with him.  Perhaps it is not the only 

thing, but certainly the principle thing that is important to us, is this which 

Jesus declared on the eve of his crucifixion: 

John 17:3  “And this is life eternal, that they might know thee the only 

true God, and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.” 

 

And it is certainly impossible, (staying within the confines of “man’s 

limited capacity,”) to know the true God and Jesus Christ whom He sent, 

within the illogical, contradictory and unscriptural teachings of the Trinity.  

If it is admitted, as our critic appears to do, that we must go “beyond man’s 

limited ability to comprehend and understand,” to make any sense of 

Trinity whatsoever, then why would we do so?  Aren’t we told that what 

we know will set us free?   

John 8:31-32  Then said Jesus to those Jews which believed on him, 

If ye continue in my word, then are ye my disciples indeed;  And ye 

shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free.  

 

Jesus didn’t tell us that we should accept an unknowable mystery that is 

beyond our ability to comprehend.  He said we should know “the Truth!”  

To this the Preacher before had said: 

Prov. 25:2  “It is the glory of God to conceal a thing: but the honour 

of kings is to search out a matter.”  

 

But where would the honor be, if the matter is beyond human 

comprehension?  Why would we, in light of Scripture’s testimony for the 

need to search out a matter, and to know the truth of it, accept that which 

cannot be understood? 

 

Especially why would we do so in the absence of any Scriptural testimony 

to that fact, (which the article from the Vatican News in question admits?)  

Why would anyone believe that which they admit cannot be understood, 

nor found in the Scriptural testimony? 
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Our critic then goes into an explanation that what we define as Trinity, is 

actually Tri-theism, and not Trinity.  Tri-theism has three Gods, Trinity 

has one God in three persons.  Tri-theism is the logical understanding of 

the Athanasian Creed.  It is the only possible way that three persons, whose 

person we are not permitted to confuse, can all be God.  Trinity is an 

entirely illogical explanation, and can’t be seriously examined, which is 

why Trinitarians revert to the word “Mystery” to excuse themselves from 

such examination. 

 

Now our critic objected to our paraphrase of the Trinitarian explanation of 

the events of the Garden of Eden.  He first complains that there was only 

one God in heaven observing Adam and Eve’s sin.  But of course this is 

based upon his impossible and illogical suggestion that the three persons 

in heaven at that time, were but one God.  Clearly he has Jesus, the 

Redeemer God, in heaven at the creation.  This is one of the most important 

unscriptural teaching of the Trinity.  The Athanasian Creed teaches that: 

The Father Uncreate, the Son Uncreate, and the Holy Ghost Uncreate. 

The Father Eternal, the Son Eternal, and the Holy Ghost Eternal 

 

But of course the Scriptures never call Jesus “uncreate” or “eternal.”  In 

fact it is exactly opposite.  The Scriptural teaching is that Jesus was 

begotten: 

John 3:16  “For God so loved the world, that he gave his only 

begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but 

have everlasting life.” 

 

It is absolutely illogical and contradictory to declare that Jesus is begotten, 

while also declaring that Jesus is eternal, and uncreate.  Jesus was not in 

the Garden of Eden, but was begotten of Mary by the Holy Spirit, some 

4000 years later.  But of course Trinitarians deny these Scriptural facts. 

 

But back to the Trinitarian view of Creation:  after Adam sinned, what 

does the Creator God tell him?   

Gen 3:17-19  “And unto Adam he said, Because thou hast hearkened 

unto the voice of thy wife, and hast eaten of the tree, of which I 

commanded thee, saying, Thou shalt not eat of it: cursed is the ground 

for thy sake; in sorrow shalt thou eat of it all the days of thy 

life;  Thorns also and thistles shall it bring forth to thee; and thou shalt 

eat the herb of the field; In the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread, 

till thou return unto the ground; for out of it wast thou taken: for dust 

thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return.” 

 

This then, is generally understood to be the condemnation brought upon 

all men.  All men are condemned by the Creator God to toil and death 

because of sin.  According to Trinitarians, we escape this condemnation 
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inflicted by the Creator God, when Jesus (the Redeemer God) paid the 

price for it.  That price was the suffering, and blood shedding death on the 

cross, which, we are told, was our punishment, suffered by Jesus for us. 

 

Who, according to Trinitarians, did Jesus pay the price of suffering to?  

Was it to Satan, or to God?  Obviously, to God, they tell us.  How then can 

my paraphrase be wrong?  The Creator God condemned mankind to a 

violent, everlasting death.  The Redeemer God said, No, send me (Isa. 6.)  

Jesus, the Redeemer God then took on the form of a man, and suffered the 

penalty inflicted and required by the Creator God, paying the price to Him, 

so that mankind could go free. 

 

(Never mind that he didn’t really pay our price, since we still have to die, 

nor did he die an eternal death for us, as he was resurrected, thus not 

staying eternally dead.  And of course being co-eternal, he couldn’t have 

died anyway.) 

 

The whole picture is one of confusion, not helped in the least by quibbling 

over the foolishness that three persons can be one God.  If we, for sake of 

argument, consider their position that the three distinct persons can be one 

God, we then have God condemning man to a violent death for falling to 

the temptation of sin, but after condemning man, and demanding a price, 

God comes to earth being born of Mary (though he wasn’t really born as 

he was eternal) saving man by God living a perfect life, avoiding all 

temptation (though the Scriptures clearly say that God cannot be tempted, 

so where was the victory?) and then God pays the penalty to God by dying 

a tortuous death, (though the Scriptures say that God can’t die.) Our critic 

notes concerning my paraphrase: 

“This is such a distortion of the facts it is difficult to know where to 

start. It pictures two individuals ‘in heaven,’ the Creator God and the 

Redeemer God, at odds with each other over sin. The Creator God, in 

a fit of fury, wants nothing but destruction, while the Redeemer God 

seeks nothing less than redemption. This is more like the gods of 

Mount Olympus than anything in the Bible.” 

 

If the logical conclusions pertaining to the Trinity sound like they are 

rooted in Paganism, that would only be, because they are.  The Trinity 

doctrine was established in Christianity in 325 AD, almost 300 years after 

the death of Christ, modeled after the Pagan concept of Plato’s Trias.  The 

victory of Trinitarians at the Council of Nicaea was determined by the 

actions of Constantine the Great, while still a Pagan, to whom the 

mysticism of Trinity made more sense than the Scriptural explanation of 

“Jesus Christ, and him crucified.”  
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  “IS THE SOUL MATTER OR 

SPIRIT?” 

FROM THE “INVESTIGATOR,” 1844, BY DR. THOMAS. 

MR. EDITOR.—Sir.—Is the soul matter or Spirit? Is there anything 

separated from God and matter? If not, I should like to know how it is 

possible for the Immortal Spirit to be annihilated? 

Yours, &c., — 

St. Charles, Thane, Ill. 

Reply 
 

Who propounds these questions we know not. They were left at our office 

for solution, and in the spirit of investigation we reply according to the 

information we believe we have derived from the Scriptures of truth. 

 

The first question is: Is the soul matter or spirit? To aid us in the 

determination of this we must “search the Scriptures” for the definition of 

a human soul; for that is the kind of soul, we presume, the querist has 

reference to. This definition we would naturally expect to find in the 

history of its creation by Moses. To his writings, then, we turn. In the first 

chapter of Genesis, he testifies that “God created man in His own image; 

male and female created He them.” And after He had made them, He 

declared them to be “very good.” 

 

But, from what material did the Lord God create this very good man and 

woman? Moses says that He “formed man, the dust of the ground, and 

breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and man became a living 

soul.”— (Chap. 2:7.) But as to the woman, the Lord God “took one of 

Adam’s ribs, and closed up the flesh thereof; and the rib He made a 

woman.—(Verses 21–23.) And when sentence was passed upon Adam 

because he had disobeyed the law of God, the Lord said “out of the ground 

thou wast taken: for dust thou art, and unto dust thou shalt return.” 

 

From these data, we learn that the “very good” man of chapter 1. and the 

“living soul” of chapter 2:7, were made from the dust of the ground, and 

so formed as to reflect the image of God. Man is, as a whole, a living soul; 

and a living soul is a living man. Let it be observed that it does not say that 

man became an ever-living soul nor an “immortal soul” either, but simply 

a “living soul” or man. This living soul, Moses informs us, sprung from 

the ground, and derived its vitality from the atmosphere: for after the Lord 

God had organized man from the dust, “He breathed into his nostrils the 

breath of lives”—for so it reads in the margin of the Polyglot. Why was 
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this styled by Moses “the breath of lives?” Manifestly because it sustains 

the lives of all animals, as well as man, who respire it through their nostrils. 

“The breath of life” is common to the whole animal kingdom, as the 

following quotations from Moses prove: “I do bring the flood of waters 

upon the earth to destroy all flesh wherein is the breath of life” (chap. 

6:17); “and all flesh that moved upon the face of the earth died: all in 

whose nostrils was the breath of life—both man and cattle.”— (Chap. 

7:22.) That by “a living soul” is to be understood a “natural body,” Paul 

teaches in his letter to the Corinthians. He affirms “there is a natural (or 

animal) body,” and this he proves by quoting the words of Moses, namely: 

“The first man Adam was made a living soul.”— (Chap. 15:45.) But if 

natural body and living soul do not mean the same thing, then Paul failed 

to prove his affirmation; but he did prove it, and this nobody denies; hence 

the phrases are synonymous. And living soul, natural body, animal, living 

creature, man, human soul, all signify one and the same thing. The first 

query, then, is answered. If dust, ground, and breath of life, or the air, be 

matter, then “the soul” is spirit; but as to what you mean by spirit in 

opposition to matter, I cannot tell; therefore am unable to say, whether “the 

soul” is what you call spirit or not. I leave it with the ratiocinators upon 

“entity and quiddity” and the “ghosts of defunct bodies” to split hairs upon 

abstractions; for myself I have neither time nor taste for such matters. 

 

The second question speaks of the “Immortal Spirit.” What are we to 

understand by this? The phrase occurring to my mind having the nearest 

affinity to it, is the “Great Spirit.” Whoever read of the Great Spirit being 

annihilated, or reduced to nothing? But, perhaps the querist means by the 

“immortal spirit” what the heathen philosophers, Pythagoras, Socrates, 

Plato, and their disciples in these times still characterized by mythological 

traditions—term the “immortal soul;” and which they describe as a 

something in every man, woman, and child, which when the body becomes 

defunct, lives in heaven beatifically, or wails or gnashes its teeth (?) in the 

dark and torrid dungeons of the damned. I confess that concerning such a 

phantasm I know nothing, for I find no such thing either in the Scriptures 

of truth, or in the records of the discoveries of modern science. The phrase 

“immortal soul” is not to be found in the Bible; and therefore, we argue, 

the idea it conveys is not there either. 

 

But, we presume the querist wishes to be informed if “the soul” be matter 

or spirit, whether that soul is immortal? The material of which the soul is 

made does not affect the question one way or other. He that could form a 

“living soul” of the dust, could endue it with life forever. But the question 

is not could He, but did He make man immortal? To this we reply, that 

“God made man upright”—He made him “very good” and “in His own 

image after His own likeness;” and when what follows is attentively 

considered, it will be perceived that the mortality or immortality of man 
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was not a congenital attribute of his nature, but were qualities acquirable 

upon certain conditions. 

 

Moses tells us, that the Lord put the living soul whom He had formed in 

the Garden eastward in Eden. In this Garden there were, among others, 

two remarkable trees. One is styled the Tree of Life; the other, the Tree of 

Knowledge of Good and Evil. In this Garden, man, the living soul, stood 

related to these two trees. They were both accessible to him. But he was 

forbidden to eat or even to touch the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil; 

and why? Because he would incur the penalty of death or mortality if he 

did. This tree, then, was to him the tree of mortality. Now, if death were 

the penalty of disobedience, who would be so obtuse as to affirm that 

before the man transgressed he was mortal? If he were mortal, why 

threaten him with death if he ate thereof? But let us beware of jumping 

hastily to the conclusion that because he was not inherently mortal, 

therefore he must have been immortal. This by no means follows. 

 

From Genesis 3. We learn that the Tree of Life had the property of 

conferring eternal life upon the eater. “Behold,” said God, “the man is 

become as one of us, to know good and evil; and now, lest he put forth his 

hand, and take also of the Tree of Life, and eat and live forever, therefore 

he drove out the man.” Here we find that Adam was expelled from Eden, 

that he might not become immortal by eating of the Tree of Life. Who, 

then, will be so unreflecting as to affirm that he was created immortal? If 

he were immortal, why drive him from Eden that he might not become so? 

No, when Adam was first placed in Eden he was on probation. Immortality 

was in the Tree of Life, not in his body; and mortality was in the Tree of 

Knowledge, not in him. 

 

The conclusion is that God made man “very good,” a free and noble being, 

dependent only upon His goodness, and susceptible of either mortality or 

of immortality. For the sake of knowing evil as well as good, and thus be 

as the gods, he chose immortality. Having thus become a mortal he was 

expelled from the Garden, and subsequently entailed upon his descendants 

“all the ills to which flesh is heir.” We are his offspring, and, therefore, in 

us, as yet, there is no immortality at all. 

 

If man had been created immortal, and had eaten of the Tree of 

Knowledge, what would have been the consequence? He would have lived 

forever the hapless sufferer of all the evils of the present system of the 

world. Why did God drive out the man from the Garden? That he might 

be prevented from eating of the Tree of Life, and thus perpetuating his 

unhappy existence in a state of good and evil. If God expelled him to 

prevent so great a catastrophe as this, did He drive him forth to involve 

him in a greater by perpetuating his being through the endless duration of 
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ages in pure evil—in unmitigated torture? Surely not! And if a man be 

devoid of immortality, upon what principle can he obtain it? The 

Scriptures teach that immortality is a gift of God, and to be obtained only 

by obedience to the law of faith. What then becomes of the unconditional 

salvation of all men? It is the “baseless fabric of a vision,” which is 

doomed to “leave not a wreck behind.” 

 

The annihilation of an immortal is an absurd notion. That which is 

deathless cannot cease to be. An immortal man cannot be annihilated: for 

were it so, then it would be proved that he was not immortal. Not believing 

in the doctrine of annihilation of matter, we feel no interest in defending 

it. To annihilate is to reduce to nothing; when the unjust are the subject of 

“death ending in death,” they will not be reduced to nothing, but resolved 

into the pristine elements of human nature: “Dust thou art and unto dust 

thou shalt return.” There was a time when man was not; there will be a 

time when the wicked will be as when the dust of the ground was unformed 

by the plastic hand of Deity. To this they will be reduced by violence, but 

nowhere is it said to nothing. 

 

The Change to Adam’s Nature 

Challenged in Christadelphia 
 

The principle disagreement among Christadelphians occurs over the 

nature of Adam when first created, and what sort of change occurred with 

his fall.  As our Statement of Faith clearly states, Berean Christadelphians 

believe that Adam was created “very good” or “a body of life,” but a 

change did occur to Adam when he transgressed, and that change altered 

the characteristics of the man, becoming a physical law in his being, and 

making him “a body of death”. 

Clause V.  “...a sentence which defiled and became a physical law 

of his being, and was transmitted to all his posterity.” 
 

Most of the variants from true Christadelphian teaching, argue in one way 

or another, that Adam as created, could have been killed or died, and was 

therefore mortal, and so there was no change in the physical character of 

Adam at the fall, but rather only a change to his moral relationship.  This 

is expressed in any number of ways.  One popular way is a distortion 

related to the Tree of Life.  Rather than accept the divine testimony 

concerning the tree which teaches that it had the ability to grant eternal 

life: 

Gen. 3:22  And the LORD God said, Behold, the man is become as 

one of us, to know good and evil: and now, lest he put forth his hand, 

and take also of the tree of life, and eat, and live for ever:  
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So it is clear from this verse that had the man put forth his hand and taken 

fruit from the tree of life, he would have lived forever.  But this is changed 

by some, to an untaught doctrine, that the man was only sustained from 

death by continually eating from the tree of life.  When access to the tree 

was removed, then man was no longer sustained in life, and he died. 

 

Note that if this was the case, then no physical law was changed within the 

man, with the sin and sentence.  Sin did not become a physical law of his 

being bringing death, but the original body God created, simply died.  This 

bears heavily on the nature of Jesus, for, say those pushing some of the 

variants, Jesus was then born with the same nature that Adam had in the 

Garden of Eden, before his fall, a nature capable of death.   

 

It is further argued that this must be the case.  To support this we are given 

an invented, and quite false rule, that sin can only be moral.  Sin, they say, 

cannot be a physical law, as sin can only be moral.  So the change in Adam 

after the fall could only be moral.  This idea is false according to the 

Scriptural meaning of sin, and also according to the English language 

meaning.  Concerning the change in nature, bro. Thomas explains the 

Scriptural usage of “sin” in Elpis Israel, where he is discussing the change 

in Adam due to transgression.    

“The word sin is used in two principal acceptations in the scripture. 

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

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

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

It is that in the flesh “which has the power of death”; and it is called 

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

the result of transgression.” 

 

So, according to Christadelphian thought, the law of sin was “fixed” in the 

flesh due to sin.  But of course those who support some of the variants to 

true Christadelphian teaching, do not believe this.  Sin to them can only be 

moral.  There is no such thing as “sin” referring to a physical law in our 

being, to their mind.   

 

They reject this (and many more statements from bro. Thomas and early 

Christadelphians,) telling us that this paragraph from bro. Roberts more 

correctly defines man’s relationship to sin: 

“The impulses that lead to this, [sin-jp] reside in the flesh, and 

therefore come to be called by the name of the act to which they give 

birth. In determining first principles, we must be accurate in our 

conceptions. The impulses that lead to sin existed in Adam before 

disobedience, as much as they did afterwards; else disobedience 

would not have occurred. These impulses are in their own place 
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legitimate enough… The difficulty is to keep the impulses in the 

legitimate channel.” 

 

Now, this is used to give the impression that if sin literally is transgression, 

then sin by metonymy, or sin as it is applied to the nature is only a 

figurative term, with no reality behind it.  Bro. Roberts doesn’t say that 

here, and in fact, never says at any time in his life, that he means that “sin” 

as applied to our nature, is only “figurative.”  But that is the impression 

which is desired to be left. 

 

It is further argued from this quote by bro. Roberts, that no law of sin was 

fixed in the flesh after transgression, since Adam already had the law of 

sin in his flesh prior to sin.  In this, those supporting the various variants 

ignore the two conditions of sin nature, exhibited by bro. Thomas in his 

article, “Man in his Novitiate,” (page 304) in this magazine.  Sin nature 

was latent, not functioning, not doing anything on its own in the created 

man.  But when the man sinned, this latent characteristic was inflamed, 

and became a functioning, very active physical law in the man.  The 

inflamed sin nature is what became a law in the man, and is what was 

passed on to his descendants without exception. 

 

This 1869 article by bro. Roberts is also used to attack the idea that a 

change occurred in Adam’s body when he sinned.   

Ambassador 1869, pg. 85.  “But there is a misapprehension lurking 

under the proposition which we are combatting. Our friend imagines 

there was a change in the nature of Adam when he became 

disobedient. There is no evidence of this whatever, and the 

presumption and evidence are entirely the contrary way. There was a 

change in Adam’s relation to his maker, but not in the nature of his 

organization. What are the facts? He was formed from the dust a 

“living soul,” or natural body. His mental constitution gave him moral 

relation to God. He was given a law to observe: the law he disobeyed, 

and sentence was passed that he (the disobedient living soul) should 

return to mother earth. What was the difference between his position 

before disobedience and his position after? Simply this; that in the 

one case he was a living soul or natural body in probation for 

immortality; and in the other, he was a living soul or natural body 

under sentence of death. He was a living soul or natural body in both 

cases...” 

 

Bro. Roberts’ views quoted above about there being no change to the 

nature, are identical to those expressed by bro. Thomas in Eureka: 
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Eureka Vol 1 pg. 248 (Brown)  “Seeing that man had become a 

transgressor of the divine law, there was no need of a miracle for the 

infliction of death. All that was necessary was to prevent him from 

eating of the Tree of Lives, and to leave his flesh and blood nature to 

the operation of the laws peculiar to it. It was not a nature formed for 

interminable existence. It was ‘very good’ so long as in healthy being, 

but immortality and incorruptibility were no part of its goodness. 

These are attributes of a higher and different kind of body. The 

animal, or natural body, may be transformed into a deathless and 

incorruptible body, but without that transformation, it must of 

necessity perish. 

 

“This perishing body is ‘sin,’ and left to perish because of ‘sin.’ Sin, 

in its application to the body, stands for all its constituents and laws. 

The power of death is in its very constitution, so that the law of its 

nature is styled ‘the law of Sin and Death.’  In the combination of the 

elements of the law, the power of death resides, so that ‘to destroy 

that having the power of death,’ is to abolish this physical law of sin 

and death, and instead thereof, to substitute the physical ‘law of the 

spirit of life,’ by which the same body would be changed in its 

constitution, and live for ever. 

 

So bre. Roberts and Thomas agrees.  But what do they mean on the one 

hand, that there was no change, and on the other, that the law of sin was 

inflamed, and became a law in their being?  What they mean is that the 

body Adam was created with was an earthy body, and after his sin, it was 

still an earthy body.  The implantation of death in the body, is simply the 

inflammation of the physical law of sin and death, resulting in God 

allowing the natural body of creation to die, because of sin.  Death, then, 

came by sin, not chemically, not mechanically, and not because the Tree 

of Life was taken away:  but rather, because God willed it.   

 

Bro. Roberts tells us at a later point (Oct. 1876) concerning this, that the 

point he was arguing against was not that there was no change in the body 

of Adam after he sinned, but rather, he was arguing against an article that 

advanced ideas very close to orthodoxy.  By this he meant the orthodox 

idea of “original sin.”  Bro. Roberts writes to a correspondent who was 

supporting one of the variant ideas, and who referred back to the 1869 

article to suggest that bro. Roberts had changed his mind, much the same 

as so many modern Christadelphians do: 

Christadelphian 1876, pg. 618  “...You object to the proposition that 

our hereditary mortality is a physical law of decay in our nature 

tending to sin. In defence, you refer to what we wrote in 1869. If you 

read what we then wrote in its entirety, you will find that we 

recognised then, as we do now and always have done, that our 
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condemnation is a thing “running in the blood.” The “change” against 

which the remark you quote was directed was a completer change 

than you associate with the term. It was a change of nature such as 

orthodoxy understands that I supposed the correspondent in question 

to have before his mind...”  

 

So bro. Roberts tells his correspondent, the change he was arguing against 

in the 1869 article was not the change in our nature due to the inflammation 

of the physical law of sin and death, but the change argued for by orthodox 

Christians.  Well, what is the idea of orthodoxy for the change in nature?  

We read from an online Christian Apologetics: 

“Original sin is known in two senses: the Fall of Adam as the 

‘original’ sin and the hereditary fallen nature and moral corruption 

that is passed down from Adam to his descendants.”  

 

Wikipedia says this about the concept of “Original Sin.” 

“Original sin, also called ancestral sin, is the Christian doctrine of 

humanity's state of sin resulting from the fall of man, stemming from 

Adam's rebellion in Eden. This condition has been characterized in 

many ways, ranging from something as insignificant as a slight 

deficiency, or a tendency toward sin yet without collective guilt, 

referred to as a ‘sin nature’, to something as drastic as total depravity 

or automatic guilt of all humans through collective guilt.” 

 

As obvious from the above definitions, Orthodoxy’s concepts of the fall 

invariably include the passing on of moral guilt to Adam’s descendants.  

This is the change due to sin bro. Roberts was objecting to.  Bro. Roberts 

says that the change he is arguing against in that article, is a “completer 

change” than the “proposition that our hereditary mortality is a physical 

law of decay in our nature tending to sin,” or condemnation “running in 

the blood,” as he calls in in the 1869 article.   

 

Bro. Roberts later makes some interesting remarks about his 1869 article.  

He defends it, suggesting it is the most complete thing he ever wrote on 

the subject.  But he acknowledges that because of the way it is worded, 

those opposed to his fundamental teaching, and those who have embraced 

some of the variant views on the nature and sacrifice of Christ, take a few 

phrases out of the article to oppose his fundamental and basic teachings on 

the nature of man.  He writes: 

Christadelphian 1876, pg. 618  “...My words in opposing this view 

have been laid hold of to destroy the fact which I contend for in the 

very same article, viz., that though still “a living soul.” Adam 

condemned was a living soul with condemnation in his nature.  

Considering the diligence with which our words have been wrested, 

we are not surprised that you should have been beguiled into this 
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mistake. Nevertheless, your sympathy with this mistake shows there 

is foundation for the action of those who suspect you of 

Renunciationism.”  

 

And again: 

Christadelphian 1877 pg. 471-472   “The article in the 

Christadelphian for March 1869, continues to represent our 

convictions on the subject of which it treats, viz., the relation of Jesus 

to the condemnation which we all inherit from Adam. On some 

details, however, of that general subject, we should, if we were 

writing it again, express ourselves more explicitly, in view of the 

searching controversy which has arisen on the subject of sin in the 

flesh. We should guard ourselves against forms of expression which 

seem to favour the false ideas that have come to be advocated.  

 

“In asserting, for instance, that there was no change in the nature of 

Adam in the crisis of his condemnation, we should add, that though 

his nature continued of the order expressed in the phrase “living 

soul,” a change occurred in the condition of that nature through the 

implantation of death, as recognised in the article in question on page 

83, col. 2, line 15, in the statement that death ran in the blood of Mary.  

 

“And on the subject of sin in the flesh, while retaining the 

declarations on page 83, as regards the operation of our moral powers, 

we should add that the effect of the curse was as defiling to Adam’s 

nature as it was to the ground which thenceforth brought forth briars 

and thorns: and that therefore, after transgression, there was a bias in 

the wrong direction, which he had not to contend with before 

transgression. Our mind has not changed on the general subject, but 

some of its details have been more clearly forced on our recognition 

by the movements and arguments of heresy.” [My Underlining—jp] 

 

As we can see, this 1869 article, so often advanced to support the idea that 

there was no physical change to Adam after the fall, was never intended 

to support that position.  Those who have introduced variant views into 

Christadelphia, that is, those who deny that a change to the man occurred 

in the Garden of Eden, inflaming the body of sin and death following his 

sin and sentence, and becoming sin nature, or sin in the flesh; are distorting 

the historical record when they quote bro. Roberts in support of their ideas.  

 

Peace Talks Threaten Israel’s Enemies 
Anti-Semitism continues to run full speed and unchecked in the American 

Democratic Party, with remarks from Congresswoman Rashida Tlaib 
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being the most recent event.  We call special attention to these events, as 

consistent with Bible Prophesy.  The 38th chapter of Ezekiel describes the 

Tarshish power, set to defend Israel in the land of Israel, vanquished by 

the advancing northern (Russian) forces.  Why? 

 

Certainly the promise to Abraham from God, declared that those who 

blessed Israel, would be blessed.  No nation has ever been more of a friend 

to Israel, than the US is today.  And no foreign leader has been more 

widely acclaimed and adored in Israel, than US President Donald Trump.   

 

And in the month of May, 2019, the US moved Patriot Missile Batteries 

into the Middle East.  One might ask why, given that Israel already has the 

Iron Dome system, mostly built and funded by the US, which has worked 

wonderfully for the defense of Israel.  But the Iron Dome does not work 

against Ballistic, and Long Range Missiles.  The new Patriot system does.  

And as Iran, who has functioning Ballistic Missiles, becomes a more 

ominous threat by the day, the US has put defenses in place for Israel. 

 

I might also add that the reason for the increased missile attacks from Gaza 

(where 700 short range missiles were launched in one weekend, in the end 

of April) and the recent threats of attacks from Iran, which has included 

the actual bombing of several oil tankers in the Persian Gulf, is due to the 

apparent nearness of a Middle East Peace Plan, rumored to be soon 

unveiled by Jared Kushner, Senior Adviser to President Trump.  The last 

thing the radical Muslims want, is for Saudi Arabia, Egypt and the rest of 

the southern Muslim nations to reach a peace accord with Israel.  And this 

threat of a peace agreement among the southern Sunni States, is also what 

is contributing to the anti-Semitic rhetoric from the true anti-Semites in 

the US Congress, which is being tolerated by the Democratic Party who 

are reluctant to see President Trump achieve any political victory. 

 

These states fear a peace agreement.  There is no need for them to do so.  

They will get their wish.  Every great war begins with a peace agreement, 

which, when violated, vaults the world into armed confrontation.  The 

battle for Jerusalem will be no different.  The northern power has this evil 

thought come to its mind: 

Ezk. 38:10-11  Thus saith the Lord GOD; It shall also come to pass, 

that at the same time shall things come into thy mind, and thou shalt 

think an evil thought: And thou shalt say, I will go up to the land of 

unwalled villages; I will go to them that are at rest, that dwell safely, 

all of them dwelling without walls, and having neither bars nor gates,  

 

A peace treaty for Israel, guaranteed by a power capable of providing such 

a peace is necessary for this prophesy to be fulfilled.  And we may be right 

on the brink of such a peace agreement. 
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1Thess. 5:2-3  For yourselves know perfectly that the day of the Lord 

so cometh as a thief in the night. For when they shall say, Peace and 

safety; then sudden destruction cometh upon them, as travail upon a 

woman with child; and they shall not escape.  

 

Rashida Tlaib, a Congresswoman of Palestinian descent, is showing her 

fear of a peace treaty, hoping to thwart it with anti-Semitic words.  Any 

peace treaty is likely, in the short run, to be devastating to Gaza, and the 

Hamas movement.  In early May she remarked: 

"There’s always kind of a calming feeling I tell folks when I think of 

the Holocaust, and the tragedy of the Holocaust, and the fact that it 

was my ancestors — Palestinians — who lost their land and some lost 

their lives, their livelihood, their human dignity, their existence in 

many ways, have been wiped out, and some people's passports," Tlaib 

said just after the 28 minute mark. "And just all of it was in the name 

of trying to create a safe haven for Jews, post-the Holocaust, post-the 

tragedy and the horrific persecution of Jews across the world at that 

time. And I love the fact that it was my ancestors that provided that, 

right, in many ways. But they did it in a way that took their human 

dignity away and it was forced on them.” 

 

There is no possible way to understand the events related to the formation 

of Israel, which suggests that Palestinians, or rather, those 700,000 Arabs 

living in Palestine in 1948, can be said to have “provided” a homeland for 

Israel.  The Palestinian Arabs did all that was possible from 1920 forward, 

to stop the migration of Jews to Israel, under the British mandate.  And for 

the most part, they were quite successful.   

 

Most of the Arab actions and opinions of that period were guided by an 

Arab nationalist and anti-Semite who ultimately became “Grand Mufti” of 

Jerusalem, a World War 2 war criminal, named Mohammad Amin al-

Husayni. (Grand Mufti is the Muslim cleric responsible for the holy sites, 

specifically the Al Aqsa Mosc.) 

 

Husayni becomes prominent in Jerusalem, shortly after the end of World 

War I.  Though Husayni had been an officer in the Ottoman army during 

World War I, he still managed to be tolerated, even elevated by the British 

within Jerusalem, as a counter balance to the growing Jewish population.  

Husayni organized and triggered the 1921-22 riots which resulted in the 

Churchill White Paper, which was essentially a renouncing of the Balfour 

Agreement. 

 

(The Balfour Declaration of 1917 promised Palestine as a homeland for 

the Jews.  The Churchill White Paper, issued to calm the Arab riots of 

1922, reinterpreted the Balfour Declaration to mean that the Jews were 
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entitled to create a Jewish cultural center in a Palestine State under Arab 

rule.) 

 

Husayni was also involved in Arab riots of 1929, which generated another 

British White Paper, this one forbidding the buying of land by Jews.  In 

her autobiography, former Prime Minister Golda Meir said nothing made 

her angrier than the charge that the Jews “stole” the land.  They purchased 

the land, made it successful and valuable, and then the Arabs demanded it 

be returned to them. 

 

Finally tiring of his disruption in 1936, the British tried to arrest him, but 

he escaped to Lebanon, and then to Iraq and finally to Europe where he 

became quite active in Hitler’s Third Reich.  His principle role was 

recruiting Muslims in Bosnia, Serbia and related countries to the German 

war effort.  He was a constant voice in the Third Reich discouraging 

Germany from allowing any Jewish immigration to Palestine. 

 

Following the war, he was judged a war criminal, particularly for his work 

in concentration camps in Serbia, but was ultimately protected from 

prosecution by the French.  He was quoted during the Holocaust in saying: 

“It is the duty of Muhammadans [Muslims] in general and Arabs in 

particular, to ... drive all Jews from Arab and Muhammadan 

countries... . Germany is also struggling against the common foe who 

oppressed Arabs and Muhammadans in their different countries. It 

has very clearly recognized the Jews for what they are and resolved 

to find a definitive solution [endgültige Lösung] for the Jewish danger 

that will eliminate the scourge that Jews represent in the world.”  

 

For these, and other statements, such as his boasting that the Jews suffered 

worse in the war than the Germans, losing 30% of their world-wide 

population; he was hunted by the Jews and British after the war as a war 

criminal. 

 

Husayni was protected by France following the war, who hoped their 

defense of Husayni would put them in good stead with the Arab world, 

some of which they were in extreme and armed conflict with, particularly 

in North Africa.  While in exile in France, Husayni was quite active in 

encouraging all Arab countries throughout the Middle East, to resist the 

British plan called “Partition,” which today we would call the two state 

solution.   

 

But then an incredible thing occurred.  In May of 1945, the British 

convinced the Americans that Husayni was the only man who could “unite 

the Arab Palestinians, and cool off the Zionists.”  This move by the British 

made no sense, unless the British goal was to try and create a situation 
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where Israel could not survive.  I believe any fair and unbiased view of the 

history of 1945 – 1948 can only conclude that Britain was as invested in 

the failure of Israel, as were the Palestinian Arabs.  So Husayni moved to 

Egypt where he worked against any efforts to allow for a homeland for 

Israel. He soon became the leader of the “All Palestine Government,” first 

set up in Egypt, and then in Gaza, dedicated to stopping the formation of 

Israel.  From there he encouraged war against all the Jews, and conducted 

war against Israel, while he warred and otherwise obstructed those Arab 

states, such as Jordan, who wanted to make peace with Israel. 

 

Congresswoman Tlaib’s suggesting that the Palestinians were in any way 

responsible for Israel establishing itself as a nation, is a complete rewriting 

of the history of that time, and a statement as anti-Semitic as those 

Palestinians who went before her. 

 

Baptismal Questions  

from Brisbane 
 

WHAT THE BIBLE REVEALS CONCERNING GOD 
Bro. Thomas states in Elpis Israel “When the work of the six days was 

completed, the Lord God reviewed all that He had made, and pronounced 

it ‘very good.’ This quality pertained to everything terrestrial (on earth). 

The beasts of the field, the fowls of the air, reptiles, and man, were all 

‘very good;’ and all made up a natural system of things, or world, as 

perfect as the nature of things required. Its excellency, however, had 

relation solely to its physical quality. Man, though "very good," was so 

only as a piece of divine workmanship. He was made different from what 

he afterwards became….Adam and his betrothed had a nature capable of 

corruption, but were not subject to death, or mortal….In the Paradise of 

Eden, mortality and immortality were set before the man and his 

companion. They were capable of being filled with either; but with which 

depended upon their actions: for immortality is the end of holiness (Rom 

6:22), without which no man can see the Lord.”(Elpis Israel Part 1, 

chapter 2 ‘Man in his novitiate’ pg. 72 & 74). 

 

1. What does the Bible reveal concerning man? 

Originally God made man of the dust of the ground, in the image of God 

as a living soul or natural body of life, “very good” in kind and condition. 

Man was placed under a law through which the continuance of life was 

dependent on his obedience. (Genesis 2:7 & 17; Romans 5:12; A 

Statement of the Faith No. 4 on page Error! Bookmark not defined.. 

 

What nature is man? 
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He is mortal. He dies and returns to the dust from which he was made 

(Ecclesiastes 3:19-20; Psalm 89:48; Job 14:10). 

 

Has man an immortal soul, which lives on after death as held by 

nearly every religious system on earth? 

No. That doctrine is one of the many religious untruths that have come to 

be regarded as truth. Man is wholly mortal. God only has immortality. 

Immortality is something a man has to seek for. It is a matter of promise 

and hope to be accepted among the worthy at Christ’s return to the earth 

(Genesis 3:4; Jeremiah 16:19; 1 Timothy 6:16; Romans 2:7; Titus 1:2; 1 

John 2:25; Philippians 3:20-21; 2 Timothy 4:1 & 8). 

 

Can man’s life be immortal though his body is mortal? 

No, the scriptures of truth state that when man dies “ His breath goes forth, 

he returns to his earth, in that very day his thoughts perish” and “ The dust  

 

shall return to the earth as it was; and the spirit (or breath – the vitality of 

life) shall return to God who gave it.” (Psalm 146; 3-4: Ecclesiastes 12:7).  

 

The inspired writing of the apostle Paul very clearly illustrates the 

significance of these truths when discussing the resurrection and promise 

of eternal life, says “the first man Adam became a living soul; the last 

Adam became a life-giving spirit. But it is not the spiritual that is first, but 

the natural and then the spiritual” (1 Cor. 15:45 & 46 ESV). There is in 

Paul’s mind a clear distinction between a natural body and a spiritual 

body and that distinction, says bro Thomas “lies in the testimony that 

‘Adam was made a living soul’ (Hebrew nephesh chayiah or a body of 

life); showing that he considered a natural or animal body and a living 

soul as one and the same thing” (Note: Elpis Israel Part 1 chapter 2, ‘The 

formation of man’ pg. 31-37. Also Christendom Astray pg. 27-37 “Human 

Nature Essentially Mortal” and pg. 54 “The dead unconscious until the 

resurrection”). 

 

Is the phrase “immortal soul” found anywhere in the Bible? 

No. 

 

So do souls die? 

Yes. “The soul that sins it shall die” (Ezekiel 18:4 & 20). 

 

2. What does mortal mean? 
It describes the human body as being subject to a condition, ending in or 

causing death. 

 

There is a common belief in heaven and hell. What happens to man 

when he dies? Does he know anything? 
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When we die, our breath goes forth and in that very day our thoughts 

perish. We eventually return to the earth from which man was made. The 

dead know not anything. We who are responsible will know nothing until 

we awaken at the resurrection. (Psalm 146:3-4; Ecclesiastes 9:5-10; Psalm 

6:5; Isaiah 38:18-19; Psalm 49:16-20). 

 

So we cannot contact the dead? 

No. 

 

3. What is hell in the Bible? 
It is a covered place, the grave. The original word for hell in the Old 

Testament is the Hebrew word Sheol and refers to the grave. The word hell 

comes from the Anglo-Saxon and means to cover or hide. The word hell 

in the New Testament is placed for the Greek word Hades, which means 

that which is in darkness. 

 

What is Gehenna? 

The word hell is also sometimes translated in the New Testament as the 

Hebrew word Gehenna. Gehenna refers to the Valley of Hinnom near 

Jerusalem. It was a place where idolatrous Jews burnt their children to 

pagan gods and later became a rubbish dump where the bodies of the 

condemned were burnt. 

 

SIN IN ITS TWO ASPECTS 
 

4. What is sin? 
Sin is disobedience to God’s law. The word sin is also extended by a figure 

of speech in scripture to that physical principle of our nature, which is the 

cause of all disease, death and transgression of God’s law. The word sin is 

used this way because this evil was fixed in Adam’s flesh as a result of his 

disobedience to God’s law, and God passing the sentence of death upon 

him. (Note Clause 5 of the Statement of the Faith; 1 John 3:4; Romans 

7:15, 17-18, 23-25; 5:12, 14 & 19; Elpis Israel Part 1 chapter 4 ‘The 

Constitution of Sin’ pg. 128 & “The Bible doctrine concerning the tempter 

considered.” by bro. Thomas). 

 

What is another word or phrase used in scripture to describe this evil 

principle in our flesh?  
“Sin in the flesh,” which is the Bible “devil” (Greek Diabolos) is what 

Jesus destroyed in his death. It is the devil which has the power of death 

which Paul in Romans 5 equates with sin that causes death, therefore “sin 

in the flesh” = devil (Romans 8:3; Hebrews 2:14; Romans 5:12; Ephesians 

2:16).  
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You say God sentenced Adam to death because he transgressed His 

law and that this sentence or evil became a fixed principle in Adam 

and his descendants’ flesh. Is God then the author of sin? 

No, in Him is no darkness at all. Sin came by man (James 1:17; 1 John 

1:5, Romans 5:12). 

 

What then is this evil God fixed to man’s nature as a result of 

transgression? 

God is the author of evil, but not of sin. Evil is a scriptural word and when 

used in a natural sense it refers to the punishment or consequences of sin. 

The evil which came upon man as a result of his rebellion was the sentence 

of death – ‘dying thou shall die’ as indicated in the original Hebrew (Isaiah 

45:7; Amos 3:6; Gen.2:17). 

 

The scripture reveals that man is mortal because of sin. Death is the result 

of sin and not the quality of the nature with which man was originally 

created. It is God’s law, and therefore a part of His righteousness, that 

sinners must die. As you have quoted “The soul that sins, it shall die.” 

Adam, our first father sinned and was judged unworthy of immortality. He 

was sentenced to death before he had any children. This sentence defiled 

(or contaminated) his previously very good condition and became a 

physical law of his being that was transmitted to all his posterity 

(descendants) including the Lord Jesus Christ. Bro. Thomas shows that 

the scriptures describes this defiled or contaminated condition of human 

nature as “‘sinful flesh’ (Romans 8:3) or flesh full of sin, a physical 

quality or principle that makes the flesh mortal and called sin, because 

this property of flesh became its law as the consequence of 

‘transgression’” (Herald of the Kingdom of Age to Come, March 1855 pg. 

51). Adam thus became subject not only to disease and death, but to a 

law of sin in his members (i.e. in his body) opposed to the law of God 

which incites transgression. Paul, one of the greatest servants of God who 

has ever lived, speaking of his personal experience says “For I know that 

in me (that is, in my flesh,) dwelleth no good thing: for to will is present 

with me; but how to perform that which is good I find not. For the good 

that I would I do not: but the evil which I would not, that I do. Now if I do 

that I would not, it is no more I that do it, but sin that dwelleth in me” 

(Romans 7:18-20) “But I see another law in my members, warring against 

the law of my mind, and bringing me into captivity to the law of sin which 

is in my members” (Romans 7:23). Therefore, death began with Adam, 

and came to us through him. We receive the nature that he had after he 

was condemned to die. We inherit his sentence of death, which is the root 

cause of man’s problems including why we sin. This impulse or tendency 

to sin originates from this physical condition of man’s nature and 

personified by Paul as “Him that had the power of death, that is the devil” 

which is a synonym for Sin, therefore Sin = devil = sin in the flesh 
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(Romans 6:23, 5:12 & 18, Ezekiel 18:4 & 20; 1 Corinthians 15:22; 

Romans 3:23, 7:24; Hebrews 2:14; A Statement of the Faith No. 5 (page 

Error! Bookmark not defined.).  

 

Does God intend that the human race shall always be subject to this 

present evil state? 

No. God in His kindness conceived a plan of restoration which, without 

setting aside His just and necessary law of sin and death, should ultimately 

rescue the race from destruction and people the earth with sinless 

immortals. (Hosea 13:14; Isaiah 25:8; 1 Corinthians 15:26; A Statement 

of the Faith No. 6, pg. Error! Bookmark not defined.). 

 

5. Will God bring about this great work without any reference to 

whether men please Him or not? 

No. The work will be thoroughly done in righteousness. As death came by 

sin, so life will come by obedience (1 Corinthians 6:9; 1 Peter 4:18; 

Galatians 6:7; Romans 5:19). 

 

6. The scriptures declare that “there is none righteous, no, not one.” 

How then can salvation come if it is to depend on righteousness? 

If it were left to man it would be impossible. But God has not left man to 

himself. God has a plan of salvation, the foundation of which was laid by 

making promises to Adam, Abraham and David, the substance of which 

was God’s work in His only begotten son the Lord Jesus Christ. (Genesis 

3:15, 22:18; Psalm 89:34-37; Isaiah 25:7-9, 51:1-8; Jeremiah 23:5; A 

Statement of the Faith No. 7 page Error! Bookmark not defined.). 

 

The importance of understanding the two senses in which sin is applied 

in God’s word has a direct bearing on how it was possible for God to 

righteously condemn sin as a physical principle in the very flesh that had 

become defiled as a consequence of man’s rebellion. At the same time God 

could righteously raise this man as the basis of divine covering and mercy 

from the dead upon the same divine principle i.e. death came by sin even 

so eternal life came by perfect obedience (Romans 5:19). The key to this 

masterpiece of divine wisdom is in the fact that God views these two 

aspects of sin, though related as cause (sin in the flesh) and effect 

(transgression) as having an essential difference.  

 

The defiled flesh and blood nature we inherit from Adam has no 

personal guilt attached to it, we are not held guilty for Adam’s sin! ‘Sin 

in the flesh’ which we inherit does not alienate us from God for which we 

need forgiveness, it is a physical condition over which we have no 

control, it is says bro. Thomas ‘our misfortune, not our crime’ (Elpis 

Israel Part 1 chapter 3 pg. 78 & pg. 132). Nonetheless, from this 

condition, from the bondage of that which has the power of death – the 
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devil or ‘the body of sin’ (Hebrews 2:15; Romans 6:6) we need 

deliverance and redemption. That which we are held responsible for is 

when having been enlightened by the gospel which is the power of God 

unto salvation (Romans 1:17) we transgress God’s law by either 

neglecting to do what God commands, or by deliberately disobeying. For 

these transgressions we are held personally responsible and need 

forgiveness. 

Hints For Bible Markers 
The Psalms 

Psalm 10 
 

A year ago in the Berean Ecclesial News it was pointed out that Psalms 9 

and 10 were connected by an acrostic. Acrostic by way of simple 

explanation is a word puzzle. Each verse of Psalms 9 and 10 begins with 

the letter of the Hebrew alphabet. However, there is a six letter gap 

between Psalms 9 and 10. This is a very important clue to the 

understanding of Psalm 10. As we remember Psalm nine deals with the 

destruction of the wicked servants and the remembering and glorification 

of the righteous servants. Then comes the gap of six letters before the 

continuation of the acrostic in Psalm 10. This gap would probably be the 

reason the translators incorrectly broke this into two Psalms. But the 

peculiarity of the gap fits remarkably well when we remember that 

scripturally six is the number of man. This Psalm takes us to that desired 

time when the Man of the Earth (v18) also called the Man of Sin, the 

Mother of Harlots, the Papacy,  the Catholic Church, with all her 

abominable children shall be brought down to naught and  will “no more 

oppress.”  

 

In this Psalm there is the comfort and confidence for those who truly love 

God. The promise that the age of Gentile darkness which is upon the Earth 

shall come to an end. The long years of suffering shall end as Yahweh 

shall give his people of feast of fat things.  

Psalm 10:1  Why standest thou afar off, O LORD? why hidest thou 

thyself in times of trouble? 

 

But now is the time of suffering and affliction which softens the heart of 

the man who loves God,  that he might readily receive the imprint created 

by the word of God. Although it does seem that the Lord standest afar off, 

it will be but a short time until he brings down the folly that is enthroned 

in the Earth. We must always remember we are not alone. Our heavenly 

father knows our needs and our hearts far better than we do. We can 

remember the comforting words of Jeremiah to Israel, “And ye shall seek 

me, and find me, when ye shall search for me with all your heart.” (29:13) 

Continued next month should the Lord will, bro. Beryl Snyder. 


