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Introduction
By One Man is a compilation of evidence from Scripture and Christadelphian writers demonstrating that any
form of Theistic Evolution (TE) or Evolutionary Creation (EC)—which asserts that Adam and Eve are not the
sole progenitors of our human race—is incompatible with Bible teaching and the Birmingham Amended
Statement of Faith (BASF).
This Supplementary Material provides the broader context of the passages by Christadelphian writers from
John Thomas to Michael Ashton quoted in Section 6 of the main document – By One Man. Moreover,
additional quotations, not included in the main document, are included that affirm each writer’s view on
creation and the atonement and enable readers to understand more fully what they believed.
All of the material in this Supplementary document is arranged by author. This contrasts with the main
document that groups the quotations under the three main topical headings, as per the Summary Table:
Christadelphian Authors – Creation and the Atonement on page 44 of By One Man (and also reproduced on
the next page of this Supplementary Material).
The citations from each writer are organised under the following two subheadings:
• Creation: The writers did not accept or teach that humans evolved from lower animal forms. However,
they expressed different views on the age of the earth and the days of creation.
• The First Man of the human race, the introduction of Sin and Death, and the meaning and origin of
the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12): The writers are unanimous on these vital aspects of the atonement.
The Appendices to this Supplementary Material include the following relevant information:
•

A chronology of key events over 1964 to 1967 concerning Bro Ralph Lovelock’s views on theistic
evolution and the decision reached by the Watford Ecclesia to withdraw fellowship.

•

The full context of the Watford Ecclesial statements published in the Christadelphian Magazine,
including subsequent correspondence and “Letters to the Editor.”

•

Two statements published in the early 1900s by the Sydney and Melbourne ecclesias, which
underlined the importance of the physical consequences of Adam’s sin.

•

A collection of articles on the relevance and importance of the BASF.

•

A crucial article on the principles of fellowship by the Christadelphian Committee.

Most Christadelphian Authors disagree with Evolutionary Creation
The table on the following page summarises the important views of Christadelphian expositors who wrote
between the 1850s and 1990s, from John Thomas to Michael Ashton, who are quoted extensively in this
supplementary material. It firstly presents each writer’s view on the age of the earth and the days of creation.
The remaining columns summarise each writer’s view on the origin of the present human race, and the
condition of human nature.
Based on the quotations found as presented in this document, they rejected the idea that humans evolved from
animals and taught that the fallen condition of our nature resulted from Adam and Eve’s sin. Moreover, they believed
that the “devil” is the Bible’s way of personifying this sin-biased, fallen condition of human nature with its “power of
death” (Hebrews 2:14). It follows that none of the authors listed could agree with EC.
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Summary Table: Christadelphian Authors – Creation and the Atonement
View on age of the earth
and days of creation in
Genesis 1

John Thomas

1. No humans have evolved. Adam the
progenitor of humanity

2. What Adam’s sin introduced,
God made a physical law:

a) Did our human b) Adam miraculously a) Human nature
b) Human
race evolve from
created and the
became mortal
nature
lower animal
progenitor of our
(subject to death)?
became
forms?b
entire human race?
prone to sin?

OE, NC in 6 literal daysa

Robert Roberts OE, NC in 6 literal days

3. The Devil:
personification
of fallen human
nature.

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

WD Jardine

OE, NC in 6 literal days

LB Welch

OE, NC in 6 literal days

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

CC Walker

OE, day = age/epoch

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Henry Sulley

OE, day = age/epoch

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

John Carter

OE, day = age/epoch

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Islip Collyer

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

WF Barling

No*

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

AD Norris

OE, day = each vision of
creation

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

LG Sargent

OE possible, NC

No

Yes

Yes c

Yes

Yes

Watford ABs

OE possible, NC

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Edward
Whittaker

NC in 6 literal days

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Peter Watkins

OE, day = fiat/edicts

No*

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Alfred Nicholls
Alan Hayward

OE, day = fiat/edicts

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

HP Mansfield

OE, NC in 6 literal days

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

H Whittaker

OE, NC in 6 literal days

No

Yes

Yes c

Yes

Yes

Harry Tennant

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Michael Ashton NC in 6 literal days

No*

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

EC

OE, various
interpretations.

Note: The blank cells indicate that we were unable to find quotations to confirm the writer’s view, one way or the other.
a.

Old Earth, New Creation of all life in six literal days.

b.

Partially or fully, and with specific reference to the ancestry of all people on the earth today.

c.

For clarification that Brethren LG Sargent and H Whittaker did not believe that Adam and Eve were created “subject to death”, and that the condition of their
nature was physically changed post sin, please refer to their writings included in this document, and to the specific discussion of this point on page 416.
* While we could not find categorical statements by these writers rejecting the notion that humans evolved, this is precluded by their positive assertion that
Adam was miraculously created and is the progenitor of our entire human race.
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Alternative views - age of the earth and days of creation
The various Christadelphian writers quoted in this Supplementary Material had a variety of approaches to
the age of the earth and the six days of creation. Most believe that the creation as we know it was the work
of six literal days. Some have suggested alternative ideas relating to the 6 days that have generated
discussion. However, these ideas have not been a cause of consternation in Christadelphian circles because
they do not directly conflict with any of our foundation doctrines in the way that Evolutionary Creation does.
On those foundation doctrines, all of the writers quoted are in agreement. The comments below have been
transferred from By One Man to remind readers of this important fact.
The assertion is correct that Christadelphians have tolerated different views on the age of the earth and
whether the six days of creation were six 24-hour periods or not. Speculations about the earth’s physical
history, and the relationship of scientific thought to the Scriptures, have been tolerated within the bounds of
what the Bible conveys on the origin of our human race and how Adam and Eve’s sin impacted all of humanity.
In Elpis Israel, Bro Thomas suggested that the angels could have come from a pre-Adamic creation (not a preAdamic evolution) on this earth.1 Later, when he wrote Phanerosis, Bro Thomas believed that the angels “are
not aboriginal to an earthborn race” and “to what orb or planet of the universe they are indigenous, is not
revealed”2. Importantly, Bro Thomas is very clear in Elpis Israel that even if life had existed upon the earth in
a previous creation, it was completely destroyed prior to God’s six literal days of creative activity as recorded
in Genesis 1. He believed that all life upon the earth, as we know it today, stems from these six literal days of
miraculous activity.3 Most later Christadelphians have followed this line, which can be summarised as an oldearth but new-creation (OENC) view.
Other Christadelphians hold a young-earth creation perspective (YEC). That the earth itself is only 6,000 years
old and, in common with the OENC view, the six days of God’s creation were six 24-hour periods of miraculous
activity from which all life on the earth today originated.
Bro Alan Hayward proposed that the six literal days were days on which the divine fiats were given but with
long ages in between, and Bro A. D. Norris theorized that the six literal days were those in which visions of
creation were given to Moses. Others have proposed that the six days were long periods of time.
The critical point is that none of these brethren believed in man’s evolution from primaeval animals, that
humanity today has descended from a pre- or co-Adamic race, or that Adam was a descendant of evolved men.
They all believed and taught that Adam and Eve were miraculously created, and that there was a post-fall
change in the condition of Adam and Eve’s nature to mortality and bias to sin that the entire human race
has inherited from them (see the tables on pages 6 and 8).
Hence there are very sharp differences between Christadelphian beliefs and those of Evolutionary Creation. It
would be a huge mistake to argue that, because views on issues not central to the means of our salvation have
been tolerated in the past, this tolerance can be transferred to interpretations that amount to a system of
belief, which undermines what Christadelphians accept as the Bible’s essential teaching.

1

Thomas, J, Elpis Israel (1866), pp.10-11, 1983 ed.
Thomas, J, Phanerosis (1869), p.56, Logos 1969 ed.
3
Thomas, J, Elpis Israel (1866), pp.11-12, 1983 ed.
2
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All Christadelphians, despite differing views on the age of the earth and days of creation:
Believed in

Did not believe in

A real Adam and Eve who were the parents of our
entire human race (BASF 3,4).

Adam and Eve who merely shared in the origins of our
human race, but were the first humans with which God
entered into a covenant relationship.

A real Adam who was created miraculously from the
dust of the ground, and Eve from his side (BASF 4).

Adam and Eve who were descendants of an evolved preAdamic human race.

A real Adam who was created neither mortal nor
immortal, but with a natural body that was “very good”
in kind and condition (BASF 4).

Adam who was either created mortal4 (subject to death) or
inherited mortality from the alleged evolved humans from
which he descended.

A real Adam who was created without a sin-prone
nature (BASF 4,5).

Adam who had a sin-prone nature before he sinned, whether
created by God or inherited from evolved humans.

A real Adam whose sin resulted in a change to the
mortality inherited by our entire human race, along with
labour, suffering, a cursed earth, and ultimately
dissolution in the grave (BASF 5, 6).

Adam whose sin meant that a) he was left to suffer the
natural consequence of his existing mortal body (decay and
death); and b) “eternal death” was introduced.

A Lord Jesus Christ whose appearance on the earth
was necessitated by the position and state into which
the human race had been brought by Adam and Eve
(BASF 3).

A Lord Jesus Christ whose appearance was necessitated by
the way God created/evolved all humans from the outset.

A Lord Jesus Christ who came into the world to
conquer the effects of Adam’s sin – a mortal nature with
a predisposition toward sin (BASF 8, 9, 10).

A Lord Jesus Christ who had the same mortal and sin-prone
nature with which God created/evolved all humans from the
outset, but was not subject to the “eternal death” introduced
by Adam.

A Lord Jesus Christ whose miraculous begettal in a
human mother enabled him to be a sinless bearer of
our sin-prone nature (BASF 9).

A Lord Jesus Christ who was uniquely used by God, but
whose divine begettal did not strengthen him to overcome
sin.

A Lord Jesus Christ who through faith resisted
temptation, culminating in his victory over our fallen
human nature through his sacrificial death, resurrection
and immortalization (BASF 8,9,10,12).

A Lord Jesus Christ who was victorious over the same
condition of human nature with which God created/evolved
Adam from the outset.

A Lord Jesus Christ whose life, death and resurrection
destroyed the physical law of condemnation (the
diabolos) for himself and eventually for all who believe
and obey him (BASF 8).

A Lord Jesus Christ who died in a substitutionary manner to
save all who believe and obey him.

A Lord Jesus Christ who in his death destroyed the
diabolos, which is the personification of our fallen sinbiased mortal nature (Hebrews 2:14; Matthew 4:1-11;
Genesis 3:15; John 3:14, BASF 8,9,10).

A Lord Jesus Christ who through death destroyed the
diabolos, which either personifies a state of mind in
opposition to God (EC View A) or the condition of human
nature as created/evolved by God before Adam and Eve
sinned (EC View B).

A Lord Jesus Christ who came into the world to restore
the human race to fellowship with God that Adam’s sin
destroyed (BASF 3, 12, 28, 30).

A Lord Jesus Christ who came to provide for the human
race fellowship with God.5

4

While some of the earlier writings of Bro Thomas and Bro Roberts may appear to be ambiguous on this subject it is clear from their
subsequent writings that they firmly believed that mortality followed the fall. Refer to their extensive writings included in this
supplementary material, and Section 6, pages 263 to 290 of the main document – By One Man. Those arguing that Adam was created
mortal will often quote an article by Bro Roberts in the 1869 Christadelphian and claim that Bro Roberts supports their position. In a
number of subsequent articles and later in response to criticism by Bro George Cornish in Melbourne, Bro Roberts makes it clear that he
did not believe that Adam was created mortal. The 1869 article and Bro Roberts’ subsequent clarification and replies are reproduced in
full over pages 65 to 77 of this Supplementary Material. Bro Roberts wrote the bulk of the Statement of Faith, which clearly states that
man was not created mortal.
5
As EC advocates believe in many evolved humans living in ignorance before Adam, it would be impossible under this view for Jesus to
“restore” the human race to fellowship with God, as there was never a historic point when the human race was in fellowship with God.
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Three different EC explanations of Adam and Eve
The quotations presented in this Supplementary Material support and expand what has been presented in
By One Man. The following definition of Evolutionary Creation has been transferred from By One Man to
remind readers what Evolutionary Creationists believe.
Based on a foundation belief in evolution, EC promoters subject the Bible to several different interpretations
designed to reconcile the Bible and evolution. Specifically, concerning Adam and Eve, there are at least three
different explanations with which advocates align themselves6:
(i)

That Adam and Eve were fictional characters. Therefore the story of the fall is not actual history, but
a myth or allegory supposedly used by God to provide spiritual enlightenment.

(ii)

That Adam and Eve were part of a race of mortal humans that had evolved from primaeval animals.
From among these ‘evolved’ humans, God appointed Adam and Eve as the first two humans through
whom spiritual concepts could be introduced.

(iii)

That Adam was miraculously created from the dust and Eve from his side, as the Scripture teaches,
but God made them mortal (subject to death) and sin-prone from the outset, and they existed
alongside many other ‘evolved’ humans. The condition of evolved human nature was identical to that
of Adam and Eve, and Adam and Eve’s children intermarried with these evolved humans.

A small minority of Christadelphians have adopted one of the above explanations regarding Adam and Eve’s
origin. In the 1960s, Bro Ralph Lovelock proposed explanation (ii). By One Man focuses on explanation (iii)
because it is held by most Christadelphian advocates of EC today. In contrast, most Evangelical EC advocates
align themselves with either explanation (i) or (ii).
What is common is that all EC views propose that:
1. God, in some unclear way and to varying degrees, guided evolution over a long period of time to
produce human beings from lower animals.
2. The condition of human nature that God allowed to evolve, well before the time of the real or
symbolic Adam, is exactly the same as the condition of human nature today.
3. Adam and Eve were not the sole progenitors of our human race.
4. God did not change the hereditary condition of human nature to become subject to death, vanity,
disease and suffering in consequence of Adam and Eve’s sin.

6

Evolutionary Creationists appear to disagree among themselves about whether or not Adam and Eve were historical figures, and then
whether Adam and Eve were miraculously created. The Evolutionary Creationist website, Biologos, notes “BioLogos does not take a firm
position on the historicity of Adam and Eve, but welcomes a range of perspectives … We view the historical details of Adam and the
physical details of the Fall as secondary matters of belief and not core beliefs on which all Christians must agree”.
biologos.org/articles/series/southern-baptist-voices/southern-baptist-voices-expressing-our-concerns, accessed April 2020.
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Two different EC views within definition (iii) – Adam & Eve miraculously
created
By One Man specifically addresses two different Christadelphian EC views that fall under EC explanation (iii) –
that God miraculously created Adam and Eve. Throughout By One Man, these two views are referred to as EC
View A and EC View B. The table below summarises the similarities and differences. Excerpts from these writers
are included in Section 4 of By One Man. The main differences between the two views concern how one
becomes “in Adam” and subject to the “eternal death” introduced by Adam, and what the devil is.

Two EC Views Quoted in By One Man
EC View A7 & EC View B8

Similarities

First humans of our race, Came into existence by God’s evolutionary creation of humans from lower animals, well
before Adam and Eve. Countless humans were already mortal and hence dying before
and mortality
Adam.
Adam & Eve

Adam was miraculously created from the dust and Eve from his side, as the Scripture
teaches. From the outset they were made mortal and prone to sin, and in the same
condition as all evolved humans. Their sin resulted in no change to the condition of their
nature, and their children intermarried with the evolved humans.

What “death” did Adam
introduce?

“Eternal death”, which is distinct from or overlays as a legal or judicial condemnation the
normal death associated with mortality.

Was Christ subject to
this “death”?

No

Differences

Who is “in Adam” and
hence subject to the
“eternal death” Adam
introduced?

EC View A

EC View B

Only those who have sufficient
knowledge of God’s laws and break
them.

1) Those who have sufficient knowledge of
God’s laws and break them; and
2) Based on Adam’s sin, all living in ignorance
(both before and after Adam) are “accounted”
as sinners and legally condemned to eternal
death. All living before Adam were
retrospectively condemned to eternal death, on
the basis that Adam demonstrated that all men
would sin once exposed to God’s laws.

When did/will the death At the judgment seat of Christ for the
Adam introduced occur? unworthy responsible.

What is the Devil?

A state of mind conflicting with God’s
ways, that can only arise when a person
has sufficient understanding of God’s
laws.

1) At the judgment seat of Christ for the
unworthy responsible; and
2) Cessation of mortal existence in the case of
the ignorant.

Personification of human nature.

7

EC View A: Bro Ken Gilmore, Bro Jonathan Burke – see By One Man, Section 4.
EC View B: Bro. Mike Pearson, and the anonymous brethren writing articles on the Christadelphian Origins Discussion (COD) website.
See By One Man, Section 4.
8

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Introduction

P a g e | 11

We would like to thank Bro James Larsen and Sis Kay McGrath for their help in directing us to a significant
portion of the material cited in By One Man and the Supplementary Material.
It is hoped that this Supplementary Material will prove to be a beneficial resource for ecclesias and individual
brothers and sisters. It provides the full context of the various statements by the Christadelphian writers cited
in By One Man. In addition, this document can be used to search on any specific subject or Bible verse to do
with creation and the atonement.
Colin Byrnes and Matthew Jamieson
Sydney, Australia
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John Thomas [1840s – 1870s]
A. On Creation
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, p. 10
Let the reader peruse the history of the creation as a revelation to himself as an inhabitant of the earth. It informs him of
the order in which the things narrated would have developed themselves to his view, had he been placed on some
projecting rock, the spectator of the events detailed. He must remember this. The Mosaic account is not a revelation to
the inhabitants of other orbs remote from the earth of the formation of the boundless universe; but to man, as a
constituent of the terrestrial system. This will explain why light is said to have been created four days before the sun,
moon, and stars. To an observer on the earth this was the order of their appearance; and in relation to him a primary
creation, though absolutely pre-existent for millions of ages before the Adamic era.
The duration of the earth’s revolutions round the sun previous to the work of the first day is not revealed: but the
evidences produced by the strata of our globe show that the period was long continued. There are indeed hints, casually
dropped in the scriptures, which would seem to indicate that our planet was inhabited by a race of beings anterior to the
formation of man.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, p. 11-13
… the earth became “without form and empty; and darkness overspread the deep waters”. Its mountains, hills, valleys,
plains, seas, rivers, and fountains of waters, which gave diversity of “form” to the surface of our globe, all disappeared;
and it became “void”, or empty, no living creatures, angels, quadrupeds, birds, or fishes, being found any more upon it.
Fragments, however, of the wreck of this pre-Adamic world have been brought to light by geological research, to the
records of which we refer the reader, for a detailed account of its discoveries, with this remark, that its organic remains,
coal fields, and strata, belong to the ages before the formation of man, rather than to the era of the creation, or the
Noachic flood. This view of the matter will remove a host of difficulties, which have hitherto disturbed the harmony
between the conclusions of geologists and the Mosaic account of the physical constitution of our globe.
GEOLOGISTS have endeavoured to extend the six days into six thousand years. But this, with the scriptural data we have
adduced, is quite unnecessary. Instead of six thousand, they can avail themselves of sixty thousand; for the scriptures
reveal no length of time during which the terrene angels dwelt upon our globe. The six days of Genesis were
unquestionably six diurnal revolutions of the earth upon its axis. This is clear from the tenor of the sabbath law. “Six days
shalt thou labour (O Israel) and do all thy work; but the seventh day is the sabbath of the Lord thy God: in it thou shalt
not do any work: for in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in them is, and rested the seventh
day: wherefore the Lord blessed the sabbath day, and hallowed it. Would it be any fit reason that, because the Lord
worked six periods of a thousand or more years each, and had ceased about two thousand until the giving of the law,
therefore the Israelites were to work six periods of twelve hours, and do no work on a seventh period or day of like
duration? Would any Israelite or Gentile, unspoiled by vain philosophy, come to the conclusion of THE GEOLOGISTS by
reading the sabbath law? We believe not. Six days of ordinary length were ample time for Omnipotence, with all the
power of the universe at command, to re-form the earth, and to place the few animals upon it necessary for the beginning
of a new order of things upon the globe.
… In the period between the wreck of the globe as the habitation of the rebel angels and the epoch of the first day, the
earth was as described in Gen. 1:2, “without form and void, and darkness upon the face of the deep”—a globe of mineral
structure, submerged in water, and mantled in impenetrable night. Out of these crude materials, a new habitation was
constructed, and adapted to the abode of new races of living creatures. On the first day, light was caused to shine through
the darkness, and disclose the face of the waters; on the second, the atmosphere called Heaven was formed, by which
the fog was enabled to float in masses above the deep; on the third, the waters were gathered together into seas, and
the dry land, called the Earth, appeared. It was then clothed with verdure, and with fruit and forest trees, preparatory to
the introduction of herbivorous creatures to inhabit it. On the fourth day, the expanded atmosphere became transparent,
and the shining orbs of the universe could be seen from the surface of the earth. Our globe was then placed in such
astronomical relation to them as to be subjected by their influences to the vicissitudes of day and night, summer and
winter; and that they might serve for signs, and for years. Thus, the sun, moon, and stars which God had made, by giving
the earth’s axis a certain inclination to the plane of the ecliptic, became diffusive of the most genial influences over the
land and sea. It was now a fit and beautiful abode for animals of every kind. The dwelling-place was perfected, well aired,
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and gloriously illuminated by the lights of heaven; food was abundantly provided; and the mansional estate waited only
a joyous tenantry to be complete.
This was the work of the fifth and sixth days. On the fifth, fish and water-fowl were produced from the teeming waters;
and on the sixth, cattle, reptiles, land-fowl, and the beasts of the earth, came out of “the dust of the ground”, male and
female, after their several kinds.
But among all these there was not one fit to exercise dominion over the animal world, or to reflect the divine attributes.
Therefore the Elohim said, “Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them have dominion over the living
creatures”. So Elohim created man in His image; male and female created He them. Further details concerning the
formation of the human pair are given in the second chapter of Genesis, verses 7, 18, 21–25. These passages belong to
the work of the sixth day; while that from verse 8 to 14 pertains to the record of the third; and from 15 to 17 is parallel
with chapter 1:28–31, which completes the history of the sixth.
“Thus the heavens and the earth were finished, and all the host of them”; and the Jehovah Elohim, on reviewing the
stupendous and glorious creation elaborated by the Spirit; pronounced it “VERY GOOD”. Then the Elohim or “Morning Stars
sang together, and all the sons of God shouted for joy”.
John Thomas – Phanerosis, 1869, pp. 51 & 66 [Logos 1969 Edition]
… there existed many Sons of Power before the earth was fashioned ….. He [Yahweh] is their Creator, Lord or Imperial
Chief; and they are more ancient than the human race…” (p. 51)
But at the fitting up of earth as a new arena for the display of the power and wisdom of the Eternal Spirit, they who figure
in the work, had attained to their eternal redemption; and had become “spirits”—Holy Spirit corporeal intelligences—
because they had been born of the Eternal Spirit or Father. To what orb or planet of the universe they are indigenous, is
not revealed; but as they are not aboriginal to an earth-born race, they are not sovereign here; but only, as Paul says,
“public official spirits, sent forth for service on account of those thereafter to inherit salvation” (Heb. 1:14). (p.56)
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 38
Man, however, differs from other creatures in having been modelled after a divine type, or pattern. In form and capacity
he was made like to the angels, though in nature inferior to them. This appears from the testimony that he was made “in
their image, after their likeness”, and “a little lower than the angels”, or Elohim. I say, he was made in the image of the
angels, as the interpretation of the co-operative imperative, “Let us make man in our image, after our likeness”. The work
of the six days, though elaborated by the power of Him “who dwelleth in the light”, was executed by “his angels, that
excel in strength, and do his commandments, hearkening unto the voice of his word”. These are styled Elohim, or “gods,”
in numerous passages. David says, “Worship him, all ye gods”; which Paul applies to Jesus, saying, “Let all the angels of
God worship him”. Man, then, was made after the image and likeness of Elohim, but for a while inferior in nature.
John Thomas, ‘Elpis Israel’, 1866, p. 47-49
Adam, having been formed in the image, after the likeness of the Elohim on the sixth day, remained for a short time alone
in the midst of the earthborns of the field. He had no companion who could reciprocate his intelligence; none who could
minister to his wants, or rejoice with him in the delights of creation; and reflect the glory of his nature. The Elohim are a
society, rejoicing in the love and attachment of one another; and Adam, being like them though of inferior nature,
required an object which should be calculated to evoke the latent resemblances of his similitude to theirs. It was no better
for man to be alone than for them. Formed in their image, he had social feelings as well as intellectual and moral faculties,
which required scope for their practical and harmonious exercise. A purely intellectual and abstractly moral society,
untempered by domesticism, is an imperfect state. It may be very enlightened, very dignified and immaculate; but it
would also be very formal, and frigid as the poles. A being might know all things, and he might scrupulously observe the
divine law from a sense of duty; but something more is requisite to make him amiable, and beloved by either God or his
fellows. This amiability the social feelings enable him to develop; which, however, if unfurnished with a proper object, or
wholesome excitation, react upon him unfavourably, and make him disagreeable. Well aware of this, Yahweh Elohim said,
“It is not good that the man should be alone. It will make a help fit for him” (Genesis 2:18).
But previous to the formation of this help, God caused “every living soul” (kol nephesh chayiah) to pass in review before
Adam, that he might name them. He saw that each one had its mate; “but for him there was not found a suitable
companion” (Genesis 2:20). It was necessary, therefore, to form one, the last and fairest of His handiworks. The Lord had
created man in His own “image and glory”; but He had yet to subdivide him into two; a negative and a positive division;
an active and a passive half; male and female, yet one flesh. The negatives, or females, of all other species of animals,
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were formed out of the ground (Genesis 2:19); and not out of the sides of their positive mates: so that the lion could not
say of the lioness, “This is bone of my bone, and flesh of my flesh; therefore shall a lion leave his sire and dam, and cleave
unto the same lioness for ever”. The inferior creatures are under no such law as this; as primaries, indeed, the earth is
their common mother, and the Lord, the “God of all their spirits”. They have no second selves; the sexes in the beginning
were from the ground direct; the female was not of the male, though the male is by her: therefore, there is no natural
basis for a social, or domestic, law to them.
But in the formation of a companion for the first man, the Lord Elohim created her upon a different principle. She was to
be a dependent creature; and a sympathy was to be established between them, by which they should be attached
inseparably. It would not have been fit, therefore, to have given her an independent origin from the dust of the ground.
Had this been the case, there would have been about the same kind of attachment between men and women as subsists
among the creatures below then. The woman’s companionship was designed to be intellectually and morally sympathetic
with “the image and glory of God”, whom she was to revere as her superior. The sympathy of the mutually independent
earthborns of the field, is purely sensual; and in proportion as generations of mankind lose their intellectual and moral
likeness to the Elohim, and fall under the dominion of sensuality; so the sympathy between men and women evaporates
into mere animalism. But, I say, such a degenerate result as this was not the end of her formation. She was not simply to
be “the mother of all living”; but to reflect the glory of man as he reflected the glory of God.
To give being to such a creature, it was necessary she should be formed out of man. This necessity is found in the law
which pervades the flesh. If the feeblest member of the body suffer, all the other members suffer with it; that is, pain
even in the little finger will produce distress throughout the system. Bone sympathizes with bone, and flesh with flesh, in
all pleasurable, healthful, and painful feelings. Hence, to separate a portion of Adam’s living substance, and from it to
build a woman, would be to transfer to her the sympathies of Adam’s nature; and though by her organization able to
maintain an independent existence, she would never lose from her nature a sympathy with his, in all its intellectual,
moral, and physical manifestations. According to this natural law, then, the Lord Elohim made woman in the likeness of
the man, out of his substance. He might have formed her from his body before he became a living soul; but this would
have defeated the law of sympathy; for in inanimate matter there is no mental sympathy. She must, therefore, be formed
from the living bone and flesh of the man. To do this was to inflict pain; for to cut out a portion of flesh would have
created the same sensations in Adam as in any of his posterity. To avoid such an infliction, “the Lord God caused a deep
sleep to fall upon Adam, and he slept”. While thus unconscious of what was doing, and perfectly insensible to all corporeal
impressions, the Lord “took out one of his ribs, and then dosed up the flesh in its place”. This was a delicate operation;
and consisted in separating the rib from the breast bone and spine. But nothing is too difficult for God. The most
wonderful part of the work had yet to be performed. The quivering rib, with its nerves and vessels, had to be increased
in magnitude, and formed into a human figure, capable of reflecting the glory of the man. This was soon accomplished;
for, on the sixth day, “male and female created he them”: and “the rib which the Lord God had taken from man, he made
a woman, and brought her unto the man”. And “God blessed them, and said unto them, Be fruitful, and multiply, and
replenish (fill again) the earth, and subdue it: and have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air,
and over every living thing that creepeth upon the earth”.
Believing this portion of the testimony of God, need our faith be staggered at the resurrection of the body from the little
dust that remains after its entire reduction? Surely, the Lord Jesus Christ by the same power that formed woman from a
rib, and that increased a few loaves and fishes to twelve baskets of fragments after five thousand were fed and satisfied,
can create multitudes of immortal men from a few proportions of the former selves: and as capable of resuming their
individual identity, as was Adam’s rib of reflecting his mental and physical similitude. It is blind unbelief alone that requires
the continuance of some sort of existence to preserve the identity of the resurrected man with his former self. Faith
confides in the ability of God to do what He has promised, although the believer has not the knowledge of how He is to
accomplish it. Believing the wonders of the past, “he staggers not at the promise of God through unbelief; but is strong
in faith, giving glory to God”
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, p. 169
Where is the man among "philosophers" who will stultify, or idiotize himself by saying that the Creator permitted chance
to elaborate the terrestrial system? The thing is absurd. Chance is defined to be the cause of fortuitous, or accidental
events. What is that cause? The fool says in his heart it is not God. Why does he say so? Because he would make the
cause of all things a mere physical disposition in matter, destitute of all intellectual and moral attributes, in order that he
may get rid of all responsibility to such a Being. He hates truth, righteousness, and holiness, and therefore he vainly strives
to persuade himself that there is no God of a truthful, righteous, and holy character. But no man of any pretentions to
sound mind would affirm this. Nothing has been elaborated by chance. The Scriptures declare that everything was
measured, meted out, and weighed, and that the Spirit of the Lord executed His work without any to counsel or instruct
Him. As it is written, "He has measured the waters in the hollow of His hand, and meted out heaven with a span, and the
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mountains in scales, and the hills in a balance. Who hath directed the Spirit of the Lord, or being His counsellor, hath
taught Him? With whom took He counsel, and who instructed Him, and taught Him in the path of judgment, and taught
Him knowledge, and showed to Him the way of understanding" (Isa 40:2)
John Thomas – Phanerosis, 1869, pp. 45 [Logos 1969 Edition]
“But, in turning to the Bible, which we regard as the only reliable source of information concerning God…”

B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
John Thomas, The Herald of the Future Age, 1846, vol. 2, p. 80.
During the times between the Ascension and Future Advent of Jesus, the terms upon which immortality, &c., are offered
to men, are contained in the gospel, and in that only. When born into the existing world, we come under the curse and a
sentence of death; or, as the Apostle saith, we are “made subject to vanity (mataiotes, all that pertain to the state of
good and evil and which ends in dissolution,) not willingly.” It is in this sense, that the world of mankind is said to be
“condemned already”—“he that believeth not,” whether the faithlessness be predicated on physical or circumstantial
disability matters not, all unbelievers are “condemned already.” John 3:18. Because of this congenital condemnation it is
that we suffer evil from our birth, die and return to the ground from which we originally came; but, well would it be for
multitudes, if the condemnation which rests upon them did not transcend this. The sentence under which we are
involuntarily born has no reference to the Second Death; it subjects mortals only to present evil and to a return to the
dust, which is final and eternal, to those who die in ”times of ignorance.” Were there no other sentence than this
pronounced upon mankind there would be no Second Death, which is the penalty, not of the Eden Law, but for the
transgression of subsequent ones. And here I would make one remark for the reflection of our Universalist friends, namely,
had there been no other sentence promulged than that in Eden, and had the word of Christ been simply and solely “all
shall be saved,” then the dogma, that to the extent in which all men die in Adam to the same extent shall all men be made
alive in Christ, would have been true; but, on the assumption, that “he that believeth,” means “all,” there is still a sentence
of condemnation pronounced against unbelieving mortals, which restricts the “all” to a portion of mankind, and
condemns the rest. “He that believeth not (the Gospel) shall be condemned.”
John Thomas, Clerical Theology Unscriptural, 1850, pp. 9–10
BOANERGES: O fie, Heresian; I thought you had more sense than to talk thus. You do not seem to know what sin is. If I did
not know otherwise, I should have concluded that you had been studying tractarianism in the dark and mystic groves of
Isis, among the Puseys and the Newmans of its cloistered halls. You ought to know that the primitive sense of the word
is “the transgression of law;” and the derived sense that of evil in the flesh. Transgression is to this evil as cause to an
effect; which effect re-acts in the posterity of the original transgressors as a cause, which, uncontrolled by belief of the
truth, evolves transgression in addition to those natural ills, disease, death, and corruption, which are inherent in flesh
and blood. Because he transgressed the Eden-law, Adam is said to have sinned. Evil was then evolved in his flesh as the
punishment of his sin; and because the evil was the punishment of the sin, it is also styled sin. “Flesh and blood” is
naturally and hereditarily full of this evil. It is, therefore, called “sinful flesh,” or flesh full of sin. Hence, an apostle saith,
“in me, that is, in my flesh, dwelleth no good thing” (Rom. 7:18). The absence of goodness in our physical nature is the
reason of flesh and blood being termed “sin.” “The Word was made flesh;” a saying which Paul synonymizes by the
expression, “God hath made Jesus sin for us who knew no sin” (2 Cor. 5:21): and Peter by the words, “He made his own
self bear our sins in his own body” (1 Pet. 2:24). “God made Jesus sin,” in the sense of “making him of a woman” (Gal.
4:4), or of flesh and blood; so that having the same nature, its evil was condemned in his flesh; and consequently the sins
of those who believe the gospel of the Kingdom were then borne away, if they have faith also in the breaking of his body
for sin (Rom. 8:3; Luke 22:19). Besides this, John says, that “all unrighteousness is sin;” and another apostle, that
“whatsoever is not of faith is sin.” Now, Heresian, I should like you, or some of your spiritual lords, to inform me what
sins, actual or original, are remitted to an infant in the “baptismal regeneration” they talk so much about?
HERESIAN: Really, I must confess that in view of the premisses you have laid down, I am at a loss to say. They cannot be
actual, because they have transgressed no law. May it not, however, be the original sin? They committed that sin when
in the loins of Adam. Their souls then contracted a liability to the pains of hell for ever; but by regeneration they are freed
from that liability, and become “heirs of the grace of life.”
BOANGERES: Who told you that men, women, and babes became liable to eternal torments in hell-fire because Adam
transgressed the Eden-law? There is no such absurdity in the Bible; it is but a fiction of the schools. Adam’s offence
entailed upon us subjection to vanity (Rom. 8:20), or to the ills that flesh inherits in the present state, which are
terminated in death and corruption. If after the Lord God had sentenced man to this (Gen. 3:17–19), he had interposed
between him and his destiny no more his race, by the operation of natural causes, would have become as extinct as
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though it had never existed. But God’s philanthropy is preparing a better state for man, to which they of this and past
generations stand related by faith in the truth concerning it. Infants die because they are born of mortal flesh, and not
because they have committed sin, or are responsible for Adam’s sin. If this were remitted in baptism they ought not to
die; for when God remits sin He also remits the punishment, or consequences, it entails.
John Thomas, 1852, The Herald of the Kingdom and age to Come, vol. 2 (1852), p. 182
“The word sin is used in two senses; first, to represent that combination of principles within us which in excitation is
manifested in passion, evil affections of the mind, diseases, death and corruption. They are called sin, because their
manifestation was permitted as the consequence of transgression. And this is the second sense of the word; as it is
written, “sin is the transgression of law.” Transgression was the effect of the unbridled inworking of humanity ; and when
the transgression was complete, or “finished,” that inworking and its result were both styled sin”
John Thomas, 1852, The Herald of the Kingdom and age to Come, vol. 2 (1852), p. 180-185
That diabolos, rendered devil in the Common Version, is SIN, appears from the expressions of Paul in various parts of his
writings. He says “that having the power of death is diabolos.” The power of death is that which causes death. In a
venomous serpent the to kratos, or power of death, is its fang or sting. Remove this, and the most deadly reptile is
perfectly innocuous. It has lost its power, not of locomotion, but of inflicting death. So if the power that makes death
work strongly within us could be removed, we should never die. It is that power that Paul styles diabolos. It is not death;
but the death-producing power, which is in every man, young and old, saint and sinner; therefore diabolos is in every
human being. ............
Now, this exceedingly great sinner, Sin, working death in a man, the scripture styles diabolos: and it may be pertinently
asked, Why is it so called? The following I conceive to be the reason. The attribute most characteristic of Sin’s character
is deceitfulness; as it is written, “Exhort one another daily lest any of you be hardened through the deceitfulness of sin;”
“Sin taking occasion through the commandment deceived me;” “Eve being deceived was in transgression;” and “the
Serpent beguiled her through his shrewdness.” Eve being deceived, the Serpent’s part in the transaction was finished.
He held no conference with Adam, who, the apostle says, “was not deceived.” Sin, the Seducer, approached him through
Eve, whose eyes were open to evil. Sin incarnate in Eve was Adam’s tempter. “With her much fair speech she caused
him to yield, with the flattering of her lips she forced him.” She gave him of the tree, and he did eat; and eating, fell.
Thus Sin caused him to fall in casting him across the law-line; and therefore it is called diabolos. For diabolos is a noun
derived from the verb diabollo, which is equivalent to the Latin trajicio, to throw or cast over, or across. Diabollo is from
dia and ballo, to throw, cast; and in the perfect passive, to be thrown, or cast down. Diabolos is one who casts over the
line; in a scriptural sense, by misrepresentation and subtility, which is lying. Hence, diabolos stands for “slanderer,
accuser, and whatever else may be affirmed of sin. This is the proper signification of the word and intelligible to every
one; its improper meaning is devil, and understood by none. Sin is the Devil of our planet ; which few believe, being so
much in love with it, and delighting in its pleasures wherever they can be found. Gentile superstition is terribly afraid of
its Devil; but it loves Sin dearly, and serves it in all its ungodly lusts. The scripture saith, however, “he that committeth
sin is of the devil “ - he is a child of sin; “for the devil sinneth from the beginning” - sin transgresseth ever. This is the
unhappy lot of all the world, composed almost exclusively of the children of sin. Therefore, the apostle saith, “Love not
the world, neither the things that are in the world. If any man love the world the love of the father is not in him.”
John Thomas, 1852, The Herald of the Kingdom and age to Come, vol. 2 (1852), pp. 200-201
We have ascertained satisfactorily, because scripturally, as it appears to me, that the thing, styled in the Greek New
Testament “diabolos,” and rendered “devil” in the English version, is SIN IN THE FLESH - he that “walks according to the
flesh” “serves sin,” diabolos or the devil. The Mortal body is “the body of sin” or Sin Incarnate, which with its affections,
lusts, and transgressions, is styled “the Old Man,” than whom no imaginary devil can be more wicked, and defiant of God
and His Law. The Old Man in his individual, social, and political manifestations is the diabolos, or devil, or the New
Testament mystery (1 Tim. 3:16), and treated of accordingly. Destroy the ascendancy of the sin-principle of the flesh
over the thoughts and actions, and you have a moral development of the New Man, and then eradicate it from the flesh
by the Spirit in a resurrection or transformation to eternal life, and you have the New Man in combined moral and physical
manifestation, “isangelos” - “equal to an angel” (Luke 20:36). There is no sin in the flesh of the angelic nature; therefore
it cannot die. No element of it has “the power of death”; so that diabolos exists not in angelic society. The devil has no
place there. Being nothing in their nature causing them to transgress, or cross the line of the Divine will, there are no “ta
erga diabolon,” works of sin, among them. But all is just as God would have it; and it would be so here but for the
disturbing principle called Sin. Eradicate this, and “the will of the Father will be done on earth as it is in heaven,” that is,
in angelic society.
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From what I have set forth on this subject, our worthy friend will see that I do not speak in “Elpis Israel” of the agency in
the original temptation as only animal. If there had been nothing in the constitution of the original nature of man
impressible by the suggestions of the Serpent, there could have been no transgression. Had Eve’s nature been “insangelic”
instead of animal, there would have been no internal response to the external enticement. That internal something was
not essentially evil; because, though possessing it, Adam and Eve were pronounced “very good.” It is not evil to admire
the beautiful, and to wish to possess it; to desire to gratify the taste, and to aspire to the wisdom of “the gods,” or Elohim;
but all this becomes evil when its attainment is sought by crossing the limit forbidden of God. The seeking to attain by
crossing the line, Paul teaches was the result, not of innate wickedness, but of deception. The Serpent beguiled Eve. Had
she been certain of the consequences she would not have transgressed. She had no experience of evil. It might be a very
agreeable thing for any thing she knew, and highly promotive of happiness. God had warned her of danger in the pursuit
of knowledge through disobedience; but then, if they were to go back to the dust, that is, to die, what was the meaning
of that Tree of Lives ? Did God mean something else ? If they crossed the line in relation to the Tree of Knowledge, could
they not eat also of that other tree, and live forever ? There seemed to her mind to be an uncertainty about returning to
the dust, when she lost sight of the law. This was “the weakness of the flesh.” There was no uncertainty of consequences
so long as she thought God meant what He said; but being deceived on this point, and so made doubtful of it, she
ventured to experiment. But, however doubtful of what might be, if she had adhered strictly to what God had said, she
would still have continued “very good.” “Weakness,” mental and physical, is an original element of animal nature; as
“power” is of the angelic. Adam’s nature was “very good” as an animal nature; but still weak, and therefore, deceivable
and terminable. This weakness is founded in the unfitness of air, electricity, blood, and food, to maintain organised dust,
or flesh, in life and power forever. The life-principles being weak, the flesh is weak in all its operations, mental and
physical. The life of the angelic nature, or spiritual body, is not manifested on animal principles, but by the direct action
of God’s Spirit on dust so organised as to be adapted to its operations. It is therefore strong. When Adam’s weak nature
began to think and act, independently of the divine law, its weakness, before an undefiled weakness, became evil in its
workings, and deteriorating in its effects, and acquired the name of Sin from its having brought forth sin, or
TRANSGRESSION of the Law.
The undefiled weakness of the flesh, enticed and deceived by sophistry from without, is, in a few words, the definition of
the original temptation. The law of God was weak through the flesh (Rom. 8:3), not through the strength of the Serpent.
Had the flesh been strong, the Serpent would have been powerless with all his sagacity. But the weakness thrown into
ferment by serpent-subtlety became beguiling, and the beguiling subtlety, taking occasion by the commandment,
deceived them, and by it slew them (Rom. 7:11). What I have said about the Serpent in “Elpis Israel” stands as it was. I
have affirmed neither more nor less than what Moses and the apostles say. “It was more subtle,” or acute, “than any
beast of the field which the Lord God had made.” It is generally supposed that the Serpent was employed by the Devil to
beguile the woman. “It cannot be doubted,” says Camlet, “but that by the Serpent, we are to understand the Devil, who
merely employed the Serpent as a vehicle to seduce the first woman.” This teaches the existence of an invisible Devil
before the Serpent. The Bible, however, does not teach this. “Diabolos” had no existence before the formation of man,
but the Serpent had. Moses gives not the slightest hint of the existence of a Devil before the creations of the sixth day.
The Serpent first, then man; afterwards, woman; and lastly, “diabolos,” or Devil. This is the scriptural order of their
manifestation, the revelation in the flesh of the incitant to transgression, or “diabolos,” being coeval with the Fall. Man
existed before the Devil, and will flourish in eternal glory after his destruction, when Sin and all its works are eradicated
from the earth.
John Thomas, Herald of the Kingdom and Age to Come, 1860, pg. 12, [reprinted in the
Christadelphian, 1943, pg. 96]
IN HIS OWN BODY: WE do not deny the perfect sinlessness of Christ. We believe and teach that he was "holy, harmless,
undefiled, and separate from sinners" (Heb. 7:26), and that he was "in all points tried as we, yet without sin" (Heb. 4:15).
This was his intellectual and moral status; yet he was not perfect. This he says of himself, and therefore we may safely
affirm it with him. He tells us that he was not perfected till the third day (Lk. 13:32), when he was perfected in recompense
for his obedience unto death (Heb. 2:10; 5:9).
That which was imperfect was the nature with which the Logos, that came down from heaven to do the Father's will,
clothed himself. That nature was flesh of the stock of Abraham, compared in Zech. 3:3 to "filthy garments," typical of the
"infirmity with which he was compassed." FOR this "infirmity" called "himself — AND for all of the same infirmity
associated with him by faith in the promises made with Abraham and David, and in him as the Mediator thereof—he
poured out his blood as a covering for sin.
Upon this principle, "His own self bare our sins IN HIS OWN BODY to the tree" (I Peter 2:24). Sins borne in a body prove
that body to be imperfect; and characterize it as "Sin's Flesh" (sarx amartias). Sin's Flesh is imperfect, and well adapted
for the condemnation of sin therein.
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Sin could not have been condemned in the flesh of angels; and therefore the Logos did not assume it: but clothed Himself
with that of the seed of Abraham. Hence —
"The Deity sent His Own Son in the identity of SIN'S FLESH, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh; that the righteousness
of the Law might be fulfilled in us, who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit" (Romans 8:3).
This condemnation accomplished, the body slain was made alive again, and perfected, so that it now lives for the Aions
of the Aions, as "the Lord the Spirit."
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, p. 2
Skilled in the wisdom which comes from beneath, he is by nature ignorant of that which is “first pure, and then peaceable,
gentle, and easy to be entreated, full of mercy and good fruits, without partiality and without hypocrisy”. This is a
disposition to which the animal man under the guidance of his fleshly mind has no affinity. His propensity is to obey the
lust of his nature; and to do its evil works, “which are adultery, fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, idolatry,
witchcraft, hatred, variance, emulations, wrath, strife, seditions, sects, envying, murders, drunkenness, revellings, and
such like”. All these make up the character of the world, “the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eye, and the pride of life”,
upon which is enstamped the seal of God’s eternal reprobation. “They who do such things shall not inherit the kingdom
of God,” but “they shall die”.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, p. 50
…she [Eve] was in the likeness of Adam; and both “very good” according to the subangelic nature they possessed.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 66-67
Adam and Eve were permitted to take freely of all the other trees in the garden, “but of the Tree of Knowledge of good
and evil”, said the Lord God, “thou shalt not eat of it, neither shall ye touch it: for in the day that thou eatest thereof thou
shalt surely die”. Naturally, it was as good for food as any other tree; but, as soon as the Lord God laid His interdict upon
it, its fruit became death to the eater; not instant death, however, for their eyes were to be opened, and they were to
become as the gods, or Elohim, being acquainted with good and evil even as they. The final consequence of eating of this
tree being death, it may be styled the Tree of Death in contradistinction to the Tree of Life. Decay of body, and consequent
termination of life, ending in corruption, or mortality, was the attribute which this fatal tree was prepared to bestow
upon the individual who should presume to touch it.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 68
All the posterity of Adam, when they attain the age of puberty, and their eyes are in the opening crisis, begin to eat of
the Tree of the Knowledge of good and evil. Previous to that natural change, they are in their innocency. But, thenceforth,
the world, as a serpent-entwined fruit tree, stands before the mind, enticing it to take and eat, and enjoy the good things
it affords. To speculate upon the lawfulness of compliance is partly to give consent. There must be no reasoning upon the
harmlessness of conforming to the world. Its enticements without, and the sympathizing instincts of the flesh within,
must be instantly suppressed; for, to hold a parley with its lusts, is dangerous. When one is seduced by “the deceitfulness
of sin”, “he is drawn away of his own lusts, and enticed. Then when lust hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin; and sin
when it is finished, bringeth forth death”: in other words, he plucks the forbidden fruit, and dies, if not forgiven.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 69-70
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.
This view is fully sustained by the paraphrase found in the following words:—“Cursed is the ground for thy sake: in sorrow
shalt thou eat of it all the days of thy life. 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 thou shalt return”. The context of this informs us, that
Adam, having transgressed, had been summoned to trial and judgment for the offence. The Lord God interrogated him,
saying, “Hast thou eaten of the tree of which I commanded thee that thou shouldest not eat?” Adam confessed his guilt,
which was sufficiently manifest before by his timidity, and shame at his nakedness. The offence being proved, the Judge
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then proceeded to pass sentence upon the transgressors. This He did in the order of transgression; first upon the Serpent;
then upon Eve; and lastly upon Adam, in the words of the text. In these, the ground is cursed, and the man sentenced to
a life of sorrowful labour, and to a resolution into his original and parent dust. The terms in which the last particular of
his sentence is expressed, are explanatory of the penalty annexed to the law. “Thou shalt return unto the ground”, and
“Unto dust shalt thou return”, are phrases equivalent to “Dying thou shalt die”. Hence, the divine interpretation of the
sentence, “In the day thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die”, is, “In the day of thy eating all the days of thy life of
sorrow, returning thou shalt return unto the dust of the ground whence thou wast taken”. Thus, “dying”, in the meaning
of the text, is to be the subject of a sorrowful, painful, and laborious existence, which wears a man out, and brings him
down to the brink of the grave; and, by “die”, is signified the end, or last stage of corporeal existence, which is marked by
a ceasing to breathe, and decomposition into dust. Thus, man’s life from the womb to the grave is a dying existence; and,
so long as he retains his form, as in the case of Jesus in the sepulchre, he is existent in death; for what is termed being is
corporeal existence in life and death. The end of our being is the end of that process by which we are resolved into dust—
we cease to be. This was Adam’s state, if we may so speak, before he was created. He had no being. And at this nonexistence he arrived after a lapse of 930 years from his formation; and thus were practically illustrated the penalty of the
law and the sentence of the Judge. For from the day of his transgression, he began his pilgrimage to the grave, at which
he surely arrived. He made his couch in the dust, and saw corruption; and with its mother earth commingled all that was
known as Adam, the federal head, and chief father of mankind.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 70-71
If, then, Adam had eaten of the Tree of Life, he would have been changed from a living soul into a soul capable of living
for ever: and not only capable, but it would seem, that being immortal, the Lord God would have permitted him to remain
so. For, we are not to suppose, that, if a thing become capable of undecaying existence, therefore its creator cannot
destroy it; consequently, if Adam as a sinner had eaten of the Tree of Life, his immortality would have been only permitted,
and not necessitated contrary to the power of the Lord God.
To have permitted Adam and Eve to become deathless, and to remain so, in a state of good and evil such as the world
experiences, would have been a disproportionate and unmerciful punishment. It would have been to populate the earth
with deathless sinners; and to convert it into the abode of deathless giants in crime; in other words, the, earth would
have become, what creed theologians describe “hell” to be in their imagination. The good work of the sixth day would
then have proved a terrible mishap, instead of the nucleus of a glorious manifestation of divine wisdom and power. But
a world of undying sinners in a state of good and evil, was not according to the divine plan. This required first the
sanctification of sinners; then their probation; and afterwards, their exaltation, or humiliation, according to their works.
Therefore, lest Adam should invert this order, and “put on immortality” before he should be morally renewed, or purified
from sin, and the moral likeness of God be formed in him again; the Lord God expelled him from the dangerous vicinity
of the Tree of Life. He drove him forth that he should not then become incorruptible and deathless.
John Thomas, Man in his Novitiate – “God made man upright”, Elpis Israel, 1866, p. 71-72
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, all world, as perfect as the nature of things required. Its
excellence, however, had relations 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.
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,
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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 herealter, it is a clue, as it were, given to enable
us to understand the nature of the transgression.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, Man in his Novitiate – Man In His Novitiate, 1866, pp. 72-73
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 for ever, 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 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 for ever 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.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 74
Probation before exaltation, the law of the moral universe of God—The temptation of the Lord Jesus by Satan the trial of
his faith by the Father—The Temptation explained—God’s foreknowledge does not necessitate; nor does He justify, or
condemn, by anticipation—The Serpent an intellectual animal, but not a moral agent, nor inspired—He deceives the
woman—The nature of the transgression—Eve becomes the tempter to Adam—The transgression consummated in the
conception of Cain—A good conscience, and an evil conscience, defined—Man cannot cover his own sin—The carnal
mind illustrated by the reasoning of the Serpent—It is metaphorically the serpent in the flesh—God’s truth the only rule
of right and wrong—The Serpent in the flesh is manifested in the wickedness of individuals; and in the spiritual and
temporal institutions of the world—Serpent-sin in the flesh identified with “the Wicked One”—The Prince of the World—
The Kingdom of Satan and the World identical—The Wiles of the Devil—The “Prince” shown to be sin, working and
reigning in all sinners—How he was “cast out” by Jesus—“The works of the Devil”—“Bound of Satan”; delivering to
Satan—The Great Dragon—The Devil and Satan—The Man of Sin.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 76-77
The probation of the Lord Jesus is an interesting and important study, especially that part of it styled the Temptation of
Satan. Paul, speaking of him as the High Priest under the New Constitution, says, “He was put to the proof in all things
according to our likeness, without transgression”; that is, “having taken hold of the seed of Abraham”, “being found in
fashion as a man”, the infirmities of human nature were thus laid upon him. He could sympathize with them
experimentally; being, by the feelings excited within him when enticed, well acquainted with all its weak points. By
examining the narrative of his trial in the wilderness, we shall find that he was proved in all the assailable points of human
nature. As soon as he was filled with the Spirit at his baptism in the Jordan, it immediately drove him into the wilderness
to be tempted of the devil. This was very remarkable. The Spirit led him there that he might be put to the proof; but not
to tempt him; for, says the apostle, “Let no nan say when he is tempted, I am tempted of God: for God cannot be tempted

By One Man – Supplementary Material

John Thomas

P a g e | 21

with evil, neither tempteth he any man”. God, then, did not tempt Jesus; though His Spirit conducted him thither to be
tempted, and that, too, “by the devil”, or the enemy.
This enemy within the human nature is the mind of the flesh, which is enmity against God; it is not subject to His law,
neither indeed can be. The commandment of God, which is “holy, just and good”, being so restrictive of the propensities,
which in purely animal men display themselves with uncontrolled violence, makes them appear in their true colours.
These turbulent propensities the apostle styles “sin in the flesh”, of which it is full; hence, he also terms it “sinful flesh”.
This is human nature; and the evil in it, made so apparent by the law of God, he personifies as “pre-eminently a sinner”,
χαθʼ ὑπερβολὴν ἁμαρτωλός. This is the accuser, adversary, and calumniator of God, whose stronghold is the flesh. It is
the devil and satan within the human nature; so that “when a man is tempted, he is drawn away of his own lust and
enticed”. If a man examine himself, he will perceive within him something at work, craving after things which the law of
God forbids. The best of men are conscious of this enemy within them. It troubled the apostle so much, that he exclaimed,
“O, wretched man that I am! who shall deliver me from the body of this death”, or, this mortal body? He thanked God
that the Lord Jesus Christ would do it; that is, as he had himself been delivered from it, by God raising him from the dead
by His Spirit.
Human nature, or “sinful flesh”, has three principal channels through which it displays its waywardness against the law
of God. These are expressed by “the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life”. All that is in the world
stands related to these points of our nature; and there is no temptation that can be devised, but what assails it in one, or
more, of these three particulars. The world without is the seducer, which finds in all animal men, unsubdued by the law
and testimony of God, a sympathizing and friendly principle, ready at all times to eat of its forbidden fruit. This sinful
nature we inherit. It is our misfortune, not our crime, that we possess it. We are only blameworthy when, being supplied
with the power of subduing it, we permit it to reign over us. This power resides in “the testimony of God” believed; so
that we “are kept by the power of God through faith unto salvation”. This testimony ought to dwell in us as it dwelt in
the Lord Jesus; so that, as with the shield of faith, the fiery assaults of the world may be quenchedd by a “thus it is written”,
and a “thus saith the Lord”.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, p. 79
If the principles upon which the temptation of the Lord Jesus was permitted, be understood, the necessity of putting the
first Adam to the proof will be readily perceived. Would he retain his integrity, if placed in a situation of trial? Or, would
he disbelieve God and die? The Lord God well knew what the result would be; and had made all necessary provision for
the altered circumstances which He foresaw would arise. His knowledge, however, of what would be, did not necessitate
it. He had placed all things in a provisional state. If the man maintained his integrity, there was the Tree of Lives as the
germ of a superior order of things; but, if he transgressed, then the natural and animal system would continue unchanged;
and the spiritualization of the earth and its population be deferred to a future period.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, p. 82-83, The Serpent
But how did the Serpent know that the Lord knew that these things would happen to them in the day of their eating?
How came he to know anything about the gods, and their acquaintance with good and evil? And upon what grounds did
he affirm that they should not surely die? The answer is, one of two ways—by inspiration; or, by observation. If we say
by inspiration, then we make God the author of the lie; but if we affirm that he obtained his knowledge by observation—
by the use of his eyes and ears upon things transpiring around him—then we confirm the words of Moses, that he was
the shrewdest of the creatures the Lord God had made. “Hath God said, Ye shall not eat of every tree?” This question
shows that he was aware of some exceptions. He had heard of the Tree of Knowledge and of the Tree of Lives, which
were both in the midst of the garden. He had heard the Lord Elohim, and the other Elohim, conversing on their own
experience of good and evil; and of the enlightenment of the man and woman in the same qualities through the eating
of the Tree of Knowledge: and of their living for ever, if obedient, by eating of the Tree of Life. In reasoning upon these
things, he concluded that, if they did eat of the forbidden fruit, they would not surely die; for they would have nothing
more to do than to go and eat of the Tree of Life, and it would prevent all fatal consequences. Therefore, he said, “Ye
shall not surely die”. The Lord God, it is evident, was apprehensive of the effect of this reasoning upon the mind of Adam
and his wife; for He forthwith expelled them from the garden, to prevent all possibility of access to the tree, lest they
should eat, and put on immortality in sin.
The reasoning of the Serpent operated upon the woman by exciting the lust of her flesh, the lust of her eyes, and the
pride of life. This appears from the testimony. An appetite, or longing for it, that she might eat it, was created within her.
The fruit also was very beautiful. It hung upon the tree in a very attractive and inviting manner. “She saw that it was good
for food, and that it was pleasant to the eyes”. But there was a greater inducement still than even this. The flesh and the
eyes would soon be satisfied. Her pride of life had been aroused by the suggestion that by eating it their eyes would be
opened: and that she would be “made wise” as the glorious Elohim she had so often seen in the garden. To become “as
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the gods”; to know good and evil as they knew it—was a consideration too cogent to be resisted. She not only saw that
it was good for food and pleasant to the eyes, but that it was “a tree to be desired as making one wise” as the gods;
therefore “she took of the fruit thereof, and did eat”. Thus, as far as she was concerned, the transgression was complete
John Thomas, The Nature of the Transgression, Elpis Israel, 1866, p. 83-85
The effect produced upon the woman by the eating of the forbidden fruit, was the excitation of the propensities. By the
transgression of the law of God, she had placed herself in a state of sin; in which she had acquired that maturity of feeling
which is known to exist when females attain to womanhood. The Serpent’s part had been performed in her deception;
and sorely was she deceived. Expecting to be equal to the gods, the hitherto latent passions of her animal nature only
were set free; and though she now knew what evil sensations and impulses were, as they had done before her, she had
failed in attaining to the pride of her life—an equality with them as she had seen them in their power and glory.
In this state of animal excitation, she presented herself before the man, with the fruit so “pleasant to the eyes”. Standing
now in his presence, she became the tempter, soliciting him to sin. She became to him an “evil woman flattering with her
tongue”; “whose lips dropped as a honeycomb, and her mouth was smoother than oil”. She found him “a young man
void of understanding” like herself. We can imagine how “she caught him, and kissed him; and with an impudent face,
and her much fair speech, she caused him to yield”. He accepted the fatal fruit, “and ate with her”, consenting to her
enticement, “not knowing that it was for his life”: though God had said, transgression should surely be punished with
death. As yet inexperienced in the certainty of the literal execution of the divine law, and depending upon the remedial
efficacy of the Tree of Lives, he did not believe that he should surely die. He saw everything delightful around him, and
his beautiful companion with the tempting fruit; and yet he was told that his eyes were shut! What wonderful things
might he not see if his eyes were opened. And to be “as the gods”, too, “knowing good and evil”, was not this a wisdom
much to be desired? The fair deceiver had, at length, succeeded in kindling in the man the same lusts that had taken
possession of herself. His flesh, his eyes, and his pride of life, were all inflamed; and he followed her in her evil way “as a
fool to the correction of the stocks”. They had both fallen into unbelief. They did not believe God would do what He had
promised. This was a fatal mistake. They afterwards found by experience, that in their sin they had charged God falsely;
and that what He promises, He will certainly perform to the letter of His word. Thus, unbelief prepared them for
disobedience; and disobedience separated them from God.
As the Mosaic narrative gives an account of things natural, upon which things spirotual were afterwards to be established
in word and substance; the key to his testimony is found in what actually exists. When, therefore, he tells us that the eyes
of Adam and Eve were closed at first, in that he says they were opened by sin, we have to examine ourselves as natural
beings for the meaning of his words. Moses, indeed, informs us in what sense, or to what phenomena, their eyes were
closed, in saying, “They were both naked, the man and his wife, and they were not ashamed”. If their eyes had been
surreptitiously opened, they would have been ashamed of standing before the Lord Elohim in a state of nudity; and they
would have had emotions towards one another, which would have been inconvenient. But, in their unsinning ignorance
of the latent possibilities of their nature, shame, which makes the subject of it feel as though he would hide himself in a
nutshell, and be buried in the depths of the sea, found no place within them. They were unabashed; and had they been
created with their eyes open, they would have been equally so at all times. But, seeing that their eyes were opened in
connexion with, and as the consequence of doing what was forbidden, having “yielded their members servants to
uncleanness, and to iniquity unto iniquity”; and their superior faculties being constituted susceptible of the feeling, they
were ashamed; and “the uncomely parts of the body” became “their shame”; and from that time have been esteemed
dishonourable, and invariably “hid”. The inferior creatures have no such feeling as this, because they have never sinned:
but the parents of Cain in their transgression, having served themselves of the members they afterwards concealed, were
deeply affected both with shame and fear; and their posterity have ever since more or less partaken of it after the same
form.
Having transgressed the divine law, and “solaced themselves with loves”, “the eyes of them both were opened” as the
consequence; and when opened, “they knew that they were naked” which they did not comprehend before. “By the law
is the knowledge of sin”, and “sin is the transgression of the law”; so, having transgressed the law, “they knew they were
naked” without lawful use of one another in His own time. They were quite chagrined at the discovery they had made;
and sought to mitigate it by a contrivance of their own: so “they sewed fig-leaves together, and made themselves aprons”.
Although thus corporeally defended from mutual observation, the nakedness of their minds was still exposed. They heard
the voice of the Elohim, which had now become terrible; and they hid themselves from His presence amongst the trees.
They had not yet learned, however, that the Lord was not only a God at hand, but a God also afar off; and that none can
hide in secret places and He not see them; for He fills both the heaven and the earth. Their concealment was ineffectual
against the voice of the Lord, who called out to him, “Where art thou Adam,?” And he answered, “I heard thy voice in the
garden, and I was afraid, because I was naked; and I hid myself.” Adam’s heart had condemned him, therefore he lost
confidence before God.
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John Thomas, The Carnal Mind, Elpis Israel, 1866, p. 89-91
“The carnal mind is an expression used by Paul; or rather, it is the translation of words used by him, in his epistle to the
Romans. It is not so explicit as the original. The words he wrote are the mind of the flesh, the thinking of the flesh. In this
phrase, he intimates to us, that the flesh is the thinking substance, that is, the brain; which, in another place, he terms
‘the fleshly tablet of the heart’. The kind of thinking, therefore, depends upon the conformation of this organ. Hence, the
more elaborate and perfect its mechanism, the more precise and comprehensive the thought; and vice versa. It is upon
this principle such a diversity of mental manifestation is observable among men and other animals; but after all, how
diverse so ever they may be, they are all referable to one and the same thing – the thinking of the flesh, whose
elaborations are excited by the propensities, and the sensible phenomena of the world.”
Now, the law of God is given, that the thinking of the flesh, instead of being excited by the propensities within and the
world without, may be conducted according to its direction. So long as Adam and Eve yielded to its guidance, they were
happy and contented. Their thoughts were the result of right thinking, and obedience was the consequence. But when
they adopted the Serpent’s reasonings as their own, these being at variance with the truth, caused an “enmity” against
it in their thinkings, which is equivalent to “enmity against God”. When their sin was perfected, the propensities, or lusts,
having been inflamed, became “a law in their members”; and because it was implanted in their flesh by transgression, it
is styled, “the law of sin”; and death being the wages of sin, it is also termed, “the law of sin and death”; but by philosophy,
“the law of nature”.
The thinking of the flesh, uninfluenced by the ameliorating agency of divine truth, is so degenerating in its effects, that it
reduces man to savagery. There is nothing elevating or ennobling in fleshly thoughts; on the contrary, they tend to
physical deterioration and death; for “to be carnally minded is death; but to be spiritually minded is life and peace”. If
ferocious creatures become tame, or civilized, it is the result of what may be termed spiritual influences; which, operating
from without the animal, call into exercise its highest powers, by which the more turbulent are subdued, or kept in check.
It is unheard of that wild beasts, or savage men, ever tamed or civilized themselves; on the contrary, the law in the
members when uncontrolled in its mental operations is so vicious in its influence as to endanger the continuance of the
race. If, therefore, God had abandoned Adam and his posterity to the sole guidance of the newly-developed propensities,
the earth would long ere this have been peopled by a population not a whit above the aborigines of Australia, or the
savage tribes of Africa. Notwithstanding the antagonism established between His law and the flesh, by which a
wholesome conflict has been maintained in the world, a vast proportion of its people are “blind of heart” and “past
feeling”, in consequence of their intellect and sentiments having fallen into moral desuetude; or of being exercised upon
the reasonings of the flesh, as were Eve’s upon the speculations of the Serpent.
The unilluminated thinking of the flesh gives birth to the “works of the flesh; which are, adultery, fornication, uncleanness,
lasciviousness, idolatry, witchcraft, hatred, variance, emulations, wrath, strife, dissensions, sects, envyings, murders,
drunkenness, revellings and such like”. Unchecked by the truth and judgments of God, the world would have been
composed solely of such characters. Indeed, notwithstanding all His interference to save it from the ruinous
consequences of its vicious enmity against His law, it seems to have attained a state of immorality in the apostolic age
well nigh to reprobation. “They were”, says the apostle, “without excuse: because that when they knew God, they
glorified him not as God, neither were thankful; but became vain in their imaginations, and their foolish heart was
darkened. Professing themselves to be wise (or philosophers) they became fools, and changed the glory of the
Incorruptible God into an image made like to corruptible men, and to birds, and four-footed beasts, and creeping things.
Wherefore God also gave them up to uncleanness through the lusts of their own hearts, to dishonour their own bodies
between themselves: who changed the truth of God into a lie, and worshipped and served the creature more than the
Creator, who is blessed for ever. For this cause, God gave them up unto vile affections: working that which is unseemly,
and receiving in themselves that recompense of their error which was meet. And even as they did not like to retain God
in their knowledge, God gave them over to a reprobate mind to do those things which are not convenient; being filled
with all unrighteousness, fornication, wickedness, covetousness, maliciousness; full of envy, murder, debate, deceit,
malignity, whisperers, backbiters, haters of God, despiteful, proud, boasters, inventors of evil things, disobedient to
parents, without understanding, covenant breakers, without natural affection, implacable, unmerciful.”(Rom 1:20-31)
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, p. 91
Such is the carnal mind, or thinking of the flesh, as illustrated by the works of the flesh: a hideous deformity, whose
conception is referable to the infidelity and disobedience of our first parents: by whom ‘sin entered into the world, and
death by sin’. It is the serpent mind; because it was through his untruthful reasonings believed, that a like mode of
thinking to his was generated in the heart of Eve and her husband. The seed sown there by the serpent was corruptible
seed. Hence the carnal mind, or thinking of the flesh, unenlightened by the truth, is the serpent in the flesh. It was for
this reason that Jesus styled his enemies ‘serpents, and a generation of vipers’. Their actions all emanated from the
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serpent-thinking of the flesh, which displayed “a wisdom not from above”, which was at once “earthly, sensual, and
devilish”; as opposed to that which “is from above”, and which is “first pure, then peaceful, gentle, and easy to be
entreated, full of mercy and good fruits, without partiality, and without hypocrisy”.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 93-95 “The Carnal Mind”
As I have remarked before, sin is personified by Paul as “preeminently a sinner”; and by another apostle, as “the Wicked
One”. In this text, he says, “Cain was of that Wicked One, and slew his brother”. There is precision in this language which
is not to be disregarded in the interpretation. Cain was of the Wicked One; that is, he was a son of sin—of the serpentsin, or original transgression. The Mosaic narrative of facts is interrupted at the end of the sixth verse of the third chapter.
The fact passed over there, though implied in the seventh verse, is plainly stated in the first verse of the fourth chapter.
These texts conjoined read thus: “And Eve gave unto her husband, and he did eat with her. And Adam knew Eve his wife;
and she conceived. And the eyes of them were both opened, and they knew that they were naked”. Now, here was a
conception in sin, the originator of which was the Serpent. When, therefore, in the “set time” afterwards, “Eve bare Cain”,
though procreated by Adam, he was of the Serpent, seeing that he suggested the transgression which ended in the
conception of Cain. In this way, sin in the flesh being put for the Serpent, Cain was of that Wicked One, the pre-eminent
sinner, and the first-born of the Serpent’s seed.
Now, they who do the works of the flesh are the children of the Wicked One, or of sin in the flesh; on the like principle
that those Jews only were the children of Abraham who did the works of Abraham. But they did not the deeds of
Abraham, but evil deeds. They were liars, hypocrites and murderers: therefore, said Jesus, “Ye are of your father the
devil, and the lusts of your father ye are willing to do. He was a murderer from the beginning, and stood not in the truth,
because there is no truth in him”. We have seen in what sense this is affirmed of the Serpent, the unaccountable and
irresponsible author of sin. Every son of Adam is “conceived in sin and shapen in iniquity”, and therefore “sinful flesh”;
on the principle that “what is born of the flesh is flesh.” If he obey the impulses of his flesh, he is like Cain, “of the Wicked
One”; but if he believe the “exceeding great and precious promises of God”, obey the law of faith, and put to death
unlawful obedience to his propensities, he becomes a son of the living God, and a brother and a joint-heir of the Lord
Jesus Christ of the glory to be revealed in the last time.
… But serpent-sin, being a constituent of human nature, is treated of in the scripture in the aggregate, as well as in its
individual manifestations. The “lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life”, generated in our nature by
sin, and displayed in all the children of sin, taken in the aggregate constitute “the world”, which stands opposed to God.
Serpent-sin in the flesh is the god of the world, who possesses the glory of it. Hence, to overcome the world is to overcome
the Wicked One; because sin finds its expression in the things of the world. These things are the civil and ecclesiastical
polities, and social institutions of the nations, which are based upon “the wisdom that descendeth not from above”—the
serpent wisdom of the flesh. If this be admitted, it is easy to appreciate the full force of the saying, “The friendship of the
world is enmity against God. Whosoever therefore will be a friend of the world is the enemy of God”. Let no more, then,
who would have God’s favour, seek the honour and glory of the world in Church or State; for promotion in either of them
can only be attained by sacrificing the principles of God’s truth upon the altar of popular favour, or of princely patronage.
Let no man envy men in place and power. It is their misfortune, and will be their ruin; and though many of them profess
to be very pious, and to have great zeal for religion; yea, zeal as flaming as the scribes and Pharisees of old; they are in
friendship with the world, which in return heaps upon them its riches, and honour, and therefore they are the enemies
of God. It is unnecessary to indicate them in detail. If the reader understand the scripture, he can easily discern them.
Wherever the gospel of the kingdom is supplanted by sectarian theology, there is a stronghold of “the carnal mind, which
is enmity against God; for it is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be”. This is a rule to which there is no
exception; and the grand secret of that formality, coldness, and spiritual death, which are said to paralyse “the churches”.
They are rich in all things, but the truth; and of that there is a worse than Egyptian scarcity.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 95-99 “The Prince Of This World”
Sin made flesh, whose character is revealed in the works of the flesh, is the Wicked One of the world. He is styled by Jesus
ὁ ἄρχων του̂ χόρμου τούτου the Prince of this world. Kosmos, dered world in this phrase, signifies, that order of things
constituted upon the basis of sin in the flesh, and styled the kingdom of Satan (Matt. 12:26), as opposed to the kingdom
of God: which is to be established upon the foundation of “the word made flesh” obedient unto death. Incarnated sin,
and incarnated obedience, are the bases of the two hostile kingdoms, of God and of the adversary. The world is Satan’s
kingdom; therefore it is, that “the saints”, or people of God, both Israelites outwardly (Rom. 2:28, 29; 9:6, 7), and
“Israelites indeed” (John 1:47), are a dispersed and persecuted community. Satan’s kingdom is the kingdom of sin. It is a
kingdom in which “sin reigns in the mortal body”, and thus has dominion over men.
It is quite fabulous to locate it in a region of ghosts and hobgoblins, remote from, or under the earth, where Pluto reigns
as “God of Hell”. This notion is a part of the wisdom of those fleshly thinkers, who, as the apostle says, “professing
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themselves to be wise, became fools”; a wisdom, too, which “God hath made foolishness” (1 Cor. 1:19, 20) by “the light
of the glorious gospel of Christ” (2 Cor. 4:3, 4, 6). The kingdom of sin is among the living upon the earth; and it is called
the kingdom of Satan, because “all the power of the enemy”, or adversary, of God and His people, is concentrated and
incarnated in it. It is a kingdom teeming with religion, or rather forms of superstition, all of which have sprung from the
thinking of sinful flesh. This is the reason why men hate, or neglect, or disparage, the Bible. If the leaders of the people
were to speak honestly they would confess that they did not understand it. Their systems of divinity are the untoward
thinkings of sinful flesh; and they know that they cannot interpret the Bible intelligibly according to their principles. At all
events they have not yet accomplished it. Hence, one class have forbidden their people the use of the scriptures at all,
and have placed it among prohibited books. Another class advocates them, not because it walks by the light of them, but
because they hate the tyranny of Rome. These, in their public exhibitions, substitute their sermonizings for “reasoning
out of the scriptures”, and “expounding out of the law of Moses and the Prophets” (Acts 28:23, 31). Thus they neglect
the Bible, or use it only as a book of maxims and mottoes for their sermons; which, for the most part, have as much to
do with the subject treated of in the text as with the science of gymnastics, or perpetual motion.
But the carnal policy does not end here. The neglect of the preachers might be supplied by the searching of the scriptures
by the people themselves. But this is discouraged by disparagements from the pulpit. The word is proclaimed to be “a
dead letter.”; the prophecies are said to be unintelligible; the Apocalypse incomprehensible, and utterly bewildering; that
it is necessary to go to college to study divinity before it can be judiciously explained; and so forth. The people for whom
I write, know this to be the truth. But what is the English of all this? It is that the pulpit orators and newspaper scribes are
consciously ignorant of “the sure word of prophecy”: so that, in order to maintain their ascendancy, they must repress
the enterprise of the people, lest they should become “wiser than their teachers”; and find that they could do infinitely
better without their services than with them, and thus their occupation would be gone.
As for a college education in divinity qualifying boys for “preaching the word”, the absurdity of the conceit is manifest in
the fact that the “college-bred divines” are all at variance among themselves upon its meaning. Call a convention of
priests and preachers of all religious sects and parties, and assign to them the work of publishing a scriptural and
unanimous reply to the simple question, What do the scriptures teach as the measure of faith, and rule of conduct, to him
who would inherit the Kingdom? Let it be such a reply as would stand the scrutiny of deep and earnest investigations—
and what does the reader expect would be the result? Would their knowldege of all the languages living and dead; of
Euclid’s Elements; of Liguori, Bellarmine, Luther, Calvin, and Arminius; of the mythologies of the Greeks and Romans; of
all the creeds, confessions, catechisms and articles of “Christendom”; of logic, ancient and modern; of the art of
sermonizing; and of all religious controversies extant:—would their acquaintance with such lore as this bring them to
unanimity; and cause them to manifest themselves as “workmen that need not to be ashamed, rightly dividing the word
of truth?” What can we reason upon this point, but from what we know? Experience, then, teaches us that their
performance of such a thing, so simple and easy in itself, would be utterly impracticable; for “the thinking of the flesh is
enmity against God”; and until they throw away their traditions, and study the Word, which is very different from
“studying divinity”, they will continue as they are, perhaps unconsciously, the perverters and enemies of the truth.
The kingdom of Satan is manifested under various phases. When the Word was embodied in sinful flesh, and dwelt among
the Jews, the Kosmos was constituted of the Roman world, which was then based upon the institutions of paganism.
After these were suppressed, the kingdom of the adversary assumed the Constantinian form, which was subsequently
changed in the west to the Papal and Protestant order of things; and in the east to the Mohammedan. These phases,
however, no more affect the nature of the kingdom than the changes of the moon alter her substance. The lord that
dominates over them all from the days of Jesus to the present time is SIN, the incarnate accuser and adversary of the law
of God, and therefore styled “the Devil and Satan”.
The words ὁ ἄρχων signify the prince, or one invested with power. All persons in authority are styled ἄρχοντες in the New
Testament, such as magistrates, and chiefs among the people. Hence, the archōn of the archōns would be the chief
magistrate of the kingdom. Now, sin in its sovereign manifestations among the nations executes its will and pleasure
through the civil and ecclesiastical authorities of a state. What, then, is decreed by emperors, kings, popes, and
subordinate rulers, are the mandates of “the Prince of the World”, who works in them all to gratify their own lusts,
oppress the people, and “make war against the saints”, with all the energy they possess. Taken collectively from the chief
magistrate to the lowest, they are styled ἀρχαί and ἐξουσίαι, principolities and powers; the χοσμοχράτορες του̂ σαότους
του̂ αἰω̂νος τούτον, the world-rulers of the darkness of this age; who are τὰ πνευματιχὰ τη̂ς πονηρίας ἐν τοι̂ς ἐπουρανίοις,
the spirituals of wickedness in the high places of the kingdoms. So the apostle writes of the rulers of the world in his day;
and from the conduct they now exhibit before the nations in all their kingdoms, it is clear that the style is as characteristic
of the rulers, and of these times, as it was in the first century of the Christian era. Iniquity has only changed its form and
mode of attack against the truth. The world’s rulers, temporal and spiritual, are as essentially hostile to the gospel of the
kingdom as ever. They could not embrace it and retain the friendship of the world. This is as impossible now as at the
beginning. But things are now quiet with respect to the gospel; not because the world is reconciled to it, but because
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there are scarcely any to be found who have intelligence of it, faith and courage enough earnestly to contend for it as it
was originally delivered to the saints (Jude 3).
In apostolic times, it was the privilege of the church to make known to the world-rulers “the manifold wisdom of
God”(Ephes. 3:10). This mission brought the disciples of Christ into contact with them, as is related in the Acts. When
they stood before these men of sin, in whom the thinking of sinful flesh worked strongly, the truth of God proclaimed to
them brought out the evil of the flesh in all its malignity. They imprisoned the disciples of Christ; threatened them with
death; tempted them with rewards; and when they could not shake their fidelity to the truth, tormented them with the
cruellest tortures they could invent. The apostle styles these the μεθοδείαι του̂ διαβόλου, the artifices, or wiles of the
accuser (Ephes. 6:11): against which he exhorts believers to stand firm, being panoplied with the whole armour of God.
The war being thus commenced by an attack upon the strongholds of power, the magistrates, urged on by the priests,
were not content to take vengeance against them when they came in their way; but they obtained imperial decrees to
hunt them out, and destroy them. This they did with destructive energy and effect. They calumniated the disciples,
charging them with the most licentious and impious practices; and employed spies and informers, who personated
brethren, to walk among them, and watch an opportunity of accusing them before the judge. These adversaries of the
Christian, being actuated by the same spirit of sinful flesh, the apostle terms ὁ ἀντίδιχος ὑμω̂ν διάβολος, your adversary
the accuser; and to express the ferocious spirit that impelled the enemy, he compared him to a roaring lion, walking
about, on the look out for prey. “Resist him”, says he; not by wrestling with flesh and blood in personal combat; but by
continuing “steadfast in the faith, knowing that the same sufferings are inflicted in the world upon your brethren” (1 Pet.
5:8, 9).
To walk being dead in trespasses and sins, is to live according to the course (αἰών) of this world. So says the apostle (Eph.
2:1, 2). The course of the world is according to the thinking of sinful flesh, in whatever way it may be manifested or
expressed. If a man embrace one of the religions of Satan’s kingdom, he is still “dead in trespasses and sins”, and walks
according to the course of the world. In brief, anything short of faith in the gospel of the kingdom, and obedience to the
law of faith, is walking according to the course of the world. To walk in sin is to walk in this course. Hence, the apostle
terms walking according to the course of the world, walking according to the Prince of the Power of the Air—ὁ ἄρχων τη̂ς
ἐξουσίας τουͅ ἀέρος: which he explains as “the Spirit now working in the children of disobedience”. The “power of the
air”, or aerial power, is the political power of the world, which is animated and pervaded by the spirit of disobedience,
which is sin in the flesh; and styled above, the Prince of the Power of the Air. This is that prince of whom Jesus spoke,
saying, “Now is the judgment (χρίσις) of this world; now shall the Prince of this World be cast out” (John 12:31), that is,
“judged” (John 16:11). The key to this is suggested in what follows: “And I, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all
unto me. This he said, signifying what death he should die.”
The judgment of the Prince of the World by God, was exhibited in the contest between Jesus and the civil and spiritual
power of Judea. “Its poison was like the poison of a serpent” (Psalm 58:4), when “the iniquity of his heels compassed him
about”. “The battle was against him” for a time. They bruised him in the heel (Gen. 3:15). “The enemy smote his life down
to the ground; and made him to dwell in darkness, as those that had been long dead” (Psalm 143:3). But here the serpentpower of sin ended. It had stung him to death by the strength of the law, which cursed every one that was hanged upon
a tree. Jesus being cursed upon this ground, God “condemned sin in the flesh” through him (Gal. 3:13; Rom. 8:3). Thus
was sin, the Prince of the World, condemned, and the world with him according to the existing course of it. But Jesus rose
again, leading captivity captive; and so giving to the world an earnest, that the time would come when death should be
abolished and sin, the power of death, destroyed. Sinful flesh was laid upon him, “that through death, he might destroy
him that had the power of death, that is, the devil”, or sin in the flesh (Heb. 2:14): for, “for this purpose the Son of God
was manifested, that he might destroy the works of the devil” (1 John 3:8).
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 99-100 “The Works Of The Devil”
It is clear to my mind that sin is the thing referred to by the apostle in the word devil. The sting of the Serpent is its power
of destruction. The “sting of death” is the power of death; and that, the apostle says, in one place, “is sin”; and in another,
“is the devil”. There are not two powers of death; but one only. Hence, the devil and sin, though different words, represent
the same thing. “Sin had the power of death”, and would have retained it, if the man, who was obedient unto death, had
not gained the victory over it. But, thanks be to God, the earth is not to be a charnel house for ever; for he that overcame
the world in his own person (John 16:33), is destined hereafter to “take away the sin of the world”, and to “make all
things new” (Rev. 21:5). Every curse will then cease, and death be swallowed up in victory; for death shall be no more
(Rev. 21:4).
The works of the devil, or evil one, are the works of sin. Individually, they are “the works of the flesh” exhibited in the
lives of sinners; collectively, they are on a larger scale, as displayed in the polities of the world. All the institutions of the
kingdom of the adversary are the works which have resulted from the thinking of sinful flesh; though happily for the
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saints of God, “the powers that be” are controlled by Him. They cannot do what they please. Though defiant of His truth,
and His hypocritical and malignant enemies, He serves Himself of them; and dashes them against one another when the
enormity of their crimes, reaching to heaven, demands His terrible rebuke.
Among the works of sin are the numerous diseases which transgression has brought upon the world. The Hebrews, the
idiom of whose language is derived from the Mosaic narrative of the origin of things, referred disease to sin under the
names of the devil and Satan. Hence, they inquired, “Who sinned, this man or his parents, that he was born blind?” A
woman “bowed together with a spirit of infirmity for eighteen years”, is said to have been “bound of Satan”, or the
adversary, for that time; and her restoration to health is termed “loosing her from the bond”(Luke 13:10–17). Paul also
writes in the same idiom to the disciples at Corinth, commanding them to deliver the incestuous brother “unto Satan for
the destruction of the flesh”; that is, inflict disease upon him, that he may be brought to repentance, “that the spirit may
be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus” (1 Cor. 5:5). Thus he was “judged and chastened of the Lord that he might not be
condemned with the world” (1 Cor. 11:32). This had the desired effect; for he was overwhelmed with sorrow. Wherefore,
he exhorts the spiritually gifted men of the body (James 5:14)to forgive and comfort, or restore him to health, “lest Satan
should get an advantage over them” by the offender being reduced to despair: “for”, says the apostle “we are not ignorant
of his devices”, or those of sin in the flesh (2 Cor. 2:6–11), which is very deceitful. Other of the Corinthians were offenders
in another way. They were very disorderly in the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, eating and drinking condemnation to
themselves. “For this cause”, says he—that is, because they sinned thus—“many are weak and sickly among you, and
many sleep”, or are dead. Many other cases might be adduced from scripture to show the connection between sin and
disease; but these are sufficient. If there were no moral evil in the world, there would be no physical evils. Sin and
punishment are as cause and effect in the divine economy. God does not willingly afflict, but is long-suffering and kind. If
men, however, will work sin, they must lay their account with “the wages of sin”, which is disease, famine, pestilence,
the sword, misery and death. But let the righteous rejoice that the enemy will not always triumph in the earth. The Son
of God was manifested to destroy him and all his works; which, by the power and blessing of the Father, he will assuredly
do.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, p. 108-110 – The Sentence Upon the Serpent
The offence being traced to Eve, the Lord Elohim said to her, “What is this that thou hast done?” But her ingenuousness
was no more conspicuous than Adam’s. She confessed that she had eaten, but excused herself on the ground of a
deception having been practised upon her by the serpent: “The serpent beguiled me”, said she, “and I did eat.”
There is no evidence that the Serpent either touched the tree, or ate of its fruit. Indeed, if he had he would have
committed no offence; for the law was not given to him, but to Adam and Eve only; and “where there is no law there is
no trangression”. Besides, Paul says Eve was the first in the transgression. The Lord God, therefore, did not interrogate
the Serpent as He had the others. He had, by his clumsy interpretation of what he had seen and heard, corrupted Eve’s
mind from the simplicity of faith, and obedience to the divine law; but he was incapable of showing upon what moral
grounds he had called in question its literality. He thought they would not surely die; because he thought they could as
well eat of the tree of life as of the tree of knowledge of good and evil. He thought nothing of the immorality of the Lord
God’s solemnly declaring a thing, and not performing it. Cognizance of the morality of thoughts and actions was beyond
the sphere of his mentality. With all his superior shrewdness, he was neither responsible, nor able to give an account.
All the evidence in the case being elicited, the Lord God proceeded to pass sentence upon the accused in the order of
their conviction. Being incriminated by Eve, and having, in effect, accused God of lying, the Lord began with him, and
said,“Because thou hast done this, 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; and 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.” This sentence was both literal
and allegorical, like the rest of the things exhibited in the Mosaic account; being “representations of the knowledge and
the truth”. For the information of the unlearned reader I remark, that to allegorize is to speak in such a way that
something else is intended than is contained in the words literally construed. The historical allegory has a double sense,
namely, the literal and the figurative; and the latter is as real, as the former is essential to its existence. Thus, the literal
serpent was allegorical of “sin in the flesh”; which is therefore figuratively styled the serpent, etc., as before explained.
The literal formation of Eve out of Adam’s side was allegorical of the formation of the church out of him, of whom Adam
was the figure; therefore, the church is the figurative Eve, and its temptation illustrated by that of the literal one. The
examples of this are almost infinite. That of Abraham, Sarah and Hagar as allegorized by Paul in the text below, is a
beautiful illustration of the relation between the literal and the figurative, as they are employed in the scriptures of truth.
The discernment of the due limit between them is acquired, not by rules, but by much and diligent study of the word.
The literal is the exact construction of the sentence as it reads, and is found in strict accordance with their natural habit,
and mutual antipathy between serpents and mankind. They go upon the belly, and lick the dust; and by the deadly quality
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of their venom, or “sting”, they are esteemed more hateful than any other creatures. In walking with a naked foot one
would be bitten in the heel, whose retaliation would be instinctively to bruise the reptile’s head. This is all perfectly
natural; but what does it suggest?
Much that might be said upon the allegorical meaning of this passage is already before the reader. I shall add, therefore,
by way of summary, the following particulars:—
1. The Serpent as the author of sin is allegorical of “sin in the flesh”; which is therefore called ὁ πονηρός “the
Wicked One”; and symbolized in its personal and political agency by “the Serpent”.
2. The putting of “enmity” between the Serpent and the woman is allegorical of the establishment of enmity
between sin, incorporate in the institutions of the world, or the serpent: and the obedience of faith, embodied
in the congregation of the Lord, which is the woman.
3. The “seed of the Serpent” is allegorical of those over whom sin reigns, as evinced in their obeying it in the lusts
thereof. They are styled “the servants of sin”; or, “the tares”.c
4. The “seed of the woman” is allegorical of “the children of the kingdom, ” or “the servants of righteousness”.b
They are also termed “the good seed”, who hear and understand the word of the kingdom, sown in their hearts
as “incorruptible seed”.b
5. The seed of the Serpent, and the seed of the woman, are phrases to be taken in the singular and plural
numbers. Plurally, in the sense of the fourth particular. and singularly, of two separate hostile personages.
6. The serpent-bruiser of the heel is the sixth, or Imperial, head of the Dragon, to be crushed at the period of its
binding, in the person of the last of the Autocrats.
7. The head-bruiser of the dragon, the old serpent, surnamed the Devil and Satan, is emphatically the Seed of
the woman, but not of the man.
The allegorical reading of the text founded upon these particulars is as follows: “I will put the enmity of that mode of
thinking thou hast elicited in Eve and her husband against My law, between the powers that shall be hereafter, in
consequence of what thou hast done, and the faithful and unblemished corporation I shall constitute: and I will put this
enmity of the spirit against the flesh, and of the flesh against the spirit, between all who obey the lusts of the flesh which
thou hast excited, and those of My institution who shall serve me: their Chief shall bear away the world’s sin which thou
hast originated, and shall destroy all the works that have grown out of it: and the sin-power shall wound him to death;
but he shall recover it, and accomplish the work I now pre-ordain him to do.”
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 111-112 “The Peace and Safety Cry”
Such persons may be very benevolent, or very covetous; but they are certainly not very wise. Their outcry about “peace”
evinces their ignorance of the nature of “sinful flesh”, and of the testimony of God; or, if cognizant of them, their infidelity,
and shallowness of mind. Before peace can be established in the world, “the enmity” which God has put between good
and evil, in word and deed, must be abolished. Peace is to be deprecated as a calamity by the faithful, so long as the
Roman Jezebel and her paramours are found among the living. “What peace, so long as her whoredoms and witchcrafts
are so many?” Will they destroy the divisions among powers and people, which God’s truth is ever calculated to make
where it is received in whole or part? Arbitration indeed! And who are to be the arbitrators? The popes, cardinals, priests,
emperors, and kings of the nations? Can justice, integrity, and good faith, proceed from such reprobates? Do the Quakers,
and financial, or acquisitive, reformers imagine that a righteous arbitration could emanate from them upon any question
in which the interests of nations as opposed to theirs were concerned? Really, the conceit of pious infidelity is egregiously
presumptuous. If this peace mama be a specimen of “the light within”, alas! how great is the darkness of that place which
professes to be enlightened by it.
But the most absurd thing imaginable is that the arbitrationists profess to advocate peace upon scriptural grounds!
Because one of the titles of the Lord is “the Prince of Peace”, they argue that war is displeasing to God. and that Jesus
came to establish peace as the result of preaching. But war is not displeasing to God any more than a rod is displeasing
to him that uses it for correction. God instituted war when he put enmity between the serpent and the woman. It is a
divine institution for the punishment of the transgressors of His law; and a most beneficent one too: for all the little
liberty the world enjoys is attributable to the controversy of the tongue, the pen, and the sword.
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John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 123-126 “The Foundation of The World”
These three sentences; and the New Law, constitute the foundation of the world. This is a phrase which occurs in various
passages of the Bible. It occupies a prominent place in the following text: “Then shall the King say unto them on his right
hand, Come, ye blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world” (Matt.
25:34). The words in the Greek are ἀπὸ χαταβολη̂ς χόσμου, which, more literally rendered, signify, from laying the world’s
foundation. The globe is the platform; the world that which is constituted, or built, upon it; and the Builder is God; for
“he that built all things is God” (Heb. 3:4). Now, the world was not built out of nothing. The materials had been prepared
by the work of the six days; and by the moral phenomena of the fall. At this crisis, there appeared a natural system of
things, with two transgressors, in whom sin had enthroned itself; and who were endued with the power of multiplying
such as themselves to an unlimited extent. This population, then, was either to act for itself under the uncontrolled
dominion of sin; or, things must be so constituted as to bring it into order and subjection to the sovereignty of God. The
result of the former alternative would have been to barbarize mankind, and to fill the earth with violence. This is
demonstrated by what actually occurred before the flood when the divine constitution of things was corrupted and
abolished by the world. Man when left to himself never improves. God made man upright; but look at the wretched
specimens of humanity which are presented in those regions where God has left them to their natural tendency, under
the impulse of their uncontrolled propensities. Man thus abandoned of God, degenerates into an ignorant savage,
ferocious as the beasts of prey.
If the Lord God had renounced all interest in the earth, this would have been the consummation of His work. Man by his
vices would have destroyed his own race. But, though transgression upon transgression marked his career, “God so loved
the world” (John 3:16), that He determined that it should not perish, but should be rescued from evil in spite of itself.
This He purposed to do in such a way as to make man reflect the divine nature in his character: and to display his own
wisdom, glory, and power in the earth. But chance could not bring this to pass. Human life, therefore, was not to be a
mere chapter of accidents; but the result of a well-digested and unvarying plan. Things, then, were to be arranged
according to this purpose; so that in their original constitution should be contained the rudiments of a “glorious
manifestation”; which, as a grain of mustard seed, should so unfold themselves under the fostering hand of God as to
become “a tree, which is the greatest among herbs” (Matt. 13:31,32), in whose branches the family of man might be
refreshed.
In the acorn, it is said, can be traced by aid of the microscope the branches of the future oak. So in “the Rudiments of the
World” are traceable the things of the future Kingdom of God. These rudiments, or elements, are exhibited in the
sentences upon the serpent, the woman, and the man; and in that institution styled, “The Way of the Tree of Life”. Out
of these things was afterwards to arise the Kingdom of God; so that in constituting them, a foundation was laid upon
which “the world to come” should be built; even that world of which Abraham was constituted the heir (Rom. 4:13); and
which, when finished at the end of six days of a thousand years each, will manifest the woman’s Seed triumphant over
the Serpent-power; resting from his work in the Sabbatism which remains for the people of God. (Heb. 4:3, 8, 9, 11)
The things laid, or fixed, in the rudimental constitution of the world, may be summarily stated in the following
particulars:—
1. Sin in the flesh, the enemy of God, contending for the dominion of the world.
2. Mankind in a state of nature, subject to the propensities; and to pain, trouble and death.
3. Labour and toil the condition of existence in the present state.
4. The subjection of woman to the lordship of man.
To these things was established a divine antagonism, by which they might be controlled; and a system of things elaborated
in conformity with the purpose of God. This part of the foundation may be stated as:
1. The law and truth of God as expressed in “His Way”, demanding unreserved submission to its authority.
2. Mankind under the influence of this truth assuredly believed, contending for it.
3. Divine power exhibited in the punishment of men, and in the performance of His promises.
The action and re-action of these agencies upon one another was to produce:
1. An enmity and war in the earth between the Sin-power and the Institution opposed to it.
2. A bloody persecution of the adherents of the truth.
3. The destruction of the Sin-power by a personage to be manifested for the purpose; and
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4. The consequent victory of divine truth, and establishment of the Kingdom of God.
That the crisis of the fall was the period of laying the foundation of the world, in its civil, social, and spiritual relations,
appears from the use of the phrase in the apostolic writings. The Lord Jesus, speaking of what was about to come upon
the generation then living in Judea, said, “The blood of all the prophets shed from the foundation of the world shall be
required of this generation”; and to show to what period of the world he referred, he added by way of explanation, “from
the blood of Abel” (Luke 11:50-51), the prophet of his day. The phrase is also applied by the apostle to the work of the
six days (Heb. 4:3-4); that is, as the bash, or substratum, in or upon which the social and political system was constituted.
There is further proof of the judgment of the transgressors being the institutional foundation of the world, in the words,
“all that dwell upon the earth shall do homage to him”, the ten-horned papal Beast, “whose names are not written in the
Book of Life of the Lamb slain from the laying of the world’s foundations”(Rev. 13:8). By this is signified that, when the
Lord God appointed coats of skins to cover the man’s and woman’s shame, lambs were slain, which they were taught to
understand were representative of the Seed, who should be slain for the sins of all the faithful; and with whose
righteousness they should be clothed, after the type of their covering by the skins of their sacrifices. Thus, from the
institution of sacrifice in Paradise till the death of Jesus on the cross, he was typically slain; and the accepted worshippers,
being full of faith in the divine promise, like Abel and Enoch, understood to what the slaughtered lambs referred. Their
names were consequently written in the remembrance of God (Mal. 3:16; Rev. 17:8; 20:12; 21:27), as inheritors of the
kingdom; whose foundation was commenced in Paradise, and has been preparing ever since, that when finished it may
be manifested “in Eden the garden of the Lord”.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 126-130 “The Constitution of Sin”
THE introduction of sin into the world necessitated the constitution of things as they were laid in the beginning. If there
had been no sin there would have been no “enmity” between God and man; and consequently no antagonism by which
to educe good out of evil. Sin and evil are as cause and effect. God is the author of evil, but not of sin; for the evil is the
punishment of sin. “I form the light, and create darkness: I make peace, and create evil: I the Lord do all these things” (Isa.
45:7). “Shall there be evil in a city, and the Lord hath not done it?” (Amos 3:6). The evil then to which man is subjected is
the Lord’s doing. War, famine, pestilence, flood, earthquake, disease, and death, are the terrible evils which God inflicts
upon mankind for their transgressions. Nations cannot go to war when they please, any more than they can shake the
earth at their will and pleasure; neither can they preserve peace, when He proclaims war. Evil is the artillery with which
He combats the enemies of His law, and of His saints; consequently, there will be neither peace nor blessedness for the
nations, until sin is put down, His people avenged, and truth and righteousness be established in the earth.
This is the constituted order of things. It is the constitution of the world; and as the world is sin’s dominion, or the kingdom
of the adversary, it is the constitution of the kingdom of sin.
“Sin”: Twofold Sense of the Term: “The word sin is used in two principal acceptations in the scripture. It signifies

in the first place, “the transgression of law”; and in the next, it represents that physical principle of the animal nature,
which is the cause of all its diseases, death, and resolution into dust. It is that in the flesh “which has the power of death;”
and it is called sin, because the development, or fixation, of this evil in the flesh, was the result of transgression.
Inasmuch as this evil principle pervades every part of the flesh, the animal nature is styled “sinful flesh,” that is, flesh full
of sin; so that sin, in the sacred style, came to stand for the substance called man. In human flesh “dwells no good thing”
(Rom. 7:18, 17); and all the evil a man does is the result of this principle dwelling in him (Rom. 7:18,17). The propensities
are blind, and so are the intellect and sentiments in a purely natural state; when, therefore, the latter operate under the
sole impulse of the propensities, “the understanding is darkened through ignorance, because of the blindness of the
heart” (Eph. 4:18).”
How Jesus was “Made to Be Sin On Our Behalf”: Sin, I say, is a synonym for human nature. Hence the flesh is

invariably regarded as unclean. It is therefore written, ‘How can he be clean who is born of woman?’ (Job 25:4). ‘Who can
bring a clean thing out of an unclean? Not one’ (Job 14:4). ‘What is man that he should be clean? And which is born of a
woman that he should be righteous? Behold, God putteth no trust in His saints; yea, the heavens are not clean in His
sight. How much more abominable and filthy is man, who drinketh iniquity like water?’ (Job 15:14–16). This view of sin
in the flesh is enlightening in the things concerning Jesus. The apostle says, ‘God made him sin for us, who knew no sin’
(2 Cor. 5:21); and this he explains in another place by saying that, ‘He sent His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and
for sin, condemned sin in the flesh (Rom. 8:3) in the offering of this body once (Heb.10:10,12,14). Sin could not have been
condemned in the body of Jesus, if it had not existed there. His body was as unclean as the bodies of those he died for;
for he was born of a woman, and ‘not one’ can bring a clean body out of a defiled body; for ‘that’ says Jesus himself,
‘which is born of the flesh is flesh.’ (John 3:6)
According to this physical law, the seed of the woman was born into the world. The nature of Mary was as unclean as
that of other women; and therefore could give birth only to ‘a body’ like her own, though especially ‘prepared of God’.
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Had Mary’s nature been immaculate, as her idolatrous worshippers contend, an immaculate body would have been born
of her; which, therefore, would not have answered the purpose of God, which was to condemn sin in the flesh; a thing
that could not have been accomplished, if there were no sin there.”
Speaking of the conception and preparation of the Seed, the prophet as a typical person, says, “Behold, I was shapen in
iniquity; and in sin did my mother conceive me” (Psalm 51:5.) This is nothing more than affirming, that he was born of
sinful flesh; and not of the pure and incorruptible angelic nature.
Sinful flesh being the hereditary nature of the Lord Jesus, he was a fit and proper sacrifice for sin; especially as he was
himself ‘innocent of the great transgression’, having been obedient in all things. Appearing in the nature of the seed of
Abraham, he was subject to all the emotions by which we are troubled; so that he was enabled to sympathise with our
infirmities, being ‘made in all things like unto his brethren’. But, when he was “born of the spirit” in the quickening of his
mortal body by the spirit (Rom. 8:11), he became a spirit; for “that which is born of the spirit is spirit.” Hence, he is “the
Lord the Spirit,” incorruptible flesh and bones.
Original Sin: Sin in the flesh is hereditary; and entailed upon mankind as the consequence of Adam’s violation of

Eden’s law. The “original sin” was such as I have shown in previous pages. Adam and Eve committed it; and their posterity
are suffering the consequences of it. The tribe of Levi paid tithes to Melchisedec many years before Levi was born. The
apostle says “Levi, who receiveth tithes, paid tithes in Abraham.” Upon the same federal principle, all mankind ate of the
forbidden fruit, being in the loins of Adam when he transgressed. This is the only way men can by any possibility be guilty
of the original sin. Because they sinned in Adam, therefore they return to the dust from which Adam came…. There is
much foolishness spoken and written about “original sin”.. Infants are made the subject of a religious ceremony to
regenerate them because of original sin; on account of which, according to Geneva philosophy, they are liable to the
flames of hell forever!. If original sin, which is in fact sin in the flesh, were neutralized, then all “baptismally regenerated”
babes ought to live forever, as Adam would have done had he eaten of the Tree of Life after he sinned. But they die;
which is proof that the “regeneration” does not “cure their souls”; and is, therefore, mere theological quackery.
The Two States Or Kingdoms: “Mankind being born of the flesh, and of the will of man, are born into the world

under the constitution of sin. That is, they are the natural born citizens of Satan’s kingdom. By their fleshly birth, they are
entitled to all that sin can impart to them …”

“There are two states, or kingdoms, in God’s arrangements, which are distinguished by constitution. These are the
kingdom of Satan and the Kingdom of God. The citizens of the former are all sinners; the heirs of the latter are saints.
Men cannot be born heirs by the will of the flesh; for natural birth confers no right to God’s Kingdom. Men must be born
sinners before they can become saints; even as one must be born a foreigner before he can be an adopted citizen of the
States. It is absurd to say that children are born holy, except in the sense of their being legitimate. None are born holy,
but such as are born of the Spirit into the Kingdom of God.
Children are born sinners or unclean, because they are born of sinful flesh; and “that which is born of the flesh is flesh,”
or sin. This is a misfortune, not a crime. They did not will to be born sinners. They have no choice in the case; for it is
written, The creature was made subject to the evil, not willingly, but by reason of him who subjected it in hope” (Rom.
8:20). Hence, the apostle says, “By Adam’s disobedience the many were made sinners” (Rom. 5:19); that is, they were
endowed with a nature like his, which had become unclean, as the result of disobedience; and by the constitution of the
economy into which they were introduced by the will of the flesh, they were constituted transgressors before they were
able to discern between right and wrong.
The Fate of “Infants and Sucklings”: Upon this principle, he that is born of sinful flesh is a sinner; as he that is

born of English parents is an English child. Such a sinner is an heir of all that is derivable from sin. Hence, new-born babes
suffer all the evil of the peculiar department of Satan, or sin’s, kingdom to which they belong. Thus, in the case of the
Amalekites, when the divine vengeance fell upon them, the decree was: “Utterly destroy all that they have, and spare
them not; but slay both man and woman, infant and suckling, ox and sheep, camel and ass” (1 Sam. 15:3). The destruction
of “infants and sucklings” is especially commanded in divers parts of scripture. Not because they were responsible
transgressors; but, on the same principle that men not only destroy all adult serpents that come in their way, but their
thread-like progeny also; for in these is the germ of venomous and malignant reptiles ....
But men are not only made, or constituted, sinners by the
disobedience of Adam, but they become sinners even as he, by actual transgression. Having attained the maturity of their
nature, they become accountable and responsible creatures. At this crisis, they may be placed by the divine arranging in
a relation to His word. It becomes to them a Tree of Life (Prov. 3:18), inviting them to “take, and eat and live for ever.” If,
however, they prefer to eat of the world’s forbidden fruit, they come under the sentence of death in their own behalf.
How Men Are Sinners in a Twofold Sense:
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They are thus doubly condemned. They are “condemned already” to the dust as natural born sinners; and, secondarily,
condemned to a resurrection to judgment for rejecting the gospel of the kingdom of God: by which they become
obnoxious to “the Second Death” (Rev. 20:14).
Thus men are sinners in a twofold sense; first, by natural birth; and next, by transgression. In the former sense, it is
manifest they could not help themselves. They will not be condemned to the Second Death because they were born
sinners; nor to any other pains and penalties than those which are the common lot of humanity in the present life. They
are simply under that provision of the constitution of sin, which says, “Dust thou art, and unto dust thou shalt return.”
Now if the Lord God had made no other arrangement, than that expressed in the sentence upon the woman and the man,
they and all their posterity in all their generations would have incessantly gone to dust, and there have remained for ever.
“The wages of sin is death.” Sinful flesh confers no good thing upon its offspring; for holiness, righteousness,
incorruptibility, and life for ever are not hereditary. None of these are inherent in animal flesh. Sinners can only acquire
them by a conformity to the law of God, who offers them freely to all who thirst after the water of life eternal (Rev. 22:17;
Isa. 55:1–3).
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, p. 137 “The Two Principles”
“With the mind I myself serve the Law of God; but with the flesh the Law of Sin.” (Rom. 7:25)
Although a sinner may have been “delivered from the power of darkness”, or ignorance, and have been “translated into”
the hope of “the Kingdom of God and of his Christ”,c by faith in the divine testimony and baptism into Christ—yet, if he
turn his thoughts back into his own heart, and note the impulses which work there, he will perceive a something that, if
he were to yield to it, would impel him to the violation of the divine law. These impulses are styled “the motions of sins”.
Before he was enlightened, they “worked in his members”, until they were manifested in evil action, or sin; which is
termed, “bringing forth fruit unto death”. The remote cause of these “motions” is that physical principle, or quality, of
the flesh, styled indwelling sin, which returns the mortal body to the dust; and that which excites the latent disposition
is the law of God forbidding to do thus and so; for, “I had not known sin, but by the law”.
Now, while a righteous man feels this law involuntarily at work in his members, the law of sin, or of nature within him;
he also perceives there a something which condemns “the motions of sins”, and suppresses them; so that they shall not
impel him to do what he ought not to do. The best of men—and I quote Paul as an illustration of the class—are conscious
of the co-existence of these hostile principles within them. “I find”, says he, “a law that, when I would do good, evil is
present with me” Yes; the principle of evil and the principle of good are the two laws which abide in the saints of God so
long as they continue subject to mortality.
John Thomas, Elpis Israel, 1866, pp. 155-167 – “The Way of the Tree of Life”
“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 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 ζωη̂ς; 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 practised by those who desired to live for ever. 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
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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 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. 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 connexion
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. 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.
… 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,
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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 for ever; 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.
As it is highly important that the reader should have a distinct understanding of the religion of God, if he would profit by
it, it may not be amiss, in order to facilitate its comprehension, to present the following
SUMMARY OF PRINCIPLES.
1. Religion is that system of means by which the breach made by sin between God and man is repaired; and the wound
inflicted upon the latter is healed.
2. Man’s defilement was first a matter of conscience; and then corporeal. For this cause, his purification is first a
cleansing of his understanding, sentiments, and affections; and afterwards, the perfecting of his body by
spiritualizing it at the resurrection.
3. An evil conscience is made manifest by the truth, and is evinced by shame and by “doubts and fears”.
4. A good conscience is characterized by a full assurance of faith and hope, founded upon an understanding of the
gospel of the kingdom in the name of Jesus, and an obedience to it. The obedience of faith gives the subject “the
answer of a good conscience”.
5. A seared conscience has no compunctions. It is that condition of thinking flesh which results from the absence of all
divine knowledge, and habitual sin. It is incurable.
6. Religion is a system of faith and practice.
7. The faith of religion embraces what God has done, what He promises to do, and what He teaches in His word; all of
which is presented for the elaboration of a godlike disposition, termed “the Divine Nature” in the believer.
8. To be of any value, religion must be entirely of divine appointment.
9. The obedience of religion is a conformity to “the law of faith”, resulting from the belief of “the things concerning
the Kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ”. It is termed “the obedience of faith”; for believers only can yield
it.
10. The repentance of religion is the thinking contrary to the flesh, and in harmony with the testimony of God;
accompanied with an Abrahamic disposition as the consequence of believing it.
11. The morality of religion is the taking care of the widows and orphans of Christ’s flock, and “keeping one’s self
unspotted from the world”. Collectively, it is the “fruits meet for repentance”.
12. Religion hath its “elements, ” which are styled “weak and beggarly”. These are “days, and years, and months, and
times”; “meat and drink”; sacrifices, ablutions, ordinances of divine service, holy places, veils, altars, censers,
cherubim, mercy-seats, holy days, sabbaths, etc., “which were a shadow of things to come; but the substance is of
Christ”.
13. The elementary doctrinal principles of religion are few and simple; and no other reason can be given for them than
that God wills them. They may be thus stated:—
a. No sinner can by any means redeem his brother, nor give to God a ransom for him, that he should still live for
ever, and not see corruption.
b. Sin cannot be covered, or remitted, without the shedding of blood.
c. The blood of animals cannot take away sin.
d. Sin must be condemned in sinful flesh innocent of transgression.
e. Sins must be covered by a garment derived from the purification-sacrifice made living by a resurrection.
14. To be naked is to be in an unpardoned state.
15. The proximate principles of religion are “repentance from dead works, faith towards God, doctrine of baptisms, and
of the laying on of hands, and of resurrection of the dead, and of eternal judgment”.
John Thomas – Eureka, vol. 1, 1861, pp. 19-20 “Who are the Servants of God”
“The Apocalypse of Jesus Christ” is then for the servants of God:—for those who believe the Gospel of the Kingdom it
exhibits; and have been “washed from their sins in his blood,” in being baptized into his name. “Know ye not,” says Paul,
“that to whom ye yield yourselves servants to obey, his servants ye are to whom ye obey; whether of SIN unto death, or
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of OBEDIENCE unto righteousness?” Here are two masters; the first, the Lord of the world, the last, the ruling principle of
Jehovah’s people. “Sin is the transgression of law;” and because this is the natural tendency of our nature, “sin” is
sometimes used for “the flesh.” He, therefore, that serves his own lusts, “the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eye, and the
pride of life,” which not only constitute the man, but the world, or aggregate of such, is Sin’s servant or slave. Such a man,
be he “priest,” “clergyman,” “minister,” or “layman,” serves sin unto death. Being of the world he speaks of the world,
and the world hears him—1 John 4:5. He is essentially a man-pleaser, who holds men’s persons in admiration for the sake
of advantage; and therefore cannot be the servant of Christ—Gal. 1:10; Jude 16. The thinking that characterizes such is
termed “the thinking of the flesh.” What they think and give expression to is palatable to those who do not know the
Scriptures, which is a great cause of error in the world. Their thoughts and reasonings are at issue with the thoughts and
ways of God; and therefore, the thinking of the flesh is said to be at enmity with God, not subject to his law, neither
indeed can be—Rom. 8:7. When a clergyman or layman thinks on God and his purposes; on what would be pleasing to
him; on his own destiny or that of nations and the earth; and judges of these, not according to what is written in the Bible,
but according to what appears to him to be “the fitness of things,” and according to the institutes of theological schools
and seminaries; such thinking and judgment is the thinking of Sin, and inevitably at variance with the mind of Christ. Sin
reigns in his thoughts, in his flesh, and in his ways. He is Sin’s servant, and though a slave, being free from righteousness,
he serves him with delight.
John Thomas – Eureka, vol. 1, 1861, pp. 31-32 The New Testament Use of the Word Apocalypse
After so plain a declaration as the foregoing, is it possible to admit that the Religious World and its rulers are of God; and
worship him in spirit and in truth? That the Spirit of the Truth is formative of their systems? Or that its worshippers are
his sons? Nay, verily, its formative spirit is that of Antichrist, which is discerned in their “love of the world, and of the
things which are in the world;” a love, which is earnestly deprecated by the apostles of Christ. “If any man love the world,
the love of the Father is not in him;” but are not the people’s spiritual guides devoted to the world? Are they not the
world’s hired servants? Are they not them whom the world delights to honor? Are not their flocks perfect incarnations
of “all that is in the world, the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life?” All of which the apostle
testifies “is not of the Father, but is of the world”—1 Jno. 2:15, 16. The affirmative to these inquiries is alone admissible;
and the apostolic principles clearly determine that the ecclesiastical system, in its totality of names, denominations,
churches, reverend orders, institutions, and worshippers, is of the Devil, and not of God. We therefore verily believe, that
when the reality of things is vindicated in the apocalypse of the Sons of God; when his glory shall be apocalypsed in them;
and when the Captain of their salvation as “a Light for an apocalypse of nations,” shall appear—we believe that when this
shall come to pass, He will say to the flocks and shepherds of the religious world, as he said to the same class in Judea,
“Ye are of your father the Devil, and the lusts of your father ye will to do. He was a manslayer from the beginning, and
stood not in the truth, because truth is not in him. When he speaks a lie, he speaks of his own things; for he is a liar and
the father of it.” “He that is of God heareth God’s words; but because ye are not of God, therefore ye hear them not.” If
we are to judge a tree by its fruits, what other conclusion is it possible to come to? The pious of the world are adepts in
all the lusts of the flesh; they do not stand in the truth, which is an offence to them; when they speak, they lie against the
truth, and speak of their own conceits; they do not hear, or believe and obey, the words of God; and therefore the
conclusion is inevitable that they are not of God; and therefore of necessity of the Devil.
John Thomas – Eureka, vol. 1, 1861, pp. 106-107
However perfect and complete the moral manifestation of the Deity was in Jesus of Nazareth, the divine manifestation
was nevertheless imperfect as concerning the substance, or body, of Jesus. This was what we are familiar with as the
flesh. It was not angel-flesh, or nature; but that common to the seed of Abraham, styled by Paul sarx hamartias, flesh of
sin; “in which,” he says, “dwells no good thing”—Rom. 7:18; 8:3. The anointing spirit-dove, which, as the Divine Form,
descended from heaven upon Jesus at his sealing, was holy and complete in all things; the character of Jesus was holy,
harmless, undefiled, without spot, or blemish, or any such thing; but his flesh was like our flesh, in all its points,—weak,
emotional, and unclean. Had his flesh been like that of Angel-Elohim, which is consubstantial with the Eternal Spirit, it
would have been unfit for the purpose of the Deity in his manifestation. Sin, whose wages is death, had to be condemned
in the nature that had transgressed; a necessity that could only be accomplished by the Word becoming Adamic-Flesh,
and not Elohistic. For this cause, “Jesus was made a little lower than the angels for the suffering of death; … that he, by
the grace of the Deity, might taste death for every man.” For this cause, and forasmuch also “as the children (of the Deity)
are partakers of flesh and blood, He also himself likewise took part of the same; that through death he might destroy that
having the power of death, that is, the diabolos,” or elements of corruption in our nature, inciting it to transgression, and
therefore called “Sin working death in us”—Rom. 7:13; Heb. 2:9, 14.
Another reason why the Word assumed a lower nature than the Elohistic was, that a basis of future perfection might be
laid in obedience under trial. Jesus has been appointed Captain of Salvation in the bringing of many sons to glory. Now
these sons in the accident of birth are all “subject to vanity,” with inveterate propensities and relative enticements,
inciting and tempting them to sin. A captain, therefore, whose nature was primarily consubstantial with the Deity, could
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not be touched with the feeling of their infirmities. He would be essentially holy and impeccable, and of necessity good.
But a necessitated holiness and perfection are not the basis of exaltation to the glories of the Apocalypse. These are to
be attained only by conquest of self under trial from without, by which “they come out of great tribulation”—Apoc. 7:14.
Its promises are to those who overcome, as their captain has overcome, when it can be said his victory is apocalyptically
complete”—Apoc. 3:21; 11:15. Hence, then, “it became the Deity to make the captain of the salvation of His many sons
perfect through sufferings; and to effect this, he must be of their primary nature, that when the Great Captain and his
associates shall rejoice together in the consubstantiality of the Deity, they may all have attained to it upon the principle
of voluntary obedience, motivated by faith, and maintained in opposition to incitements within, and enticements and
pressure from without. The flesh is, therefore, a necessary basis for this; and making it possible for him to be tempted in
all points according to the flesh-likeness, without sin. Hence, though the son of the Deity, and Heir of all things, yet he
learned obedience by the things which he suffered; and being Made Perfect He became the author of aion-salvation unto
all them that obey him”—Heb. 4:15; 5:8.
John Thomas – Eureka, vol. 1, 1861, p. 108
“Jesus, then, like all his brethren, is to be considered in two states, each state having a nature peculiar to it. In the former
state, ‘he was crucified through our weakness’; but in the after state wherein he now is, ‘he liveth by the power of the
Deity – (2 Corinthians 13:4). In the former state, the flesh was ‘the filthy garments ‘with which the spirit Word was clothed
(Zechariah 3:3); ‘the iniquity of us all’ that was laid upon him; ‘the soul made an offering for sin’ (Isaiah 53:6,10); but, as
he now is, the filthy garments have been taken away; ‘his iniquity has passed from him’, and he is clothed with ‘change
of raiment.’”
John Thomas – Eureka, vol. 1, 1861, pp. 199-200 The Nikolaitanes
The Gnostics commenced their department of the Nikolaitan University, with the dogma first enunciated by the Serpent
in the Eden-Paradise. By this dogma the lie was given direct to the truth of God. The Spirit has declared, that man, without
qualification, was dust; and that he should return to dust, if disobedient to the law of Him who created him; in other
words, that “dying” he should “die.” But the Serpent, the most sagacious of all animals under man; and endowed with
the faculty of speech to express the perceptions and reasonings of its observant brain; by which argumentation it might
be proved, whether man would believe and obey the Eternal Spirit, rather than the sophistry of the flesh—the Serpent, I
say, denied that death should be the consequence of disobedience. “Ye shall die no death,” said he; “ELOHIM knows that
in the day of your eating from it your eyes shall be opened, and ye shall be as ELOHIM knowing of good and of evil. The
Serpent had seen “Elohim” in Paradise; he had listened to their discourse with man; and was aware of the existence of
“the Tree of the Lives in the midst of the Garden.” His brain being merely percipient, reasoning, and propensitive, and
therefore utterly devoid of a moral sense, he spoke in harmony with its ratiocination. He had learned, that the Elohim
had experienced evil as well as good; and that consequently their eyes had not been opened to evil: that the eating from
the tree of knowledge would have a like effect upon the human eaters; and that, as to their dying any death at all, was
quite out of the question, seeing that all they would have to do was to eat from the tree of their lives, which would prove
an antidote to all mortal and corrupting tendencies, the other tree might possibly impart. Such was his speculation upon
the premises before his mind. It was a speculation not entirely devoid of truth; for on eating their eyes were opened;
they did become as Elohim; and they did know evil as well as good. This is proved by the testimony which says in Gen.
3:7, “the eyes of them both were opened, and they knew that they were naked;” and in ch. 3:22, “Behold, said YAHWEH
Elohim, the man has become like one of US for to know good and evil; now therefore lest he put forth his hand, and take
also from the Tree of Lives, and eat and live during the Olahm; therefore YAHWEH Elohim sent him forth from the Garden
of Eden.”
But this was an arrangement not provided for in the Serpent’s speculation. He did not imagine that they would be expelled
from Paradise, and a guard be stationed at the life-imparting tree to prevent all access to it by every living thing. This
appointment converted his speculation into a lie; and made him “a liar, and the father of a lie”—John 8:44. His assertion,
then, lo-moth temuthun, “YE SHALL DIE NO DEATH,” was the first lie, which, when believed and acted upon, brought the
believer under sentence of death. It was a Nikolaitane, or people-vanquishing principle, which tells the Deity that he lies;
and that “the soul that sinneth shall” not “die;” and that “the wages of sin are” not “death.”
From the day of the first transgression to the time we are now writing, the Serpent’s Seed have taken their stand upon
their old father’s principle, that the Eternal Spirit’s thinking and purposes are in accord with the feelings and imaginings
of unenlightened flesh. Men are lying, unstable, and changeful creatures; and they think that God is such an one as
themselves. But he denies this, and affirms that “in Him there is no variableness nor shadow of a turning.” They admit
that he says “the soul that sinneth shall die;” but in all their reasonings maintain, in effect, that he does not mean what
he says, but the very reverse—that when he uttered those words, he meant, “the body of the soul that sinneth shall die;
but the soul itself, when disembodied, shall live forever”—or, as their father the devil hath it, “It shall die no death.”

By One Man – Supplementary Material

John Thomas

P a g e | 37

John Thomas – Eureka, vol. 1, 1861, p. 201-203
“For, if Jesus Anointed did not partake of our nature, but obtained, somehow or other, a pure physical organisation, or
was only ‘a similitude’, such as Daniel beheld by Ulai, then Paul’s testimony is untrue; for he has testified, that ‘for as
much as the children (of the Deity) are partakers of flesh and blood, Jesus also himself likewise took part of the same;’
and ‘in all things it behoved him to be made like unto his brethren’; and ‘God sent His own son in likeness of sin’s flesh,
and for sin condemned the sin in the flesh’ – (Hebrews 2:14,17; Romans 8:3); but if the principle of corruption had not
pervaded the flesh of Jesus, or if he were not flesh, he could not have been tried in all points as we; nor could sin have
been condemned there; nor could he have ‘borne our sins in his own body on the tree.’”
John Thomas – Eureka, vol. 1, 1861, pp. 246 – 251 – The Diabolos
Thus, How comes it that the Spirit laid hold upon death-stricken and corruptible flesh and blood, which is so weak and
frail, called “the Seed of Abraham,” that through its death he might destroy so mighty and powerful a Devil? Would it not
have been more accordant with the requirements of the case for him to have combated with him unencumbered with
flesh, or in the spirit-nature of angels? Became weak and dead to destroy the mighty and the living; when the Creator of
the Devil could with a word annihilate him! But there is as little reason as scripture in “the depths of Satan” as the clergy
teach; and therefore it would be mere waste of time and space to occupy ourselves any further with their speculations
and traditions upon this subject.
The Spirit clothed himself with weakness and corruption—in other words, “Sin’s flesh’s identity”—that he might destroy
the Diabolos. It is manifest from this the diabolos must be of the same nature as that which the Spirit assumed; for the
supposition that he assumed human nature to destroy a being of angelic nature, or of some other more powerful, is
palpably absurd. The Diabolos is something, then, pertaining to flesh and blood; and the Spirit or Logos became flesh and
blood to destroy it.
Now, whatever flesh-and-blood thing it may be, Paul says that “it hath the power of death”—that is, it is the power which
causes mankind to die. If, then, we can ascertain from Paul what is the power or cause of death, we discover what the
thing is he terms the Diabolos; for he tells us that the Diabolos has the power of death.
Well, then, referring to Hos. 13:14, where the Spirit saith, “I will ransom them from the power of the grave,” Paul exclaims,
in view of this deliverance as the result of a price paid, “O Death, where is thy sting? O Hades, (sheol, or grave,) where is
thy victory?” The power of a venomous serpent to produce death lies in its “sting;” therefore Paul uses “sting” as
equivalent to “power:” hence his inquiry is, “O Death, where is thy power?” This question he answers by saying, “The
sting (or power) of death is SIN, and the strength of sin is the law.” That the power of death is sin, he illustrates in his
argument contained in his letter to the saints in Rome. In Rom. 5:12, he says, “Death by sin.” He does not say, “By the
Devil sin entered into the world;” if he had, this would have given “the Devil” existence before Sin: but he says, “By one
man, or Adam, sin entered into the world.” This agrees with Moses, who tells us that there was a time after the creation
was finished when there was nothing in the world but what was “very good”—“and Elohim saw all that He (the Spirit)
had made, and behold, it was very good”—Gen. 1:31. Man is, therefore, older than Sin, and, consequently, older than
the Diabolos. Man introduced it into the world; and not an immortal devil, nor God. Neither God, then, nor such a devil,
was the author of sin; but the authorship was constituted of the sophistry of the serpent believed and experimented by
the Man, male and female.
Man, then, having introduced Sin, “death entered into the world by Sin; and so death passed upon all men * * * to
condemnation; for by one man’s disobedience the many were constituted sinners; and the wages of sin is death to those
who obey it”—Rom. 5:12, 8, 19; 6:23, 16. But though constituted sinners in Adam, if no law had been given after his
transgression, his posterity would not have known when they did right or wrong; for Paul says, “I had not known sin, but
by the law.” The law is, therefore, “the strength of Sin.” Sin reigns by “the holy, just, and good law,” through the
“weakness of the flesh”—Rom. 7:7, 12; 8:3. Where there is no law there is no sin; for “sin is the transgression of law:” so
that “without the law sin is dead”—ch. 7:8; 1 John 3:4. This shows how inherently bad flesh is in its thoughts and actions,
that a good thing should stir it up to wickedness. Its lusts and affections are impatient of control. Paul therefore said, “in
me, that is, in my flesh, dwells no good thing.” When this, which is utterly destitute of any good thing, is placed under a
good law, scope is afforded it to display itself in all its natural deformity; and to prove that “the law of its nature” is not
the law of God, but “the law of sin and death.” Thus, the introduction of a good law, demanding obedience of that which
has nothing good in it, is the occasion of sin abounding in the world (ch. 5:20), and thereby evinces its enormity, and
shows that “SIN is an exceedingly great sinner”—kath, hyperbolen amartolos—ch. 7:13. In this expression Paul personifies
Sin; and says that it deceived him, slew him, and worked death in him.
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“SIN” is a word in Paul’s argument, which stands for “human nature,” with its affections and desires. Hence, to become
sin, or for one to be “made sin” for others, (2 Cor. 5:21, ) is to become flesh and blood. This is called “sin,” or “Sin’s flesh,”
because it is what it is in consequence of sin, or transgression. When the dust of the ground was formed into a body of
life, or living soul, or as Paul terms it, a psychical or natural body, it was a very good animal creation. It was not a
pneumatic, or spirit-body, indeed, for it would then have been immortal and incorruptible, and could neither have sinned
nor have become subject to death; but for an animal or natural body, it was “very good,” and capable of an existence
free from evil, as long as its probationary aion, or period might continue. If that period had been fixed for a thousand
years, and man had continued obedient to law all that time, his flesh and blood nature would have experienced no evil;
and at the end of that long day, he might have been permitted to eat of the Tree of the Lives, by which eating he would
have been changed in the twinkling of an eye into a spirit-body, which is incorruptible, glorious, and powerful; and he
would have been living at this day. But man transgressed. He listened to the sophistry of flesh, reasoning under the
inspiration of its own instincts. He gave heed to this, “the thinking of the flesh,” or carnal mind, which “is enmity against
God, is not subject to his law, neither indeed can be.” The desire of the flesh, the desire of the eyes, and the pride of life,
which pertain essentially to all living human, or ground, souls, were stirred up by what he saw and heard; and “he was
drawn away of his, lust, and enticed.” His lust having conceived, it brought forth sin in intention; and this being perfected
in action, caused death to ensue—James 1:13. Every man, says the apostle, is tempted in this way. It is not God, nor the
clerical devil that tempts man, but “his own lust,” excited by what from without addresses itself to his five senses, which
always respond approvingly to what is agreeable to them.
Seeing that man had become a transgressor of the divine law, there was no need of a miracle for the infliction of death.
All that was necessary was to prevent him from eating of the Tree of Lives, and to leave his flesh and blood nature to the
operation of the laws peculiar to it. It was not a nature formed for interminable existence. It was “very good” so long as
in healthy being, but immortality and incorruptibility were no part of its goodness. These are attributes of a higher and
different kind of body. The animal, or natural body, may be transformed into a deathless and incorruptible body, but
without that transformation, it must of necessity perish.
This perishing body is “sin,” and left to perish because of “sin.” Sin, in it 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.
By this time, I apprehend, the intelligent reader will be able to answer scripturally the question, “What is that which has
the power of death?” And he will, doubtless, agree, that it is “the exceedingly great sinner SIN,” in the sense of “the Law
of Sin and Death” within all the posterity of Adam, without exception. This, then, is Paul’s Diabolos, which he says “has
the power of death;” which “power” he also saith is “sin, the sting of death.”
But why doth Paul style Sin diabolos? The answer to this question will be found in the definition of the word. Diabolos is
derived from diaballo, which is compounded of dia, a preposition, which in composition signifies across, over, and
answers to the Latin trans; and of ballo to throw, cast; and intransitively, to fall, tumble. Hence, diaballo, is to throw over
or across; and intransitively, like the Latin trajicere, to pass over, to cross, to pass. This being the signification of the parent
verb, the noun diabolos is the name of that which crosses, or causes to cross over, or falls over. DIABOLOS is therefore a
very fit and proper word by which to designate the law of sin and death, or Sin’s flesh. The Eternal Spirit drew a line
before Adam, and said, Thou shalt not cross, or pass over that line upon pain of evil and death. That line was the Eden
law; on the east of that line was the answer of a good conscience, friendship with God, and life without end; but on the
west, fear, shame, misery, and death. To obey, was to maintain the position in which he was originally placed; to disobey,
to cross over the line forbidden. But “he was drawn away, and enticed by his own lusts.” The narrative of Moses proves
this. The man was enticed of his own lust to cross over the line, or to disobey the law; so that his own lust is the Diabolos.
Thus, etymology and doctrine agreeing, our definition must be correct.
But diaballo has secondary and ternary significations. It signifies to traduce, to attack character, to slander, to libel; and
thirdly, to deceive, mislead, impose upon. Hence, diabolos will also signify a traducer, slanderer, deceiver, imposter. In this
sense, Judas is styled a diabolos—John 6:70. So also the pious scribes and Pharisees, priests and rulers, who, though as
priests, officially holy, were as Jesus said, “of father the Diabolos, and the lusts of their father (the flesh) they would do.
The same was a man-killer from the beginning, and stood not in the truth, because truth is not in him. When he speaks a
lie he speaks of his own things, for he is a liar, and the father of it”—John 8:44. And “he that committeth sin is of the
Diabolos, for the diabolos sinneth from the beginning”—1 John 3:8. All this is perfectly intelligible when understood of
Sin’s flesh, in which dwells no good thing, and which of itself can neither do right nor think aright. Man’s ability to do
either is derived from a higher source—from the truth indoctrinated into him. When this is declared and reasoned into
him, and he comes to understand it, to believe it, and to love it, a power is set up within him called “the law of the Spirit
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of life,” which is counteractive of “the law of sin and death,” and brings the man to “the obedience of faith,” by which he
is manifested to the skilful in the word as a son of God. The disobedient are all of father Diabolos; and his spirit, which is
the spirit of the flesh, works in them. Hence the clergy, Jewish and Gentile, are all of what they call “the Devil,” being
ignorant, and consequently disobedient of the gospel of the kingdom.
But, Diabolos is discoursed of in scripture in its imperial as well as racial manifestations. John says, “For this purpose the
Son of God was manifested, that he might destroy the works of the Diabolos”—1 Jno. 3:8. When the Diabolos and his
works are destroyed “every curse will have ceased”—Rev. 22:3. The works of the Diabolos are the Works of Sin. Look into
the world, ecclesiastical and civil, and the reader will see Sin’s works on every side. The thrones, dominions, principalities,
and powers; Greek, Latin, Mohammedan, Pagan, Protestant, Sectarian, and “Infidel,” superstitions of all “Names and
Denominations,” are all the works of Sin, which festers and ferments in all “the children of disobedience.” They are all
based upon the transgression of the divine law; and are all officered and sustained by the children of the Diabolos. The
Messiah’s mission is to destroy them all. John, the baptizer, proclaimed this in pointing to Jesus, and saying, “Behold, the
Lamb of God who takes away THE SIN of the world!” which, by Paul and John the apostle, is interpreted as the Son of God
that destroys the Diabolos and his works—the flesh and all its institutions: for the time comes at the end of the Thousand
Years, when flesh and blood nature will be abolished from the earth; and by consequence, all evil and death, “the last
enemy,” which are its wages in all the earth.
The fourth beast of Daniel is the symbol of the Diabolos in Imperial manifestation. It represents “the Kingdom of Men”
upon “the whole habitable,” which, in the days of John, in regard to the Fourth Beast, extended from the Tigris to the
Atlantic; and from the Rhine, the Danube, and the Euxine, to the Atlas Mountains and Upper Egypt; the Mediterranean
lying in the midst. Since the apostle’s time, the territory of this dominion has been greatly extended by the addition of
Germania and “All the Russias.” Upon this platform “the kingdom of men” mainly rests. It is the Kingdom of Sin, or the
Empire of the Diabolos, which has passed through various constitutional phases, but always in harmony with its diabolism.
This, in apostolic times, was of that species of heathenism, according to which the flesh worshipped Jupiter, and all the
Olympian deities, through the works of men’s hands. The magistrates of this pagan power were not only individual
diaboloi, but the officials through whom the Imperial Fourth Beast Diabolos oppressed, tempted, persecuted, and
destroyed the Saints. All the prisons of the Habitable belonged to the Diabolos, whose spies and informers “walked about,
as a roaring lion, seeking whom they might devour.” This power is entitled in Rev. 12:9, “the great red Dragon, that Old
Serpent, surnamed the Diabolos, and the Satan, which deceives the whole Habitable.” The “Dragon” is the serpentsymbol of the power which sought to seduce the faithful from their allegiance to Christ—to cause them to transgress—
to cross the line of “the law of faith.” It was, therefore, truly “surnamed THE DIABOLOS” by the Spirit. It was also “the
Adversary” to everything not pagan; and, therefore, rightly “surnamed THE SATAN.” It was adversary to Jesus, and crucified
him; it was adversary to all the apostles whom it slew and persecuted; and to the Saints for two hundred and eighty years,
when it was “cast out of the heaven.”
John Thomas – Eureka, vol. 1, 1861, pp. 275-277 My Name
In our remarks on “Jesus,” referred to above, we have spoken of the etymology of this name. We repeat that it signifies
He shall be: and in the form  אגי יהוהani Yahweh, signifies, “I, the Spirit, am He who shall be.” The individual who was to
be—he who was promised to Eve in Gen. 3:15; to Abraham in Gen. 15:4; 21:12; to Judah in Gen. 49:10; to David in 2 Sam.
7:12–14; Isai. 9:6, 7—was the personage indicated by YAHWEH He shall be, styled, in Hebrew “the Messiah;” in Greek, “the
Christ;” and in English, “the Anointed.” Now, the Spirit said by the prophets, I shall be he; and here, in the apocalypse, we
find the Spirit and Jesus speaking as one.
Now, the “Seed of Abraham,” genealogically considered, must partake of Abraham’s nature—must partake of flesh and
blood. The Spirit, therefore, in effect said, I shall become flesh and blood. But how could this be? The answer to this is,
that the fact depends not upon our ability to explain the mode in which spirit may be elaborated into flesh and blood.
The Bible testifies that all things are out of Deity, who is spirit. The Eternal Power formed Adam out of dust. Spirit is the
basis of all created things, and, according to the will of the Creator, becomes rock, dust, sea, vegetable, and animal, in all
their diversity of form and beauty. All the resurrected who shall be approved, will become spirit; “for that which has been
begotten of the Spirit is spirit”—begotten subsequently to their post-resurrectional appearance at Christ’s tribunal. If,
then, flesh and blood thus become spirit, (and some flesh and blood will become spirit without tasting of death, Paul
says,) why may not spirit become flesh and blood? It is but a reversal of results from a change of process.
The name, then, in connection with the testimony of the prophets, indicates a conversion of Spirit into flesh and blood,
developed by the formative power of the Eternal, independently of and apart from the will of man. In the case of the first
Adam, spirit, as it were leaven, mingled formatively with dust, and a flesh and blood man was developed, styled “Son of
God;” but in the case of the second Adam, spirit acted upon the nervous system of Mary, as it had previously done upon
Sarah, and Hannah, but to a further degree (for in these, it had only imparted strength for conception according to nature)

By One Man – Supplementary Material

John Thomas

P a g e | 40

in that it operated germinatively upon the contents of Mary’s ovarium; and caused an ovum, or “seed of the woman,” to
be deposited in her womb. Here, as the spirit-germ of the second man it remained the usual “set time,” subject to the
laws of the animal economy. At the appointed time it was born the babe of Bethlehem; and duly named JESUS, or He shall
be who shall save—both “Son of God,” and “Son of Man,” which the first Adam was not. Adam was Son of God and Son
of the Dust; Jesus was Son of God and Son of Man, being a creation of the Eternal Power from the substance of David’s
daughter.
Such was the babe Jesus in preparation for the Sacrificial Man. His germination was irrespective of the lust of the flesh,
the propensity excited in the first Adam by his guilty companion, and of which Cain was the fruit. In this particular, the
generation of Jesus was different from that of all other men. If Joseph had been his father, he would have been born of
blood, of the will of the flesh, and of man, instead of the Spirit. He would have been son of man only, and not Son of God;
and consequently would not have answered to the testimony of the name.
John Thomas – Eureka, vol. 3, 1866, pp. 54-55
... “In its original creation, this flesh, like the serpent, was ‘very good’ of its kind. It had its affections and desires, which,
like the affections and desires of other creatures, were innocent and harmless; and the man would not have known sin
in the gratification of them, except the law had said, ‘Thou shalt not eat of the tree’. There would have been no scope for
the serpent’s speculation if no law had been enacted; for without the law his doctrine could have no existence. The
serpent’s reasoning was seen in conception. ‘Sin is the transgression of law’, and this transgression was originally
conceived in the brain of the serpent, and by reasoning on false premises, was transferred into the woman’s, where,
taking occasion by the commandment ordained for life, and in itself holy, just and good, it wrought in her all manner of
intense and unlawful desires.”
John Thomas – Eureka, vol. 3, 1866, pp. 370-371 The Reward
“The Reward,” in relation to its several elements, is exhibited apocalyptically under a diversity of symbols. These have
been considered at large in the first volume of this work. To be strengthened with incorruptible life in the time of the
dead, is “to eat of the tree of life, which is in the midst of the Paradise of the Deity” (ch. 2:7). To be an immortal king, is
to receive “the crown of life” (ver. 10). To be approved, and acquitted of all guile and fault before the throne, and to be
physically like Jesus Christ, is to eat of the hidden manna, to receive a white stone, and in the stone a new name written,
and known only to the receiver—ver. 17. To operate with the Lamb in the setting up of the promised kingdom, is to
receive power over the nations, to rule them with a rod of iron, and to shiver their image to pieces as a potter’s vessel—
ver. 26, 27. To be endued with a clean and incorruptible nature, and to be divinely honored, is to be clothed in white
raiment, and to be confessed before the Father and his angels (ch. 3:5). To become Deity manifested in glorified nature,
and a constituent of the New Jerusalem, is to be made a permanent pillar in the Nave or Most Holy of Deity, with the
Name of Deity, and the name of the city of Deity, the new name written upon him (ver. 12). And to reign with Christ, is
to sit with him in his throne (ver. 21). Such is “the reward to be given to the prophets, to the saints, to them that venerate
the Name of Deity, small and great;” so that, “even the least in the kingdom of the heavens,” though a star of the smallest
magnitude and glory, will be greater than the greatest of all the prophets in the mortal state (Luke 7:28); “the reward”
offered to all who believe the glad tidings of this glorious and powerful kingdom, and are immersed into its Almighty King,
and thenceforth seek for its glory, honor, incorruptibility, and life, by a patient continuance in well-doing (Rom. 2:7); the
reward to be received in “the time of the dead,” and not before.
John Thomas – Eureka vol. 3, 1866, pp. 586-589
“In Galatians 4:4, Paul says, the Son of the Deity sent forth, ‘was made of a woman, made under the law’. The body so
made and born was therefore unclean materially and Mosaically; and could no more ‘enter heaven itself to appear in the
presence of Deity for us’ (Hebrews 9:24) in that nature, than that flesh and blood should inherit his kingdom – (1
Corinthians 15:50). Would anyone intelligent in the word affirm, that an unclean body, made yet more unclean by
becoming a corpse, and therefore defiling to everyone who touched it, becomes clean by being put into an unclean place,
and lying there for three days, less or more? Would the simple fact of that corpse coming to life in a tomb which its
presence had Mosaically defiled, and walking out of it, make it a clean body, or nature? If it be replied that it would, why
then was not Lazarus, whom Jesus raised, clean of nature? If it be replied, ‘he was: ‘then was not Jesus the ‘first out of
the resurrection of dead ones’ – (Acts 26:23). But, passing through the grave cleanses no-one. They who emerge thence,
‘come forth’ with the same nature they carried into it; and therefore their coming forth is Resurrection. If the same kind
of body did not come forth that was buried, it would not be Resurrection, but only surrection, as in the case of the first
man. Jesus ‘rose again’ (1 Corinthians 15:4); his coming forth was therefore resurrection. He rose again the same Jesus
that was buried, only that instead of being dead, he was alive again. He was buried under the curse of the law, which
‘made him a curse for’ our benefit (Galatians 3:13): he came forth while that same law was in force and operation. His
coming forth upon the arena of his execution did not relieve him from the curse of that law, which sentenced him to
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continuous and everlasting death; so that, if they could have recaptured him, the Mosaic authorities would doubtless
have returned him into death.”
“… But when the body was anointed again with the Holy Spirit and power, or ‘spirit of holiness’, after it was born of the
second unclean place, the tomb, it was not only endued and embued with wisdom and power as before, but it was itself
transformed into an embodiment of eternal power, in which there is no weakness, corruption, or principle of death at all.
It was then ‘revived’, as well as risen again. It became ‘the body of his glory’ (Philippians 3:21), ‘raised in glory’ from the
earthy body which is ‘without honour’, (1 Corinthians 15:43); and forty days after, ‘taken up in glory’ – (1 Timothy 3:16)”.
John Thomas – Eureka, vol. 4, 1866, pp. 66-76 The Old Serpent
“The Great Dragon, the old Serpent, surnamed the Diabolos and the Satan, who misleads the whole habitable.”
The whole habitable, ten oikoumenen holen, was that portion of the earth comprehended within the limits of the great
Pagan-Dragon dominion, which, in the epoch of the Sixth Seal, acknowledged the jurisdiction of the great city Rome. The
head of this dominion was the Roman emperor, who united in his own official person the supreme pontifical, civil, and
military authority. He was the sovereign living incarnation, for the term of his official existence, of the power resulting
from the combination of the dwellers upon the habitable into a body politic, or kingdom of men. Human power enthroned
upon the seven mountains, and exercising authority over the whole habitable—imperial human power—is apocalyptically
styled “the Old Serpent,” ho ophis, ho archaios—the Serpent which was in the beginning.
The apocalyptic dominion ruled by this Serpent was Mediterranean. It enclosed this sea within its territory. On the north,
it was bounded by the Caucasus, the Euxine, the Danaster, the Danube, the Rhine, and the German Ocean. On the south,
by the Roman Africa, a strip of land lying between the Atlas range and the sea, and extending from the Atlantic to the
Red Sea: on the west, it was washed by the Atlantic: and on the east reached to the Tigris, Euphrates, and the Arabian
Desert. This territory, two thousand miles by three thousand, extended into Scotland; but did not include Ireland,
Germania, Sarmatia, nor Persia. The former three were peopled by savage hordes; but at the epoch of the Sixth Seal they
did not belong to the dominion of the apocalyptic Serpent.
But an inquirer might ask, were not all the outlying countries as much ruled by the Serpent, as the inhabiters of the Roman
earth and sea? To this I reply, not in the apocalyptic sense. The apocalypse prefigures the conflict between “the Seed of
the Woman” and the Serpent, for the sovereignty of the world (Gen. 3:15). This conflict was not between the Woman’s
Seed and the governments outlying the Roman empire. At the opening of the Sixth Seal, the time had not come for that.
The time to deal with the sin-powers of Asia and America had not then arrived. It was therefore necessary only to indicate
by appropriate symbols that section of the general enemy with whom the saints would have especially to contend; and
this was the Serpent in his Graeco-Latin, or Roman, manifestation upon the territory defined.
But, if the Pago-Roman Dragon Power be the Old Serpent, did that power exist in the days of the serpent that tempted
Eve? To this question the answer is, it did unquestionably exist. The testimony before us, bears witness to the fact. It is
there styled archaios, which signifies, not only old, ancient; but primeval, from the beginning, original. The Roman Dragon
was the original serpent power. This is not to be disputed.
The reader will bear in mind that we are treating of a power styled the old serpent,” not of the reptile styled nahkash,
which Moses says, “was more sagacious than any beast of the field, which Yahweh Elohim had made.” The animal was
not the power, but only the type of it. He was quick of thought, penetrating, and acutely discerning. He was the most
intellectual of all the creatures, and had but one superior among the living, and that was Man. The difference between
man and the serpent was diversity of organization. They were both dust of the ground; but the one more highly and
perfectly organized than the other. The organism of the serpent embodied faculties whose functions placed him in
harmony with man’s nature. The lust of the flesh, the lust of the eye, and the pride of life, were common to them both;
so that their intellectual and animal tendencies were on a par. Hence, man was more nearly related to the serpent than
to any other animal—so nearly, that the serpent-nature and the man-nature, without much exaggeration, might be
termed identical. I have said that man was intellectually his superior. This, however, must not be taken absolutely. The
serpent showed himself to be more of an adept than Eve. He purposed to make her and Adam eat the fruit; and to do so
by reasoning them into the commission of the act. In this he succeeded, and thereby proved that his intellectual subtilty
was superior to theirs. Had they been as quick of thought and penetrating as he, he would have found his match, and the
temptation would have failed. They, however, were over-matched by the serpent, who succeeded in deceiving them. He
was the intelligent deceiver who darkened their understandings; while they stood in the humiliating position of the
serpent-deceived.
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Man has a class of faculties which the serpent had not. These are the moral faculties. The possession of these is the
mental difference between the two creatures. The moral faculties are the basis of man’s accountability. If he had been
destitute of these he would have been as little accountable as the serpent. This organic difference is a matter of capacity
for the reception of ideas. The mental capacity of the man was more ample than the serpent’s, though less acute. He had
more knowledge of things in general, and was capable of higher attainments in knowledge than the serpent, but he was
not so sharp-witted in the use of what he knew as the subtile beast, whose wisdom has passed into the proverb, “Be ye
wise as serpents, and harmless as doves.”
The moral faculties, I say, are the basis of man’s accountability. The mere fact, however, of their possession would not
have made him responsible to the Deity. The possession of them gave the man no advantage over the serpent. The
serpent was “very good,” and the man was “very good;” for it is written, “Elohim saw everything that he made, and behold,
it was very good” (Gen. 1:31). As mere material creatures, then, the capacity of one of them for the reception of moral,
or spiritual ideas, did not destroy the analogy, or rather the identity, of the serpent nature and the man nature. The truth
of this is apparent in mankind at this day. The Fejees, Japanese, New Hollanders, and such-like, have the same number
of cerebral organs as Adam when pronounced “very good.” Among those are organs capable of high moral developments.
But, what better are they for the possession of them under existing circumstances? Manifestly none. They are as
thoroughly serpent in nature as though they had but the intellectual and animal faculties of the serpent, and no more.
Morally, then, the serpent could not respond to the thoughts, principles, and the institutions of the Deity; but man could,
because of his organic capacity for the reception of them. The serpent could not, and the man would not; so that in
relation to the way and principles of the Deity, both man and the serpent were reprobate; and of the two the man who
could but would not believe and do, was unquestionably the worse.
Man was the only creature of the Deity’s “very good” animal creation, whose action was restrained by a law. It was said
to him, “Of every tree of the garden eating thou mayest eat; but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil thou shalt
not eat of it; for in the day of thine eating thereof, dying thou shalt die.” This was spoken to man only; but in the hearing
of the serpent. Had the serpent, or any other animal, eaten of it he would not have transgressed, because the eating, or
touching of the tree, was only prohibited to man. The law demanded of man the recognition of the Deity as his ruler and
lawgiver by a faithful abstinence from the thing forbidden. The law was the spoken word, or oracle, of the Deity; and
threatened the man with death if he despised it. No greater offence could be committed by the man; because “the Deity
hath magnified his word above all his name;” so that to despise his word is equivalent to despising him.
The serpent saw the lawgiver, heard the law, and could distinguish the trees. Being very quick of thought, he instinctively
speculated, or reasoned, upon what he saw and heard. “The eyes of the Elohim are open, and they know both good and
evil, and yet are immortal. Adam is made in their image and after their likeness; and is doubtless like them in all things
but the knowledge of evil as well as good. This knowledge, it is clear, may be obtained by eating of the tree forbidden. If
they eat thereof, the man and the woman would be like the Elohim; their eyes would be open, and they would know
good and evil. And as for dying, that is by no means a necessary consequence. The Elohim are immortal, and Adam and
Eve may be so too; for all that is needful to be done to avoid the threatened penalty of the law, is for them to go to the
other tree, called the Tree of Lives, and to eat of it, and they will live forever.” Such was the intellectualizing of the serpent
upon what he had seen and heard. It brought him to conclusions, not altogether false nor entirely true. His conclusion
was a mixture of truth and error, in which the error neutralized the truth and made it void. It was therefore “a lie;” and
he, though ignorant of the falseness of the theory he was thinking out, “a liar, and the father of it.”
Highly satisfied with his newly discovered views of the situation, he presented himself before the mother of all living, and
opened a conversation with her upon the subject of the law and its penalty, in which he submitted to her the conclusions
to which he had come from the premises before him. He introduced the conference by showing that he knew what the
Elohim had said, “Yea,” said he, “hath Elohim said, Ye shall not eat of every tree of the garden!” The “yea” implies that he
knew the fact; but he put what he knew interrogatively to draw the woman out. She admitted that it had been so said,
and specified the particular tree, and its locality in the midst of the garden, and added that they were forbidden even to
touch it upon pain of death. This was the point he wished her to come to as it enabled him at once to state the discovery
he had made of what Deity really intended contrary to his word. He replied, “Dying ye shall not die:” that is, “Your dying
shall not end in death.” This was a point-blank denial of what the Deity had said. He had said they should die, and the
serpent said they should not, and undertook to establish his position by declaring his acquaintance with the secret of the
Deity hidden from her—“Dying ye shall not die; for Elohim knows that in the day of your eating thereof then your eyes
shall be opened, and ye shall be as Elohim, knowing good and evil.” The Elohim do not die, they know good and evil, and
you will become like them.
The woman listened to his sermon on the law, and thought his exposition of the word might be its true spiritual import.
It was possible that the Deity did not mean what he said; that it was the letter of the law only that killed; but the spiritual
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or secret meaning expounded by the intelligent and eloquent serpent, was the real life-imparting truth. She entertained
this supposition, since become so popular with her descendants; and, half convinced, she moved towards the tree to take
a look at it, and more practically consider the matter. Her faith in the unadulterated Word was shaken. She believed the
spiritualizing serpent, and she believed the Deity; for she believed the eating of the tree would impart the knowledge of
the good and the evil divinely indicated; but then she believed also, that the death-penalty might be evaded according to
the doctrine of the serpent. The tree, she knew, was “good for food,” it was also “pleasant to the eyes.” Here were two
classes of human lusts co-working in favor of the serpent’s conclusion. There remained only one class more to be gained
and his triumph would be complete. She was ambitious. She knew the Elohim, how wise and exalted they were, and how
superior to Adam and herself. She wanted to be like them, and the serpent had assured her that she had the power of
this desirable self-exaltation in her own hands. But then, might she not lose all by the operation of the death-penalty?
True; but the serpent had assured her that Elohim did not intend to carry it into effect; and besides, was there not that
other tree—the tree of lives—as accessible as the tree of the knowledge of good and evil? could she not also eat of that,
and be immortal as the Elohim? Surely, this was a well-combined scheme of the serpent’s by which they might easily and
speedily attain to wisdom and immortality upon their own terms! With the earth in their possession, what independent,
glorious, and powerful ones they would be when like the Elohim! The thought was charming; it was quite fascinating to
contemplate! What more could “the pride of life” desire? They would live on the earth forever; and all the world that
might inhabit it would be subject to them and to the principles of the serpent, by which they would have attained their
high Elohistic estate!
Thus was the mother of all living “drawn away of her own lusts, and enticed.” She was attracted by “the lust of the flesh,
the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life.” These instincts of the flesh predisposed her to believe the serpent and to follow
his suggestion, regardless of the divine law. Lust conceived within her. The doctrine of the serpent sown in her heart
inflamed her desires, and stirred them up into rebellious exercise. Faith in the word was obliterated; her mind was
darkened by false teaching; she was beguiled and corrupted from the simplicity of the truth; her thinking was serpentized,
and she “brought forth sin,” or the transgression of the law; and when the sin was perfected, contrary to the serpent’s
theory and her own expectation, “it brought forth death” (James 1:14, 15).
Such was the first lie, the father of it, and the consequence of believing it. YAHWEH Elohim admitted that the lie contained
some truth. As the serpent said, their eyes were opened, but opened to discover their own shame; they became as the
Elohim in the knowledge of good and evil of an evil state adapted to the formation of character under trial; but
independence, glory, honor and power, they were not permitted to attain. Nor could they so easily as they imagined eat
of the tree of lives, and live forever. When the sin was finished they were too much occupied with their new discovery of
their nakedness, and devices to conceal it from their expected Elohistic visitors, to promptly follow out the serpent’s
programme. In the midst of their perturbation they perceived their approach, and fled for concealment among the trees
from the presence of YAHWEH Elohim. This appearing of “the Lord the Spirit” was an incident not provided for in the
programme of the serpent. It marred the whole scheme, and stamped his speculation with falsehood and deceit. The
Lord’s appearing arrested the guilty in their career of sin, and brought them before the Judge for trial and sentence
according to their works. The offence was charged upon Adam, who accused the woman as the first in the transgression;
and when she was interrogated she confessed, saying, “The serpent beguiled me, and I did eat.” The serpent was the
progenitor of the whole transaction. Animal intellectuality, or the thinking of flesh in accordance with its own lusts,
emanating from the serpent in discourse, was the spirit that worked in the disobedient, and caused them to stumble at
the word. The divine Judge did not interrogate the serpent. It had preached according to its instinct, making proclamation
simply of its own reasoning in the premises. The subtle beast, however, was visited with reprobation for the mischief
incurred by his ignorant presumption in prating about what he did not understand. He had given expression to what had
proved to be a lie, and therefore, he was truly the father or inventor of it. This particular serpent that beguiled Eve by his
subtilty, spent all the days of his life in the dust upon his belly; and from being the most sagacious, he became “cursed
above all cattle, and above every beast of the field.” The intellectualism of the serpent had been transferred to the man.
The serpent-system of ideas and mode of thinking had became characteristic of the man, whose lustful nature, inflamed
to rebellion by the serpent’s reasoning, came to occupy the same relation to the word of the Deity in all after ages, that
the original speaking beast did before the fall of man. All the primeval serpent, or any other kind of serpent, has had to
do with serpentine developments since that important crisis has been merely as the expressive and appropriate symbol
of the nature of man.
The serpent, then, is the reasoning of the flesh, which is inseparable from it, and tends only to death. This is human nature,
and styled by Paul in Rom. 8:3, sarx hamartias, SIN’S FLESH, in which, in ch. 7:18, he says, “dwelleth no good thing.” In its
original creation, this flesh, like the serpent, was “very good” of its kind. It had its affections and desires, which, like the
affections and desires of other creatures, were innocent and harmless; and the man would not have known sin in the
gratification of them, except the law had said, Thou shalt not eat of the tree. There would have been no scope for the
serpent’s speculation if no law had been enacted; for without the law his doctrine could have no existence. The serpent’s
reasoning was sin in conception. “Sin is the transgression of law,” and this transgression was originally conceived in the
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brain of the serpent, and by reasoning on false premises, was transferred into the woman’s, where, taking occasion by
the commandment ordained for life, and in itself holy, just and good, it wrought in her all manner of intense and unlawful
desires. Had she been contented to believe the Deity, and to obey the commandment, her course would have resulted
in life eternal. But, instead of this, she found the commandment to be for death; because the reasoning of the serpent,
taking occasion by the commandment, deceived her, and by it slew her. Thus, the serpent’s reasoning which she adopted
as her own, worked death in her by the good and just and holy law, by which, when the reasoning was perfected in
transgression, Human Nature displayed itself as an exceedingly great sinner—kath’ huperbolen hamartolos.
The theory generally entertained concerning “the old serpent” is, that “an Evil Genius under the semblance of a serpent
styled the Devil, was the primary cause of man’s fall, and that he used the serpent as his instrument. This theory is
founded in incredulity, or unbelief of the Mosaic account. A brute beast, they say, was incapable of reasoning the woman
into the transgression of the law. They might as well say that the dumb ass upon which Balaam rode was incapable of
speaking with man’s voice and rebuking the madness of the prophet. The one is as improbable as the other; yet
improbable as the story of the ass, and incapable of speaking and rebuking madness, as by experience we know asses to
be, the fact is attested by both Moses and Peter, and, therefore, rests upon as good evidence, and is as worthy of belief
as any other fact in Scripture. He that made the serpent and the ass—“very good” brutes of their kind, and not so much
inferior to man, their fellow brute, as is generally supposed—could also for any special occasion or emergency confer
upon them the power of expressing their thoughts in human speech. No reasonable being will deny the power of the
Creator to do this. Whether he did so is a matter of evidence, and no evidence can be more plainly, pointedly, and
intelligibly testified than that the serpent was a beast of the field, pre-eminently subtle, and capable of expressing his
thoughts in man’s speech rationally. There is not a word said about any other “evil genius,” devil or satan, than the
serpent himself; and to bring in another in an interpretation is only to spoil the narrative, and to confess ignorance of its
meaning, and inability to expound it as it stands. No, the whole transaction is referable exclusively to the serpent and the
woman. There was no third party behind the scenes styled “the great enemy of mankind”. The greatest enemy of mankind
is man, and more to be feared than any devil or evil genius incredulity and ignorance of the word are able to invent. The
serpent was an acute observer and an attentive listener; and all the inspiration he was the subject of consisted in the
things he had seen and heard.
As to the incapability of a woman being reasoned into transgression by a brute beast, we are every day familiar with the
contrary. Man that is in honor and does not understand the word has no pre-eminence over a beast. This is the doctrine
of Scripture. He is as an ass or a serpent, whether performing in a pulpit, a temple, a mosque, or in the private walks of
life. The folly that hisses from their mouths is but the teaching of the serpent less speciously expressed than in the
beginning; so that it is not a question of principles and brains, but of external configuration, that establishes an apparent
difference between them and “their father who abode not in the truth, because there is no truth in him” (John 8:44).
These “natural brute beasts, made to be taken and destroyed,” serpent-like, speak evil of the things that they understand
not; “and creeping into houses, lead captive silly women laden with sins, led away with divers lusts, ever learning, and
never able to come to the knowledge of the truth.” They reason them into transgression of the word, and into selfsatisfaction and contentment in sin, as effectually as their father did the mother of all living.
After the death of the particular serpent that beguiled Eve, the only speaking serpent was within man. His own lusts are
the internal serpent by which he is drawn away and enticed. He is hungry. This condition of stomach creates a strong
desire for food. This is a lust. He may have power to convert stone into bread for the satisfying of his hunger. He begins
to reason, what harm is there in exercising one’s power for the appeasing of one’s hunger? Manifestly none. But would
it be right to exercise the power under the circumstances of the case? I have been placed thus in order to be made to
know that man lives not by bread only, but by what proceeds out of the mouth of Yahweh. If I exercise the power, I
distrust him, and express my conviction to the contrary; and in effect declare, that without bread supplied by my own
providence, I should die. I have the power, it is true, to put an end to this painful craving for food; but I will not frustrate
Deity in placing me here, by anticipating his deliverance.
In this example, the reasoning suggested by the hunger, and counselling its immediate satisfaction by any means within
reach, is the innate serpent, or devil, speaking within the man. It is the “I carnal sold under sin”—the sin dwelling in the
man; the sin-law in the members. Such reasonings are the writhings and twistings of the serpent, or the motions of sins
working in the members, which, if unchecked and unrestrained by “the engrafted word” as the law of the mind, bring
forth fruits unto death. All unenlightened men are what the Scripture terms “the natural man.” This man does “not assent
to the things of the Spirit of the Deity; for they are foolishness to him; and he is unable to know them because they are
spiritually discerned”. This was exactly the serpent’s case. He was without the power of spiritual discernment. And so
with all men in default of a revelation of spiritual things from the Deity. If he had not made known his purposes none of
Adam’s descendants could have discovered them. Hence, while ignorant of the word, they are as the serpent, and
Scripturally classed with him as his seed or children.
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Thus, mankind in whom the truth is not, being the Seed of the Serpent, the flesh of sin, is their natural parent. This is
“their father the Devil, whose lusts they do.” But when the truth obtains entrance into a serpent-man, or sinner, and
makes a lodgment in his understanding and affections, a power gets possession of him, and generates there “a new man,”
styled also “the inward man;” so that a Christadelphian, or brother of Christ, is not what he appears to be in the eyes of
ordinary men. The serpent-world of sinners does not know them. To the eye of sense they appear as serpent-men. Their
outward man differs nothing from the seed of the serpent; while their inward man is beyond the range of the perceptions
of the serpent-man, or sinner. It is this new man of the heart, within the old man of the flesh, which constitutes an
individual a saint, a son of the Deity, and a brother of Christ. Collectively, the saints or brethren of Christ, constitute his
woman or spouse; they are, therefore, styled the Seed of the Woman. This arrangement distributes mankind into two
unequal and opposite classes—THE SERPENT-WORLD, and the Woman-Seed; the former, being based upon a lie; the latter,
upon the truth.
In the beginning, the Serpent-World consisted of no more than two sinners—Adam and his wife; yet small as was its
extent, all the evil that has since manifested itself, was latent in them. Their symbol was the Serpent, or Dragon, and
represented falsehood, unbelief, and rebellion against the Deity. Wherever these three have been found politically
organized, and in conflict with the saints, there is the Serpent which was in the beginning—“the old serpent.” Of this
serpent-world the Scripture saith, “Love not the world, neither the things that are in the world. If any man love the world,
the love of the Father is not in him. 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. And the world passeth away, and the lust thereof; but he that doeth
the will of the Deity abideth for ever” (1 John 2:15–17).
Now, after Adam had brought sin into being by transgression of the law, the Deity proceeded to organize the “evil” to
which man had subjected himself by his rebellion. He had come to know it elohistically, as the serpent had said; but he
was not also to be like the Elohim in abiding for ever. He had sinned, and the law he had violated was now to take its
course. YAHWEH Elohim therefore proceeded to expound the penalty of the law, and to teach him the practical import of
the phrase, “Dying thou shalt die.” He began with the instinctive whispering promoter of the mischief, whom having
cursed, he addressed as the representative of the disobedient in all future time, and said, “I will put enmity between thee
and the woman, and between THY SEED and HER SEED; this shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel.” To the
woman, as first in the transgression, he said, her progeny should be greatly multiplied, her desire should be to her
husband, who should rule over her. And to Adam, because he hearkened to his wife instead of to him, he said, “Cursed
is the ground for thy sake; in sorrow shalt thou eat of it all the days of thy life;… till thou return to the ground; for out of
it wast thou taken; for thou art dust, and to dust shalt thou return” (Gen. 3:15–19). The specifications in these sentences
upon the serpent, the woman, and the man form THE CONSTITUTION of the Serpent-World, or KINGDOM OF SIN; and termed
in Scripture “the Kingdom of Men”—dominion hostile to the Divine law administered by the Serpent’s Seed. It matters
not what form the dominion assumes, whether imperial, regal, republican, or papal, its basis is one and the same; and
most appropriately symbolized by the serpent which was in the beginning—ho ophis, ho archaios.
In after times, far distant from the beginning, the serpent-world acquired an immense development. From two persons
it had increased to myriads of millions; and without specifying the outlying savages of the dominion, is treated of in
Scripture as “the kingdom of Egypt;” which, in the days of Moses, had attained great political proportions—a kingdom of
kingdoms. It was “the dragon, the old serpent,” of his day—the great enemy and bruiser of the woman’s seed, who sought
their extirpation from the earth. This was the political relation of things then. The “Woman’s Seed” was identified with
Israel; the “Serpent’s Seed,” with all that had enmity against, or oppressed, them; while the “Head of the Serpent,” styled
in the sentence upon the serpent “thy head,” is that chief government of the Gentiles, or nations, which directs, controls,
or influences, the policy of the world for the time being.
John Thomas – Eureka, vol. 5, 1866, pp. 339-340 No More Sea
“And THE SEA is no more”. The sea referred to in this oracle is that Apocalyptic confluence of “many waters,” or “peoples,
and multitudes, and nations, and tongues,” a restless, troubled sea, whose waters cast up mire and dirt (Isa. 57:20), out
of which the dominions arose represented by the Beast with seven heads and ten horns, which was turned into “a Lake
of Fire burning with brimstone”, when mingled with fire; and which became “before the throne, a sea transparent like to
crystal” when the Saints stand upon it as conquerors, celebrating their victory over the beast and his Image, and over his
sign, and the number of his name; and singing the song of Moses and the Lamb (ch. 4:6; 15:2). For a thousand years this
sea of flesh and blood continues transparent as crystal, and unruffled by the tempests of human passion, ambition, and
wickedness. In all this period the sea of nations is calm; and “every creature in the sea, saith, Blessing, and honor, and
glory, and power, be to him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb for the aions of the aions” (ch. 5:13). Being
“blessed in Abraham and his Seed,” they have access to the healing leaves of the Tree of Life, which breathe forth an
odor, or savor, of life unto life (2 Cor. 2:15, 16) by which multitudes of them “are being saved”—ta ethne ton sozomenon
ch. 21:24; 22:2.
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But flesh and blood, or Sin’s flesh, is radically bad. When Paul subjected the nature he possessed in common with all the
race of men, to an enlightened scrutiny, he declared that “in his flesh dwelt no good thing”. He felt that he bore about a
loathsome, leprous, nature, which he styled “a vile body;” so that it caused him to exclaim, “O wretched man that I am!
who shall deliver me from this body of death?” (Rom. 7:18, 24; Phil. 3:21). Such a nature is incurable. It is essentially
turbulent, rebellious, and prone to evil; and can only be controlled by the power of Divine principles, or an iron despotism.
When either of these are relaxed, it becomes presumptuous, and hostile to authority in doctrine and government. Nations
that in the beginning of the Millennial Aion had been “joined to Yahweh and became his people,” will be represented in
the end of that Aion, by a generation practically unacquainted with the torment of the judgment hour, when their sea
was mingled with fire. Seducers will arise among them, and lead them into revolt. This creates a crisis, in which flesh and
blood nations are annihilated; and caused to cease for ever from the earth: whereby is at length fulfilled the saying
addressed to Israel in Jer. 30:11, “though I make a full end of all nations whither I have scattered thee, yet will I not make
a full end of thee”. When this full end is made, the immortal inhabitants of the earth will be able to say, in the words of
this prophecy, “the sea is no more”.
When the sea of nations, then, is made a full end of, but one nation remains the eternal occupant of the earth. Flesh and
blood having been abolished in the destruction of “the last enemy Death,” that one nation must be a nation of immortals.
It continues eternally a Body Politic under the sovereignty of the Lord Jesus Christ and the Saints; for the promise
concerning him is, “He shall be great, and shall be called the Son of the Highest; and YAHWEH Elohim shall give unto him
the throne of his father David; and he shall reign over the House of Jacob for ever; and of his kingdom there shall be NO
END” (Luke 1:32, 33). David understood the promise made to him as well as to Mary in this sense; for YAHWEH said to him
“I will make his throne as the days of the heavens. His throne shall endure as the sun before me, it shall be established
for ever as the moon, and as a faithful witness in the heaven” (Psa. 89:29, 36, 37). Hence, the Body Politic will be an
everlasting Israelitish kingdom, all the subjects of which will be incorruptible and deathless; and its Kings and Princes, the
glorious immortals who had already twice conquered the world, and between their conquests, ruled it for a thousand
years.
But, in view of this, what becomes of Paul’s saying in 1 Cor. 15:24, “then cometh the end, when Christ shall have delivered
up the kingdom to the Deity, even the Father?” There is no contradiction between Paul, Gabriel, and David. The delivering
up is in the sense of that “subjection,” or subordination, to the Father, implied in the abolition of Mediatorship. Hitherto,
no one could have access to the Father, but through the Son; for “the Father judgeth no man, but hath committed all
judgment to the Son; because he is a son of man” (John 5:22, 27). But, when “the sea is no more;” when there cease to
be men of flesh and blood upon the earth, this reason ceases to have any force. The Father resumes His position of direct
relation to all, seeing that he is then “the all things in all”, the dwellers upon earth, who are spirit, or consubstantial with
Himself. The delivering up is the change of the constitution of things, made necessary by the destruction of the Devil and
his works—the destruction of Sin’s flesh and all pertaining to it. If there had been no sin, there would have been no
Mediatorship. Man could always have stood naked in the presence of his Maker without being ashamed. But when “the
sea is no more,” the breach between the Deity and man is thoroughly and completely repaired; and the kingdom is placed
under a new constitution, or heaven and earth, suited to the altered condition of the world. There being no more
judgments to execute, nor gifts and sacrifices to offer for ignorant and erring mortals, the High Priesthood of the
Melchisedec Order is vacated, and the priestly office of the Saints abolished; while pre-eminence of rank is continued to
them and the Captain of their salvation, as long as the sun and the moon endure.
John Thomas, No More Curse, Eureka, vol. 5, 1866, pp. 362-363
The conclusion of the whole matter is that there shall be no more any curse upon the earth and upon them who inhabit
it. The Eternal Wisdom and Power did not create the world that it might be forever under a curse. A curse is only an
incidental occurrence, or casualty, in the Divine purpose; which was to erect a splendid habitation here fit for Him to
reside in; surrounded by neighbors, all of whom should be intelligent, wise, faithful, and affectionate, sons with whom
He could freely associate and enjoy life. This was His ultimate purpose in Creation as He has revealed it in this wonderful
prophecy given to the Anointed Jesus; and by him communicated to the servants of the Deity, through his beloved disciple
in Patmos. What is a week’s curse of seven thousand years compared with an eternity of blessedness to follow? The curse
of this Millennary Week is a mere incident in the situation, turned to good account by the wisdom of Him who imposed
it. The occasion of the curse was the transgression of the divine law by the ‘very good’ nature formed in and of the dust
of the ground. ‘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 was thou taken; for dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return’. So long,
then, as the sin nature continues to inhabit the earth, there must be sorrow, toil, and death; for the sentence pronounced
upon the sinning nature, declares the continuance of the curse to be in all the days of its life.
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To abolish the curse, then, is equivalent to the abolition of the nature cursed with sorrow, toil, disease, and death. This
abolition was the consummation of all things, by which is introduced an entirely new creation; the basis of which is a nature
that neither has nor can transgress – that is, the Divine Nature. All that comes out of the ground is cursed, and unclean; so
that even the body of Jesus, and the bodies of the approved saints, in resurrection, required ]to be justified, rectified, purged,
or perfected, by all – absorbing spirit; which makes every atom of their substance instinct within corruption and life; in other
words, transforms it into spirit. In such a removal of curse and uncleanness, a higher nature is developed, which is so clean
and pure, that when it is indicated, it is represented by “fine linen, pure and bright,” or “white,” and “pure gold, transparent
as crystal”. How infinitely inferior to this is the nature cursed! And is it to be doubted for a moment by any reasonable mind,
that the transition from the accursed sin-nature, to the pure bright, golden and crystal-like, or Divine-Nature, is truly an
ascent to the Father, who is Spirit? The new nature is the fine gold, precious stones, and pearls of the Holy City, developed
in the “swallowing up” of the curse; so that, in relation to the saints, “there shall no more be any curse”. When they are
transformed into the New-Jerusalem by the energeia (Phil. 3:21) or inworking power, that “descends from the Deity out of
heaven,” there is to them entire freedom from everything pertaining to the curse.
John Thomas – Catechesis, 1869, pp. 11 –12
37.

What relation did the first man sustain to mortality and immortality?
Ans. That of a candidate for the one or the other. If obedient to the law, he would obtain the right to eat of the
tree of life and live for ever (Gen. 3:22; Rev. 22:14); if disobedient, he would incur the penalty of the law, which
consigned him to the dust from which he was taken (Gen. 2:17; 3:19).

38.

Having come under the penalty of the law, when did it begin to take effect?
Ans. After he had given account of himself at the judgment which sat upon his case, and sentence of death was
pronounced upon him.

39.

What is Death?
Ans. The cessation of the life of an earthy body.

40.

What is Corruption?
Ans. The returning of a lifeless earthy body to its primeval dust.

John Thomas – Phanerosis, 1869, pp. 35-36 [Logos 1969 Edition]
The Old Man of Sin’s Flesh, who is the Devil, cannot be converted. His destiny is destruction; “for this purpose was the
Son of God manifested that he might destroy the works of the Devil,” or the works of the flesh, which are the same things:
and “forasmuch also as the children (of his Father) are partakers of flesh and blood, He (the Son) himself, likewise, took
part of the same; that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the Devil” (1 John 3:8;
Heb. 2:14). Hence the Old Man of the Flesh and his deeds are doomed to extirpation from the earth at the hands of Jesus
and his brethren. The Devil and all his superstitions of temple, synagogue, and church, whether dissentient or established,
are all to be destroyed. Clergymen and Rabbis, philosophers and fools, will not indeed “go to the devil,” but far better
will vanish with him from the earth, which will remain emancipated and blessed for the “meek” whose heritage it is.
But if the Old Man cannot be converted, A.B. may. Our friend A.B. may “be taught of God,” not by direct spirit-afflation,
according to the Old Man’s theology, but by the direct operation of the heavenly ideas of God upon his brain-flesh. These
ideas are the living spirit, the divine agent in conversion, which, when understood and believed, inscribe upon the tablet
of A.B.’s intellect and affections “the Law of the Spirit of the life in the Anointed Jesus,” which “Spirit,” as he himself hath
said, “it is that makes alive,” and “the words which I discourse to you is spirit and is life” (pneumu esti kai zoe estin). That
is, spirit is the words, and life is the words discoursed. The spirit or power of the words is in the ideas they represent; and
those ideas generate intellectual and moral, that is, spiritual life; which life having been fully developed in a character
approved of Him from whom the ideas originate, is permanently manifested in “the crown of life,” the reward of
righteousness, which is received by the resurrected and transformed made incorruptible and immortal, or deathless, by
“the Lord the Spirit.”
Here, then, is a New Man created by the Spirit, who is the rival and deadly enemy of the Old Man, generated of blood, of
the will of the flesh, and of the will of man. The germ of the New Man is the ideas of God. These ideas are aggregated in
what Peter terms “the knowledge of God and of Jesus our Lord.” If A.B. have this knowledge in him, God’s seed is in him;
“The Word of the Kingdom” is there; he knows the True One, and his knowledge leads him into the True One— into His
Son Jesus the Anointed; and he comes to know that “this is the true God, and the life of the Aion.”
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John Thomas, Letter to a Friend, 1869, [Reprinted in The Christadelphian, 1873, pgs. 323-324]
“The Lord Jesus said: ‘I pray not for the world, but for them which Thou hast given me, that they may be one, being sanctified
through the truth; that they all may be one, as Thou, Father, art in me and I in Thee; that they also may be one in us, as we
are one, made perfect in One.’ - (John 17). This unity of spirit in the bond of peace (Eph. 4:3), is what John styles our
fellowship, the fellowship of the apostles, resulting from sanctification through the truth. Hence all who are sanctified
through the truth, are sanctified by the second will, through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once. For by one offering
he hath perfected for a continuance them that are sanctified (Heb. 10:10, 14), which one offering of the body was the
annulling and condemnation of sin, by the sacrifice thereof. - (Heb. 9:26). This body, which descended from David ‘according
to the flesh,’ was the sacrificial victim offered by the Eternal Spirit. - (Heb. 9:14.) If David’s flesh were immaculate, this victim,
descended from him, might be spotless; but, in that event, it would not have answered for the annulling and condemnation
of sin in the flesh that sinned. - (Rom. 8:3.) If it were an immaculate body that was crucified, it could not have borne our sins
in it, while hanging on the tree. - (1 Pet. 2:24.) To affirm, therefore, that it was immaculate (as do all Papists and sectarian
daughters of the Roman Mother) is to render of none effect the truth which is only sanctifying for us by virtue of the principle
that Jesus Christ came IN THE FLESH, in that sort of flesh with which Paul was afflicted when he exclaimed, ‘O, wretched
man that I am! who shall deliver me from this body of death?’ - (Rom. 7:11, 24.)
John Thomas, The Christadelphian vol. 11, 1874, pp. 156-1609
EVIL: Seven attested propositions on the origin and the operation of evil in relation to the human race.
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 practised evasion, delivered it as his opinion that though
they should eat and touch the forbidden thing, they “should not surely die,” as God did know. All which is in the premisses
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 for ever, 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.
9
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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 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, preeminently 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
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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.)
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.
“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
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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, 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.
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Robert Roberts [1860s to 1890s]
A. On Creation
Robert Roberts– Were there Human Beings on the Earth before Adam?, Ambassador of the Coming
Age, vol. 5, 1868, pp. 171-172
A SISTER wants to know how the idea apparently entertained by some, that there were races of men on the earth before
the creation of Adam, can be reconciled with the account in Genesis; that previous to that time, “the earth was without
form, and void, and darkness was upon the face of the deep.” The answer is, the two things cannot be reconciled. It is
evident that prior to the six days re-arrangement of things, the earth was submerged in water and enveloped in vapour
so thick that darkness prevailed; and of course human life, or any other kind of life, (for even aquatic life requires the
sun) was impossible. The differences of race now existing, are without doubt, owing to differences of circumstances and
climate, operating upon scattered families. … The human family has radiated from the east, as is shown by course of
history and civilisation, and by the architectural traces of his path. Forced asunder by the confusion of tongues, families
migrated in primeval times, according to taste and necessity; and acted upon by the dissimilar circumstances to which
they were severally exposed, they soon presented through all the earth, those diversities of colour and shape that now
constitute the basis of natural divisions. To suggest a difference of origin, on the ground of difference of type, is to ignore
the operation of this law, and to construct a theory both without logical foundation, and in opposition to the scriptural
record that “God hath made of one blood all the nations of men, to dwell on the face of the earth.”—(Acts 17:26.) There
is no necessity for such a theory. The natural variations of species produced by the universal law of development
according to condition, is sufficient to account for the different races of man. That the earth had a history anterior to the
six days’ work, is certain, from both scripture and nature. Geology proves the existence of forms of life long before the
Mosaic creation; and the Bible tacitly affirms a pre-Adamite order of things, in the words addressed to Adam and Eve
“replenish (or fill again) the earth,” which are the words made use of to Noah, when the world had been cleared of its
antediluvian inhabitants. It is probable that the fallen angels referred to by both Peter and Jude were related to this
period. The Mosaic narrative goes no farther back than the Adamic era, immediately prior to which, the world was in a
state of chaos, as the result of a catastrophe akin to the Noachic deluge, but aggravated by the addition of Egyptian
darkness. The human era certainly commenced no longer ago than 6,000 years. The present number of the human race
is a proof of it. If the rates of increase now going on, (making due allowance for the ravages of war and catastrophe) had
begun say twenty thousand years ago, as some of our scientific speculators wish to make out, there would have been a
far vaster population than now exists. It is a simple question of figures. The same calculation excludes the idea of mankind
having had more than one father and mother to start with.
Robert Roberts – A Brush with Modern Scepticism, The Christadelphian, vol. 10, 1873, p. 163
“We have,” says Mr. Suffield, furthermore, “to instruct them (the teachers) that the universe was created in six days, six
thousand years ago.” This is not a correct representation of what is involved in a reception of the Mosaic account.
“Heaven and earth” of Genesis is not synonymous with “the Universe.” Heaven is described as “the firmament,” formed
“to divide the waters that are above the firmament from the waters that were under it.” It is, therefore, the body of
atmosphere encircling the globe, whose existence was thus Mosaically made known ages before it was philosophically
ascertained. The testimony is, that heaven and earth in this limited sense, were the subject, six thousand years ago, of a
process called “create.” But does this create (bara) express the theological idea of being “made out of nothing?” By no
means, for such an idea is foreign to the Bible. The teaching on this point is, that all things were formed “out of God”—
(Rom. 11.), and the Hebrew verb bara, translated “create,” signifies to make, in the sense of constitute, arrange, set in
order. It is used periphrastically with “formed the earth to be inhabited” in Isa. 45:18. It is translated “made” in the
following instances: Psalm 47:48; Num. 16:30; “done” in Ex. 34:10; “choose” in Ezekiel 21:17; “make fat” in Samuel 2:29;
in other places “create.” That Moses does not teach the creation of the earth in the ordinary sense six thousand years
ago is proved by his recognition of a pre-“creation” existence. Before the six days’ work began, he speaks of the earth as
being “without form and void,” and “darkness on the face of the deep.”—(Gen. 1:2.) How long it had been in this state is
not hinted; but the narrative leaves room for the measureless ages said to be required by geology. Neither was the human
the first rational race on its surface, if we are to attach the same sense to the words addressed to Adam as they possessed
when addressed to Noah. “Be fruitful and multiply, and replenish (fill again) the earth.” There may have been a previous
race, swept away after the manner of the flood, the catastrophe leaving the earth in the state in which the six days’ work
found it. Jude and Peter both refer to pre-Adamite occurrences in this direction.—(2 Peter 2:4; Jude 6). The work
occupying the six days was the work of reclaiming the world from pre-Adamite chaos, with which there is nothing
inconsistent in the “historical, critical and scientific books,” to which Mr. Suffield makes reverential allusion.
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“That because God then rested, the last day of the week is to be observed as a day of absolute idleness.” This is Mr.
Suffield’s next difficulty. That he should stumble at it with orthodox views of divine operations, is no matter of marvel.
The difficulty is not incidental to the subject itself. The “Elohim,” the angels of Almighty power, carrying out the mandates
of Omnipotence in the re-organisation of the world, must have expended vast energies in the enormous physical
achievements of the six days; and although their endowment with these energies must be correspondingly vast, there is
nothing inconceivable in their finding the seventh day’s cessation a source of refreshment. The Creator only is unlimited
in His power. The idea may be startling to clerical minds, but it belongs to the book which Mr. Suffield would keep out of
the Board Schools, and is the explanation of what strikes him in this item as inexplicable.
Robert Roberts – Saturday Evening Scripture Studies, The Christadelphian, vol. 12, 1875, pp. 157-160
GENESIS 1.—Light appears on the scene before the sun. This is made a difficulty by some. If all light came from the sun, it
might be a difficulty; but there are many sources of light besides the sun. Witness the phosphorescent glow of the ocean
at night. There is light in the rocks. A blow with a steel instrument will manifest a spark of it. Light is latent everywhere.
It requires but all-controlling Power to be brought to bear to make it manifest; and this was what took place in the present
instance. The Spirit of God, which is in itself the light of all light, brooding on the face of the waters, illumined the darkness
covering the face of the deep. But it is said, What need for this mode of light, seeing the sun was in the heavens where it
had been for countless ages? Answer: there are conditions of the atmosphere which prevent the light of the sun from
coming through. An unusually dense storm-cloud, will on rare occasions darken the air at noon. Now, it is evident that
when the Mosaic six-days’ work of re-organization began, the globe was enwrapped in watery vapours; for we read in
verse 7 of a separation taking place between the light and the heavy elements of the vaporous mantle, the condensed
water descending and the vapour ascending to the cloud-region of the atmosphere. Before this took place, the vaporous
covering of the earth would effectually prevent the light of the sun from reaching it, and cause that state of darkness
which was first dispelled by spirit-caused light.
Verses 16 and 17, speak as if the sun, moon, and stars where made for the first time, six thousand years ago. But the
narrative was written for man as an inhabitant of the earth. We must therefore read it from the terrestrial and not the
astronomical standpoint. From this point of view, the sun, moon, and stars would come into existence at this time; for
previous to the fourth day, they would not be visible from the earth, on account of the condition of the atmosphere
previously referred to; and therefore, practically, they did not exist in relation to the earth. It is not the modes of the
divine precedure that are made the subject of narrative, but the practical results in relation to us. Yet the narrative is
consistent with the modes, though the modes are not made visible. God made two great lights, &c.; true: in this there is
nothing as to how long He took to make them. Having made them, He placed them (or caused them to appear) in the
terrestrial firmament on the fourth day. Thus the narrative suits the proximate aspect of the case as it would have
appeared to a man witnessing the evolutions of the six days, and at the same time, is not in conflict with the mightier
phase in which they are to be contemplated through the medium of astronomical science.
Chapter 2:3.—The seventh day was a day of rest before the Mosaic institution of the Sabbath; pointing, doubtless, to two
things—first that rest every seventh day is a necessity both for body and mind: and second, that the purpose of God
towards the earth has appointed the seventh day of a thousand years as a period of rest and blessing. The observance of
the seventh day is thus founded on the natural constitution of things. Though the Mosaic shadow has passed away, the
wisdom of a periodical rest and special attention to divine things, remain; yet this is different from that Mosaic day of
burdens and restrictions which some forms of professing Christianity would impose on the consciences of men.
Sabbatarianism is founded on a misinterpretation: yet there is a germ of truth in it. We have to be thankful for the
legislative enforcement of the Sabbath which preserves to us a day of rest and liberty which would soon be sacrificed on
the devouring altar of Mammon.
Chapter 2:15.—Adam, fresh from the hand of creative power—in the “very good” state—was put into the garden of Eden
“to dress it and to keep it.” He, therefore, had to “work” before sin marred everything. Inactivity is no part of a blessed
state. There is pure pleasure in occupation when the faculties and health are vigorous. The curse of labour lies in its
excessiveness and in our existence being made dependent upon it, and in the impaired state of the vital machinery with
which it has to be performed. The perfect state to which we are coming, in the mercy of God through Christ, will be a
state of joyful activity: the exercise of all the powers of an incorruptible nature in the gladsome service of God and man.
Chapter 2:22.—God made a companion to man—a woman for the man—while man was yet in the innocent state.
Consequently companionship will be a feature of this state when it is regained through Christ. Christ the head of the
community, will have companionship in those who are his “when he comes to be glorified in his saints and admired in all
them that believe,” and that community, as the bride, will find supreme delight in his headship. But the delight of
companionship will not stop here: among themselves, there will be endless companionships; and we may discover that
some of the companionships of the present time are but preparatory for that state: that future blessedness will be built
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upon the foundation of present love. Men and women are to be saved, and though the present provisional relation of
the sexes is to be at that time abolished, saved men and women will in many respects be men and women still, and may
be individually associated together on principles unknown to us now but which will recognise those mutual adaptations
of man and woman which existed before the sin-state, and are independent of the procreative ends of their provisional
relation. Certain it is that no good thing will be withheld from the perfected family of God; and that the sweets of present
friendship will be increased and not diminished.
Chapter 3:1.—The serpent tempted Eve. In this, Moses and Paul agree.—(2 Cor. 11:3.) It was an animal, that is, “a beast
of the field:” for it is classed with the beast of the field in the statement that it was “more subtle than any beast of the
field which the Lord God had made.” When it is said of Moses that he was “meek above all the men which were upon the
face of the earth,” the force of the statement lies in the fact that Moses was one of “the men which were upon the face
of the earth.” If he had been an angel, it would have no application. So the force of the statement that the serpent was
“more subtle than any beast of the field which the Lord God had made,” lies in the fact that it was one of those beasts.
The same remark holds good, as to the sentence: “Thou art cursed above all cattle:” if the serpent did not belong to the
“cattle,” this had no meaning. What should we think of hearing “Garibaldi is esteemed above all horses?” We should
conclude it was some race-horse that was being talked of. The serpent was a beast of the field and of “the cattle.” It was
an individual serpent, separate altogether from Eve; for in addition to Adam and Eve, judgment was passed on the serpent:
“And the Lord God said UNTO THE SERPENT, Because thou hast done this, thou art cursed above cattle.” The fact of its
speaking only shows that God qualified an animal to perform the necessary part of putting the first pair to the proof.
There is no difficulty in the way of common sense and child-like faith. The fact that the serpent is afterwards used as a
figure is no more evidence of the unliterality of the serpent in the Garden of Eden than the use of trees in figure disproves
the literality of the Garden itself. A figure is a shadow. There cannot be a shadow without substance to cause it. To say
the serpent in Genesis is a figure because the serpent in Revelations is so, is to say that because a shadow cast by a rock
in the sun is a mere appearance, therefore the rock itself is a mere appearance. The whole force of a figure is derived
from the literal fact on which it is founded. The part performed by the literal serpent in the Garden of Eden gives the
foundation for the figure which writes the name of the serpent on the present evil world; which is the fruit of the literal
serpent’s evil. But there have always been incompetent allegorizers. Origen is the king of them. He involved the holy
oracles in impenetrable cloud by his blinding msyticism. Human nature is the same still: and it has become one of the
duties of the time to beware of English Origenism.
Chapter 3:6.—The woman saw that the forbidden tree was “good for food, pleasant to the eyes, and a tree to be desired
to make one wise.” Therefore she ate on the suggestion of the serpent, who told her her eyes would be opened and
knowledge increased. Her motives were what would be called “good.” There was nothing wicked in the abstract in
desiring to partake of good food and to have increased knowledge. Yet giving way to these innocent objects was the
means of bringing sin and death into the world. God had forbidden Eve to eat: and no goodness of motive could justify
her eating. It was innocent enough in the abstract to desire good food and enlarged knowledge: but the indulgence of
this innocent desire became criminal when it involved the disobedience of a command. This suggests a simple but very
important principle in the regulation of our own lives. That only is right which God has commanded, and that wrong which
He has forbidden. There is no other standard of action; and this standard we must enforce upon ourselves strictly. To do
a wrong thing with a “good” object is to repeat the transgression of Eden. No action can be “good” in the sight of God
which sets His command aside. Submission to Him is the only goodness He will recognise, even if it is pushed to the
extreme of requiring the sacrifice of an only son, like Abraham. The application of this simple principle will blow away
much sophistical mist that gathers around the steps of those who make their own conceptions of “good” the rule of their
actions.
Robert Roberts –The Christadelphian, vol. 12, 1875, p. 490
IF this theory [Darwinian Evoluition] were true, the hope of the gospel would never be anything more than a beautiful
fancy.
The evidence upon which the truth of the gospel rests, is so vast and overpowering that if all the scientific men in the
world were to coincide in the theory of Darwin, it would not shake the faith of those who apprehend the evidence in its
entirety and force. Still such a scientific unanimity might prove an element of discomfort; for most minds are aware that
the deductions of science as a rule, are founded on unquestionable matters of fact, and it would be impossible in many
cases to resist a feeling that there must be strong foundation for the dismal theory in question if every man having access
to the facts were of the same mind. It is therefore not without a certain use that scientific disagreement should be
exhibited to view.
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Robert Roberts – Darwin and Huxley Refuted, The Christadelphian, vol. 13, 1876, pp. 18-20
A pamphlet entitled Science and Revelation is published by William Mullan of Belfast. It is by Dr. Porter, the Professor of
Biblical Criticism in one of the Belfast Colleges. It reviews and answers “the theories of Tyndall, Huxley, Darwin, and
Herbert Spencer.” It is a decidedly able and conclusive treatise in its particular department: a department which has
become prominent and important in these days of scientific opposition to revelation. A few extracts will be profitable to
the more observant and thoughtful reader.
“The teachings of scientists on matter and the material universe are not uniform; were they so they would have much
greater weight. Nearly every scientific man has a theory of his own, which he propounds with all authority, not to say
dogmatism; and it so happens that these theories are, for the most part, inconsistent with each other—and indeed, in
some cases, mutually destructive. Democritus, a Greek sage, who lived about B.C. 400, propounded a theory of the
structure and origin of the material universe, which he appears to have derived from Leucippus, its founder. It was
substantially adopted by the Latin poet Lucretius, whose prime object in adopting it was thereby to banish from the mind
of man all idea of a creating and superintending Deity. It has received its latest development or exposition in the address
of Professor Tyndall before the meeting of the British Association in Belfast.
As this theory is now put forward in the name of science, we naturally ask—What are its scientific proofs? We cannot
admit theories. They have no weight in our present critical investigation. And first—What proof is advanced that matter
is eternal? There is none; and from the nature of the case there can be none. All that science can prove is that matter has
existed so long as man has existed to observe it. We all admit this: and farther science cannot possibly go. To affirm that
it is eternal is a pure assumption, which has no logical connection with observed facts. Herbert Spencer rightly says that
the eternity, or self-existence, of matter is unthinkable; and he argues, with true philosophic instinct, that ‘the assertion
that the universe is self-existent does not really carry us a step beyond the cognition of its present existence; and so
leaves us with a mere restatement of the mystery.’ And, besides, while science cannot advance one step towards the
proof of the eternity of the matter, some of the most eminent scientific men of the present age affirm that this atomic
theory affords the strongest proof of the existence of a Creator. At the meeting of the British Association in 1873,
Professor Clerk Maxwell said, ‘We are unable to ascribe either the existence of the molecules or any of their properties
to the operation of any of the causes which we call natural.’
I do not profess to reconcile the discordant theories (of philosophers); nor is it necessary for my purpose, even were it
possible. My sole object is to submit them to the test of scientific proof. As to the atoms themselves, they have never as
yet been discovered. Scientists have searched for them; the highest powers of the microscope and the utmost skill of the
chemist have been tried in vain. ‘Loschmidt, Stoney, and Sir William Thompson have sought to determine the size of the
atoms, or rather to fix the limits between which their sizes lie,’ and they have failed. Their very existence, then, is a
theory—a theory, too, which has no logical connection with any observed fact. And besides, the idea of an atom is
inconceivable, or, as Herbert Spencer would say, it is unthinkable. To conceive of a piece of matter having necessarily,
because it is matter, length and breadth, and yet being indivisible, is an absurdity. And if we adopt the view of Faraday,
that atoms are “centres of force,” the difficulty remains. A centre of force must be either material or immaterial; if
material, the absurdity is as before; if immaterial, then no aggregate of the immaterial could form the material universe.
Science is thus completely at fault regarding these imaginary atoms.
And when we proceed to test the atomic theory in its development, difficulties and absurdities accumulate at every stage.
It is held that atoms, whether eternal or “manufactured articles,” whether inert or gifted with love and hate, or possessing
inherent potency, have arranged themselves by chance friction and spontaneous interaction, throughout the infinite past,
into those forms of wondrous beauty and delicate and complicated mechanism which we now see in every part of the
universe, and which appear to be guided by wise laws and adapted to wise ends. What is the scientific proof of this theory?
There is none, and there can be none. No scientist professes to have seen atoms building up worlds. The nature of the
theory places it beyond the range of science away in the infinite past. And farther, the theory of matter arranging itself
spontaneously into systems governed by exact law, and organisms exhibiting the most exquisite design, is not only
unsupported by scientific observation, but is opposed to the whole analogy of scientific observation. Spontaneous action
is, as Huxley rightly says, action without a cause, which is unscientific and impossible. It is impossible to conceive of a
change taking place without a cause, and action necessarily involves change, so that spontaneity in matter is an absurdity.
Tyndall himself is, in the end, forced to admit that the structure of the universe around us is an ‘insoluble mystery;’ and
Huxley, after placing the dogma of atheistic materialism in its strongest light, says ‘The materialistic position that there is
nothing in the world but matter, force, and necessity, is as utterly devoid of justification as the most baseless of
theological dogmas.’ This with him is, of course, the acme of incredibility and absurdity. So I am content to leave the
theory of atomic materialism in the position thus assigned to it.
Here again we see that the solution of the grand problem of the origin of the universe is beyond the range of science.
And besides, the inferential teaching of science is not exhausted in this negative result. It reveals in nature everywhere
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the existence of force. However far its observations extend back, that force cannot be eliminated. It is involved in the
movement of a grain of sand as fully as in the circling of the spheres; and if science here attempt to pass beyond the
range of sense, and to theorise about force existing in atoms, we follow it and say—You are but shifting the mystery; and
we press the natural question—What put the force in the atoms? Whence came it? Thus we drive the scientist back and
back through every province of his own legitimate domain; we drive him back, too, through those regions of hazy theory
and dim speculation, in which he loves to expatiate until, at last, by an inexorable logic, we compel him to admit an author
of force—the Great First Cause.”
Robert Roberts – Darwin and Huxley Refuted, The Christadelphian, vol. 13, 1876, pp. 70-73
Dr. Porter quotes the following extract from Huxley, with the view of exposing the scientific inaccuracy of his reasoning:—
“Examine the recently-laid egg of some common animal, such as a salamander or a newt. It is a minute spheroid in which
the best microscope will reveal nothing but a structureless sac, enclosing a glairy fluid, holding granules in suspension.
But strange possibilities lie dormant in that semifluid globule. Let a moderate supply of warmth reach its watery cradle,
and the plastic matter undergoes changes so rapid, and yet so steady and purpose-like in their succession, that one can
only compare them to those operated by a skilled modeller upon a formless lump of clay. As with an invisible trowel, the
mass is divided and subdivided into smaller and smaller portions, until it is reduced to an aggregation of granules not too
large to build withal the finest fabrics of the nascent organism. And then it is as if a delicate finger traced out the line to
be occupied by the spinal column, and moulded the contour of the body; pinching up the head at one end and the tail at
the other, and fashioning flank and limb into due salamandrine proportions, in so artistic a way, that, after watching the
process hour by hour, one is almost involuntarily possessed by the notion that some more subtle aid to vision than an
achromatic would show the hidden artist, with his plan before him, striving with skilful manipulation to perfect his work.”
And then, to sum up the entire results of his scientific observations, he (Huxley) adds:—“What is true of the newt is true
of every animal and of every plant; the acorn tends to build itself up again into a woodland giant such as that from whose
twig it fell; the spore of the humblest lichen reproduces the green or brown incrustation which gave it birth; and at the
other end of the scale of life, the child that resembled neither the paternal nor the maternal side of the house would be
regarded as a monster. . . . . It is the first great law of reproduction that the offspring tends to resemble its parent or
parents.”
But what light, says Dr. Potter, does all this throw upon the origin of life? None. Quite true, Huxley adds, “Science will
some day show us how this law is a necessary consequence of the more general laws which govern matter.” But this is
just a gratuitous theory, a prophecy, in fact, springing from Mr. Huxley’s foregone opinion, and having no logical
connection with his scientific observations. The fact is, his observations tend to a widely different conclusion. They show
us the guiding power which that mysterious entity we call life exercises upon matter, moulding it at will into forms of
exquisite beauty and wide diversity; they show us that life cannot be a unit, that is, a thing of one essence and type,
emanating from matter; for, were it so, then its operations upon matter would be uniform, and there would but be one
class of organisms in the universe. Or, suppose we admit, with Herbert Spencer, that the life-principle is modified to meet
the requirements of its environments, then the nature of the full-grown animal could never be predicted, as that would
depend on the environments, which accident might entirely change. On the contrary, Huxley’s researches prove that
there are essentially distinct types of life, though they all seem to have the same elementary basis; and that each type
operates upon matter—the very same matter—with such irresistible guiding potency as to build it up into forms exactly
corresponding to the parent stock. Science cannot in this respect control it, it can only observe it. Matter—all life’s visible
environment—can do nothing except supply what may be called the raw material. Life guides the moulding and building
in entire independence alike of man and of matter; and all scientific observation proves that life — pre-existing life—is
absolutely necessary to the building up of animal organism.
But scientists have tried to go deeper, and we must follow them. The material germ or protoplasm, as it is now technically
termed, has been subjected to the keen scrutiny of the microscope, and the searching analysis of the chemist. Its
constituent elements have been discovered and described. Huxley says, “All the forms of protoplasm which have yet
been examined contain the four elements, carbon, hydrogen, oxygen, and nitrogen, in very complex union.” In whatever
form it appears, “whether fungus or oak, worm or man,” its elements are the same; and when life in it becomes extinct,
it “is resolved into its mineral and lifeless constituents.” It is admitted that carbon, hydrogen, oxygen, and nitrogen are
lifeless bodies; and that they all exist previous to their union; “but when they are brought together,” says Huxley, “under
certain conditions they give rise to protoplasm, and this protoplasm exhibits the phenomena of life.” Would it not, at first
sight, appear from these words as if science had at length succeeded in solving the grand mystery of the origin of life? It
knows all the elements of protoplasm; and there is no lack of them in nature. They exist everywhere around us. So, then,
the elements are known, and are at hand; science can put them together; and Professor Huxley says, “I can find no
intelligible ground for refusing to say that the properties of protoplasm”—that is, of course life—“result from the nature
and disposition of its molecules.” Yet he cannot produce life from those materials. Science here utterly fails. Its field, alike
of potency and of knowledge, is at this point shut in by an impassable barrier: Huxley confesses that pre-existing living
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matter is absolutely requisite to the development of the phenomena of life, and he admits that its influence “is something
quite unintelligible:” while Pritchard affirms that “no chemist, with all his wonderful art, has ever yet witnessed the
evolution of a living thing from those lifeless molecules of matter and force.”
So far, then, as science is concerned, we are as remote as ever from the solution of the problem of the origin of life.
Scientists have tried to produce life from its so-called physical basis, but every trial has been a failure. They have tried
also to trace it to its origin; but they have only been able to observe its phenomena—they cannot reach its source, nor
can they reveal its nature. They see motion and development in the living protoplasm; but these are the effects of a life
already existing, not the essence or principle of life itself. Herbert Spencer describes life as “a continuous adjustment of
internal to external relations;” but this Delphian utterance, if it have any meaning at all, can only refer to the phenomena
of life; it does not touch its essence, nor does it throw one ray of light upon its origin. That the life is inherent in, or
evolved by matter, is inconceivable, for the living protoplasm often dies, and then, though all the material elements are
still there, development ceases at once; the power which moulds and builds has gone mysteriously as it came, and no
human agency can again vitalise the dead mass, which now obeys the ordinary laws of matter, and is resolved into its
mineral constituents. “The living body resists the chemical agencies that are ready to attack it; the dead body at once
succumbs to these agencies.” Life is the power which moulds and builds up organisms, and preserves the matter of which
they are composed from the dissolving force of the ordinary laws to which mere matter is subject. The teaching of science,
therefore, is that life is something apart from matter; but what it is—whence it comes and whither it goes—science
cannot tell. Its operation on matter is wonderful. It guides the chemical forces already existing, so as to arrange inert
matter into shapes of the most exquisite proportions, and organisms of the most delicate and complicated mechanism—
all of which are entirely distinct from those normal forms which the constituent elements would assume, if uncontrolled
by the life-principle. And then again, when the life departs, the very matter in which it existed, and which it moulded with
such mystic power into bodies of matchless grace and beauty, speedily become a mass of loathsome rottenness, and
dissolves into its original elements. Professor Huxley is, in the end, forced to admit all this, when he speaks of the “living
protoplasm” which preserves and builds up organic forms, and the “dead protoplasm” which is resolved into its mineral
constituents; but he tries to save his favourite theory by affirming—not in accordance with, but in spite of logical
sequence—that the phenomena presented by protoplasm, living or dead, are its properties; and that all vital action may
be said to be the result of the molecular forces of the protoplasm which displays it. How, I ask, can vital action be the
result of molecular forces alone, when, according to the Professor’s own admission, the influence of pre-existing living
matter is shown by scientific observation to be necessary to vital action? The vital action is clearly the result, not of
molecular forces, but of the life-principle operating on the protoplasm. In denying this, Huxley sacrifices his logic to his
theory; and he would do well thoughtfully to read Tyndall’s striking words:—“There is in the true man of science a wish
stronger than the wish to have his beliefs upheld—namely, the wish to have them true. And the stronger wish causes him
to reject the most plausible support, if he has reason to suspect that it is vitiated by error. Those to whom I refer as having
studied this question, believing the evidence offered in favour of spontaneous generation to be thus vitiated, cannot
accept it. They know full well that the chemist now prepares from inorganic matter a vast array of substances which were
some time ago regarded as the sole products of vitality. They are intimately acquainted with the structural power of
matter, as evidenced in the phenomena of crystalisation; they can justify, scientifically, their belief in its potency, under
the proper conditions, to produce organisms; but in reply to your question they will frankly admit their inability to point
to any satisfactory experimental proof that life can be developed save from demonstrable antecedent life.” Tyndall’s final
conclusion is contained in these words:—“In fact, the whole process of evolution is the manifestation of a Power
absolutely inscrutable to the intellect of man. As little in our days as in the days of Job can man by searching find this
Power out. Considered fundamentally, then, it is by the operation of an insoluble mystery that life on earth is evolved.”
This is enough for my purpose. The limits of the province of science are here drawn definitely by the President of the
British Association. Science shows that life is an entity, a power, apart from and above matter, but that in its essence it
eludes the keen eye of the philosopher; that it cannot be discovered by the researches of the physiologist; that it will not
emanate from the retort of the chemist, however skilfully he arrange and manipulate the elements of its physical basis;
that, in fact, it lies hid among those sublime mysteries of nature which human wisdom utterly fails to penetrate, and
which the Infinite Wisdom of the Great Creator can alone reveal to the yearning spirit of His faithful creatures. The whole
teachings of science are, so far as they can go, in harmony with that simple but sublime record—“And the Lord God
formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living soul.”
Robert Roberts – Darwin and Huxley Refuted, The Christadelphian, vol. 13, 1876, pp. 105-107
DR. PORTER’s excellent answer to Darwin and Huxley continues: — “Darwin’s theory is, that all forms of life, from the
humblest zoophyte up to man, have been evolved from one primordial germ. His theory, while it may admit a primal act
of oreation, yet sets aside the Bible narrative, and assigns to man a common parentage with the monkey and the worm.
The line of proof is, that species may be originated by selection; and that the most remarkable phenomena exhibited by
the distribution, development and mutual relations of species, can be shown to be deducible from the general doctrine
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of their origin, combined with the known facts of geological change; ‘and that, even if all these phenomena are not at
present explicable by it, none are necessarily inconsistent with it.’
It will be easily seen that the crucial point is the first. We naturally ask—What are the proofs of this startling assertion
that species may be originated by selection? Does it rest on any sound scientific basis? Have we evidence that any distinct
species has been originated? I have not space to examine Darwin’s observed facts. I admit their accuracy; but I deny that
any or all of them satisfy the requirements of logic, as proofs of the truth of his theory. The facts which Darwin’s own
observations establish are insignificant modifications of race, most of them under man’s guiding skill, and which
confessedly tend to disappear again when man withdraws and nature resumes its sway. In fact, it appears to me that the
fundamental error in Darwin’s reasoning is, his accepting slight variations of race as a proof of transmutation of species.
Darwin draws largely upon an infinite past. Countless ages form the basis of his theory. Without these, development
could not have reached its present stage. But Sir Wm. Thompson, one of the greatest of our natural philosophers, ‘has
dissipated all speculation regarding an infinite series of life-forms, by proving that they could not extend over millions of
millions of years; because, assuming that heat has been uniformly conducted out of the earth, as it is now, it must have
been so intense within a comparatively limited period as to be capable of melting a mass of rock equal to the bulk of the
whole earth.’ What would have become of Darwin’s half-developed animals under such circumstances?
Professor Huxley says:—‘After much consideration, and with assuredly no bias against Mr. Darwin’s views, it is our
conviction that, as the evidence stands, it is not absolutely proven that a group of animals, having all the characteristics
exhibited by species in nature, has ever been originated by selection, whether artificial or natural.’ This is clear, and ought
to be conclusive. I could say nothing more damaging to Mr. Darwin’s theory.
The essence of the theory is, that all the wonderful adaptations which we find in the physical structure of the various
species of animals, to the conditions in which they are placed, to the work they have to do, to the wants they have to
supply, have sprung from a long and fortuitous sequence of natural events, to which Mr. Darwin gives the scientific name,
Natural Selection. If this be true, then the most beautiful and complex organs of animals—the heart and veins, the
nervous system, the human hand, the eye, the mind itself, with all its wondrous faculties—have been constructed, not
by the infinite wisdom of an Almighty Creator, adapting every part and organ and faculty, with requisite skill, to the office
it was designed to fill; but from a medley of blind chance, countless blunders, and innumerable minute accidental
modifications which occurred in the struggle for existence during myriads of past ages. The fish was not designed for the
water; the bird was not designed to fly; the ear was not designed for hearing; the eye was not designed for seeing: all
these, says Darwin, are just the fortuitous products of organised matter, pushing its way at random, and after incalculable
instances of trial and failure, during incalculable ages, at last hitting on what was best.
And what is the evidence on which he bases this theory, which to every thoughtful man must, at first sight, appear
incredible? Nothing short of actual observation of the whole alleged process could, in such a case, satisfy the
requirements of science or make the theory even credible. There has been no such observation, and no such observation
is possible, because the process of development is supposed to have extended over an ‘almost infinite series of
generations.’ It thus lies outside the province of science, and has therefore no claim upon the belief of scientific men.
Design in nature can be seen by every unprejudiced man who observes nature, or who thoughtfully studies the recorded
observations of others. Every fresh discovery in physiology; every searching glance of the scientist into the wonderful
mechanism of the animal frame; every minute inspection of the marvellous adaptation of insect organisms to the
complicated structure of flowers; in a word, every new achievement of the scientific mind in exploring the vast domain
of nature, reveals more clearly, and establishes more firmly, the presence everywhere, and in everything, of an infinitely
powerful and infinitely wise designing Mind. Unseen by human eye, undiscoverable by scientific observation in the
mystery of its working, we yet discern the impress and recognise the beneficent control of that Infinite Mind in earth and
sea and sky.”
Robert Roberts – Darwin and Huxley Refuted, The Christadelphian, vol. 13, 1876, pp. 156-158
“AMONG our primary beliefs is that of ‘cause and effect,’ and what is embodied in it, ‘force.’ Believing in these, we must
carry them back and back, until at length, compelled by an inexorable logic, we believe in a First Cause, the primal origin
of force. Herbert Spencer enunciates the same truth with much clearness: ‘We cannot think at all about the impressions
which the external world produces on us, without thinking of them as caused; and we cannot carry out an enquiry
respecting their causation without inevitably committing ourselves to the hypothesis of a First Cause.’ Science of itself
does not reveal, because it cannot reach that First Cause; but science reveals phenomena which, being rightly interpreted,
lead by sound logical sequence to a belief in that First Cause. Here, then, is borderland between science and revelation.
We see the legitimate province of science, in which it reigns supreme, and beyond which it cannot pass. Science observes,
compares, and classifies natural phenomena. It lays the whole material universe open to the mind. It reveals the
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constituent elements of rude matter, and the plan in which its multitudinous combinations are effected. It shows the
wondrous structure of vegetable and animal organisms, and the evidences of design in them all. It unfolds the mechanism
of the heavens, and the sublime simplicity of those laws which guide the stars in their spheres. It indicates, besides, a
harmony and a unity pervading nature, adapting each particle of matter; each insect, plant and animal; each planet, star,
and constellation to its own place, and making it fulfil its own mission in the grand scheme of the universe. It shows that
nothing is defective, nothing redundant. Scientific investigation tends to establish the fact of oneness of design and plan
in everything. And thus, as one of the greatest of living naturalists tells us, we are led to the culminating point of man’s
intellectual interpretation of nature—his recognition of the unity of the Power of which her phenomena are the
diversified manifestations.
All nature’s phenomena, wherever and however observed, direct towards a Supreme Designer and Lawgiver, whose
existence is also recognised, as we have seen, in the primitive instincts of universal humanity. We hail science, therefore,
as a most powerful ally; we bid her God-speed in her vast field of research. But we see, at the same time, that it is not
within the province of science to solve any of those great problems which I have mentioned. They lie beyond her ken.
The dogma of materialism which, it has been supposed, science confirms, utterly fails to answer the questions put by the
philosophic mind, or to satisfy the longings of the human heart. Tyndall himself has been obliged to confess the fact. With
touching pathos he says, in the preface to the expurgated edition of his now famous ‘Address;’ ‘I have noticed, during
years of self-observation, that it is not in hours of clearness and vigour that this doctrine (of material Atheism) commends
itself to my mind; that in the presence of stronger and healthier thought, it ever dissolves and disappears, as offering no
solution of the mystery in which we dwell, and of which we form a part.’
Scientific teaching does not come within the province of revelation. It is true, however—and the fact should not be lost
sight of—that revealed truth touches on scientific truth at many points.
Revelation does not give a scientific cosmology. That lies outside its province. But then, just where science stops short,
unable to solve one of the grandest problems of nature—the origin of matter and of the material universe—revelation
steps in to supplement its teaching. Science, as we have seen, points to the great truth that there must be a Creator,
though it cannot of itself reach to it; revelation confirms and crowns that truth with the simple and sublime declaration,
‘In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.’
Revelation does not treat systematically or philosophically of ‘force’ and ‘motion;’ but it indicates that solution of their
ultimate origin, in a living Omnipotent Being, which the highest philosophy points to. We read in the first chapter of
Genesis, ‘The Spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters’—representing, as it seems to me, that Almighty Being as
the quickening principle of the universe.
Revelation does not touch on geology; but it leaves room for the fullest development of the successive strata of the
earth’s crust, even though it could be proven that millions of years had been occupied in their formation. ‘In the beginning
God created the heaven and the earth.’ No date is given. The simple fact of creation is affirmed, in opposition to any idea
of development or material atheism; but myriads of ages may have intervened between that ‘beginning’ and the creation
of man. Then, again, the historical record of the creation which follows seems to have a scientific basis, as if the writer
by a Divine prescience, had anticipated the results of modern research. He tells us how the lowest forms of life were first
made, and how there was a gradual progression up to man, the last and lord of all.
Revelation does not enter into the mysteries of molecular physics, or the development of the life-germ, or the way in
which it operates on material organisms. All these it relegates to science, whose function it is to investigate them. There
is, however, one mystery which science cannot reach—the origin of life; and here again revelation makes a clear and full
discovery. The brief account of the creation of Adam, given in the second chapter of Genesis, assumes a new significancy
when read in the light of the most recent discoveries of science. Chemistry has demonstrated, as we have seen, that the
whole constituent elements of our bodies—in fact, organised bodies—are identical with those in the material world
around us; and science, as we have also seen, indicates that the life-principle must be something entirely different from
those material elements. The record contained in Genesis is here in complete accord with science, so far as science can
go:—‘And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground.’ Had the writer of these remarkable words heard the
recent statements of those eminent scientists, Professors Pritchard and Huxley, he could not have been more
scientifically accurate. Huxley says of the matter of our bodies, that it is ‘the clay of the potter; which, bake it and paint
it as he will, remains clay, separated by artifice, and not by nature, from the commonest brick or sun-dried clod.’ Again,
the sacred writer records man’s inevitable doom—‘In the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread, till thou return unto the
ground: for dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return;’ and Professor Huxley, all unconsciously no doubt, re-echoes
the words of the inspired scientist—‘Under whatever disguise it takes refuge—whether fungus or oak, worm or man—
the living protoplasm dies and is resolved to its mineral and lifeless constituents.’ And the sacred writer does not stop
here. He goes on to add what science might infer, but could not reach, as to the origin and implanting of life itself—‘The
Lord God . . . breathed into his nostrils the breath of life: and man became a living soul.’
By One Man – Supplementary Material

Robert Roberts

P a g e | 60

Revelation gives no detailed or systematised, account of the various species of animals that exist on the earth, nor does
it profess to enter into questions of structure, descent, or development. All this is outside its province; and it never
interferes with the researches of the naturalist. It authoritatively declares a great general truth, however, which all the
recondite theories of Darwin cannot overthrow, and which the profoundest studies of the physiologist tend to indicate
and confirm—that each species was brought into existence by the distinct fiat of the Almighty Creator.
Robert Roberts –The Christadelphian, vol. 15, 1878, p. 495
The evolution theories of Darwin, Huxley and Spencer, are with a small substratum of fact, mere guesses, and hideous at
that, with quite as much of mystery at their roots as may ever be felt to attach to the idea of a Creator. A primary, eternal,
intelligent, and, therefore, personal force, with a located nucleus of form, power and glory, is, in reality, more in harmony
with the facts of the universe as we find them, than the notion of impassive force, which is only a name for something
nobody can conceive.
Robert Roberts – The Beginning of Things Necessarily Miraculous, The Visible Hand of God, Chapter 2,
[The Christadelphian, vol. 18, 1881, pp. 57-63]
“THE PRESENT aim will be to rehearse the miraculous occurrences testified, with the object of illustrating the nature of
them, and their necessity for accomplishing the end in view.” In carrying out the plan sketched in these words at the close
of the last chapter, we might begin with the first chapter of Genesis. Here we have marvel enough of the miraculous
order. “God said, ‘Let there be light,’ and there was light,” and so with other things: His word produced the result. It is
not foreign to the subject to realise in passing that such must have been the beginning of things.
It is the scientific fashion to believe that things have “evolved” themselves. But this is a mere speculation. That is, it is a
guess suggested by certain facts on the surface of things that look in that direction, but which are capable of another
explanation. It is a guess inconsistent with other facts: a guess hazarded by one or two clever men, and taken up and reechoed by thousands of mediocrities: a guess, however, rejected by men of equal scientific eminence to the originators
of it, and refused by a large section of the scientific community. As a guess it is not like most scientific conclusions—
demonstrated truth; it is a mere theory in the air that has rapidly become popular because of its tendency to liberate
from the obligations associated with the Scriptures. It is a guess effectually demolished when the resurrection of Christ
is established, for with the resurrection of Christ comes the proof of his divinity and the consequent establishment of
Moses and the prophets endorsed by him.
But even evolution itself cannot dispense with such a beginning of things as is exhibited in the Mosaic narrative. For what
is evolution? It is the gradual development of things from latent power. The power for a thing to be (or its “potentiality,”
as scientific writers say) must exist before the thing itself can come. For example, the potentiality of any plant exists in
its seed; the potentiality of ice exists in water; the potentiality of the various orders of living things exists in their
respective seeds. Without this antecedent power to exist, they would not come. Now, carry the process of evolution
backwards far enough, we are bound to come to a time when there was no earth, no sun, no stars; when the universe
was an undeveloped potentiality. (The hypothesis of evolution involves this.) Very well, imagining ourselves in such a
time, what should we have to look at, so to speak? In a sense, of course, there would be nothing to see, for nothing
concrete existed to be seen; but the force or power now incorporate in the splendid frame of the universe must have
existed. There must have been an all-space-filling ocean of invisible power or energy out of which heaven and earth came
by “evolution.” Now, in this ocean there must have existed the potentiality of heaven and earth; for if the power of them
to come did not exist there, how came they? Yes, says the evolutionist, their potentiality did exist; that is what we contend
for. Very well, but look at this, how came the potentiality to stir itself? Select any time for the start you like (any number
of millions of years), it was at rest before then? Yes. Now for how long a time was it at rest? It matters not if you say a
year (which of course would be absurd) or a million years (which would only be a little less absurd), or measureless time—
time without beginning (which must have been the fact). Here is the problem you have to face: how came the potentiality
to stir when it did stir, and why was it quiescent in the antecedent eternity? Must not something have come upon the
scene at the moment of the stirring which was not before at work? Must not an impulse have begun to move which was
not moving before? Must not the previously sleeping “force” have begun to vibrate with a formative stimulus not
previously experienced? How came the antecedent “force,” however slowly, to incorporate itself in the beautiful forms
of the universe, which had no previous existence? Something like the Mosaic start took place even on your hypothesis; a
fiat, a stimulus, a volition not before active, gave things a start in the direction of their present form, even if they have
been evolved in the Darwinian sense. The slowness does not make the process any easier to understand. If the Mosaic
start in a quick way is inconceivable, so is the Darwinian; they are both equally out of the range of the human intellect.
There are two great differences between them in favour of the Mosaic. First, the Darwinian hypothesis is a guess, while
the Mosaic narrative is a matter of testimony commended to our faith by many powerful evidences; secondly, the Mosaic
view gives us a cause adequate to the effect produced, namely, an all-wise, all-powerful Intelligence, possessing in himself

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Robert Roberts

P a g e | 61

the focalised power of the universe, and capable of imparting that initiative to creative power that is required for the
explanation of what we see, while the Darwinian theory gives us eternal force without will or wisdom to do a thing which
required both in their supremest form.
God has made heaven and earth by His power. This is the simple proposition to which the profoundest of philosophy
leads. Nothing deeper or at the same time more satisfactory, as an account of the beginning of things, will ever be written
than the words of Genesis 1: “And God said, ‘Let there be light,’ and there was light.” The child and the philosopher meet
here on common ground. The only difference is, that the philosopher has been out on the field of exploration to which
the child’s curiosity will by-and-by lead him, and has returned with the discovery that things in general are larger and
more inscrutable than the child has any idea of.
The only practical difficulty in the way of accepting the Mosaic narrative is the assumption that it teaches that the work
of creation began 6,000 years ago. Close study will show that there is no real foundation for this assumption, and that all
that the Bible teaches us is that the earth was put in order and the Adamic race appeared on the scene 6,000 years ago.
The pre-existence of the earth and of races upon it, is not only compatible with the Mosaic narrative, but is recognised in
the opening chapter. Before the six days’ work began, it shows us. chap. 1, verse 2, “darkness on the face of the deep;”
the earth without order, and void. The very first incident described is the movement of the spirit of God “on the face of
the waters” (same verse), from which it follows the earth and the waters existed before the re-organising work of 6,000
years ago began. How long it had existed in that state there is nothing to show; but there is room for any length of time
the evidences of geology may claim. Consequently, there is none of the practical and insuperable difficulty which most
people suppose to be in the way of receiving the Mosaic account of creation. The earth had a history before the six days’
work, as further evident from the words addressed to Adam: “Be fruitful and multiply, and replenish the earth.” The
nature of that history is not disclosed to us in the Scriptures, and geology cannot tell us. Both the Bible and geology show
it was a history marked by convulsion and ending in catastrophe. The Bible shows us the recovery from that state by the
six days’ work ending in the appearance of Adam on the scene. The Bible and geology are sufficiently in agreement to
make the acceptance of both possible, but even if there were hopeless divergence between them, we must remember
that geology is too incomplete and changeable a science (changeable, that is, in the inferences that men draw from the
facts observed; changeable also in the aspect in which facts present themselves to various students and at different
times), to come into competition with the attested authority of the Scriptures of Moses, the prophets and the apostles.
The beginning of miracle upon earth, then, we doubtless contemplate in the formation of Adam from the dust and the
attendant works of repair and re-order. There is no difficulty in the reception of this miracle that is not equally
experienced in any theory in which human intellect may prefer to take refuge. This is the conclusion reached by the line
of reflection we have roughly sketched. Whatever the nature of the beginning, and to however remote a point it may be
deferred, it is enveloped in mystery inscrutable. Here is the fact, that man—wonderful man with all his weakness and
baseness—is here; and there is the other fact that go far enough back, and he was not upon earth. Between these two
points of time his appearance takes place; and whenever and however that appearance took place, a marvel occurred
for which no explanation can be found in the antecedent eternity, apart from the existence of eternal wisdom and power.
This is adapting the argument to modern habits of thought. By whatever name people may please to designate the cause,
that cause, combining wisdom and power, is God and nothing else. That we cannot understand God, is no obstacle.
Whatever we may call it, we are in the presence of that which cannot be understood. Who can understand eternity? Who
can understand “force”? To put away God and give us “force” is not relieving us of any difficulty; it is not giving us anything
we can understand better. It is rather increasing our difficulty; for if passive, mindless force can produce a creation like
that which we see around us, bearing the stamp of matchless wisdom, both in its general form and its minutest
arrangements, then is force a more wonderful God than the God of Israel; for the God of Israel declares to us He has
made all these things by His power and His wisdom, while scientific Atheism would give us a God possessed of neither—
a blind God—a sleeping God—a God that slept for ages and then woke up without a cause and proceeded to “evolve” at
a rate of progress suggestive of wonderful sloth in the first case.
Adam must have appeared at once, and at the time Moses informs us he appeared; for if he appeared by slow
development from a lower life, or by spontaneous development in a complete form, the fact would demand three things
that experience does not realise. 1. There ought to be no lower forms of life now: for if creation “evolves” by mechanical
impulse without discernment, discrimination, or design, her “developments” should march abreast, and there ought to
be no monkeys, no dogs, no “primordial germs”—nothing but men. 2. If to this it is objected that surrounding
circumstances exercise a “natural selection,” and prevent development in certain cases, then, as there are all sorts of
circumstances, there ought to be all sorts of stages of development, and we ought to have some tribes of men with tails,
and some with wings, and some with horns, and some with amphibious capabilities like the hippopotamus, and certainly
we ought to have speaking animals; instead of which man is man everywhere: there is an unbridgable gap between the
lowest human specimen and the highest of the animals in the bulk and distribution and position of the brain. 3. If man
appeared on the scene by spontaneous development (most absurd of all the wild suggestions to which atheistic
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predisposition drives the cleverest of men) he ought to do so now, because nature, on this hypothesis, is unchanged and
unchangeable, and ought to present us every now and then with a man whose mother should be the rock or the peat
bog, and his father the sun’s rays or some other form of the wonderful “force.”
Finally, the extent of human population upon earth at the present time, considered with reference to known rates of
increase, after allowing for the devastations of war and the depopulations of barbarism, and the flood, involves the
conclusion that human generation began at the time represented by Moses. What if there are remains of pre-historic
and pre-Adamic races? The conclusion is not weakened. Such facts would only go to show that in the pre-Adamic history,
for which there is room in the Mosaic narrative, the prior races, with which we have no connection, played a part, of
which all memory and trace have been obliterated by the catastrophe (probably judicial) which plunged the earth into
the chaos in which the Mosaic narrative opens for it: after the analogy of the Noachic flood which we shall have to
consider by and by.
“The Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and man became
a living soul.” This is the all-sufficient explanation of the marvel of man’s advent upon earth—the initial miracle of human
his-story. God fashioned him direct from the dust. This is enough. It suits and harmonises all the facts of the case, which
cannot be said of any scientific hypothesis. It has the merit of being unburdened by the pretentious jargon of science,
and of setting forth all that we can or need to know of the process by which the foundation of the human race was laid
in the production of the first man. It has the further merit of being an authoritative piece of information and not
speculation, for it comes to, us with the stamp of Christ’s endorsement, and Christ’s case is too far beyond the region of
uncertainty to be debatable: In telling us that God made man it clears the resurrection of all the difficulty which some
men have professed to see in it; for obviously, God who produced the wonderful mechanism of human life at the
beginning, can easily reproduce it when the occasion calls.
The creation of man is not precisely of the order of miracle with which these chapters propose to deal. It is the miracles
wrought towards man after his establishment on earth that chiefly claim our attention. Still, it is not without advantage
to begin at the very beginning, and fix attention upon himself. We have looked upon him in the moment of his appearance
on the scene. We look at him in the first stage of his career. “The Lord God planted a garden eastward in Eden, and there
he put the man whom he had formed … to dress it and keep it” (Gen. 2:8–15). This was before the appearance of Eve.
The planting of the garden would be in the nature of a miracle. A clearing or enclosure would be made, and stocked with
fruits and flowers, in a readier and easier manner than by shovel and pick. The power that made a man from the same
material would find no difficulty in this. It was not a work of superfluity. It was necessary that Adam being alone in the
land should have a prepared and suitable place to be in, and what more suitable than an enclosed collection of “every
tree that is pleasant to the sight and good for food” (verse 9). Such surroundings were adapted to the tastes and
necessities of a newly-made and solitary man. But another miracle was necessary to complete his situation. “The Lord
God said, It is not good that the man should be alone: I will make him an help meet for him … and the Lord God caused a
deep sleep to fall upon Adam, and he slept; and he took one of his ribs, and closed up the flesh instead thereof; and the
rib, which the Lord God had taken from man, made he a woman, and brought her unto the man.” God could have made
woman direct from the ground as he made Adam: but he preferred to extract a portion of Adam’s own framework and
use that as a foundation from which to build the woman. We should speak presumptuously if we were to say there were
no reasons for this preference. We may not know them all, but it is easy to see that the fact of Eve’s origin (coming to
Adam’s knowledge as it did—see verse 23) would give her a place in his sympathy which another origin might have failed
to give her: and it is not unnatural to suppose that the employment of a portion of his own being as the basis of his
helpmeet would establish an electrical affinity between them, which would tend to the unity which God designed should
exist between man and woman as “one-flesh.” There was also an allegory established which would have been wanting
had Eve been independently produced. Paul tells us that Adam was “a figure of him (Christ) who was to come” (Rom.
5:14). Now, it was in the purpose of God to develop “the bride, the Lamb’s wife” from Christ himself by death (the antitype
of Adam’s deep sleep). Consequently, it was fitting that the relation of Eve’s origin to Adam should exhibit the analogy
corresponding to this.
Naturalists, of course, scout the whole affair as a fable. But they are precluded from doing so in true reason. They must
first get rid of Christ, which is impossible, and of the Bible, which is another impossibility; and of Palestine and the Jews—
still further impossibilities. It does not follow that because the lower animals are male and female by common derivation,
which does not distinguish one from the other, that therefore it is so in the human species. Though man, in his present
condition, is like the animals in nature, and lies down on equal terms with them in the dust, he is far higher than they in
his origin, type, and destiny. He is in the image of the Elohim. He is the similitude of the divine form among the myriads
of living forms that people the earth: among them, he is the only reflex of the moral and intellectual attributes of the
Creator. He is the head of the animal world. Therefore he is not to be classed as a matter of course with the lower
creatures as to the laws that govern his appearance upon earth. A dignity and a meaning attach to his origin and his
history totally apart from that of the animals. Naturalists reason from below up to man: in truth, the process must be
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reversed. Man has come down from the position in which he started: and the nature of that position and the reason of
that descent cannot be understood without contemplating him from the divine point of view. Reproduction was a
foreseen necessity in the purpose of God with the human species: therefore the male and female relation was introduced,
but it was done in an interesting, dignified, and sympathetic way. It was an adaptation of a common animal peculiarity
to a special and noble creature formed for the glory of God. Woman was formed from a rib extracted from man, and thus
was achieved the first miracle after man’s appearance in Creation.
Robert Roberts – Visible Hand of God, pp. 30 –34 [The Christadelphian, vol. 18, 1881, pp. 250-257]
It has become quite unfashionable to suppose that death entered into the world at that time. It is universally accepted
in learned circles that death has always been in the world. So far as their view is founded on manifest truth, it will be
received by every mind that desires to know what is true. Birth, growth, and death have, doubtless, been the law of
animal and vegetable existence ever since they appeared on the earth, as proved by the embedded and fossilised remains
which have been exhumed at all depths in every part of the earth; but this does not touch the question before us. The
question is—the mortality of Adam’s race; how did it come? Was the race created subject to death? or did death come
as a specific divine super-addition for a reason that came into play after Adam was made? No light is thrown on this
problem by the fact that other and lower animal organisms have always been subject to death; because if Adam was
separately introduced afterwards, in the image of the Elohim, as lord of all the inferior creation, it is reasonable, even
apart from testimony, to suppose that his case was separately and specifically dealt with. If it be urged that the fossil
remains of the past include human remains, as well as remains of the inferior races, the answer has to be made that there
is a lack of scientific evidence that these remains are identical with the Adamic race. The animal and vegetable remains
are those of species now largely extinct, belonging to pre-Adamic ages; and analogy would require that what are
considered human remains, if they are human remains, (which is by no means certain from the evidence) are the remains
of an anterior race, existing at a remote time, when as yet the earth had been unovertaken by the convulsion which
brought it to the state (enveloped in darkness and submerged in the deep) depicted to us in Gen. 1:2. The Adamic race is
a new start; and our enquiry relates to it. Did it commence mortal, or was it brought down to a mortal state after it
appeared?
It is impossible to get any light on this question from geology or any other natural source. Speculation on this subject on
scientific premises is only pretentious maundering. There is a short and satisfactory way to the root of the matter. As on
many other subjects, so in this, the resurrection of Christ is the key of the whole position. If Christ rose from the dead,
Paul, his specially selected apostle, is an inspired declarer of truth. Consequently, his dogmatic assertion that, “by one
man (Adam) sin entered into the (human) world and death by sin” is a settlement of the question. Paul’s dogmatic
assertion does not stand alone. It is founded on and endorses the Mosaic account, which is itself commended to our
confidence as divine on separate and independent grounds.
Robert Roberts – Visible Hand of God, pp. 30 –34 [The Christadelphian, vol. 18, 1881, pp. 250-257]
It has become quite unfashionable to suppose that death entered into the world at that time. It is universally accepted
in learned circles that death has always been in the world. So far as their view is founded on manifest truth, it will be
received by every mind that desires to know what is true. Birth, growth, and death have, doubtless, been the law of
animal and vegetable existence ever since they appeared on the earth, as proved by the embedded and fossilised remains
which have been exhumed at all depths in every part of the earth; but this does not touch the question before us. The
question is—the mortality of Adam’s race; how did it come? Was the race created subject to death? or did death come
as a specific divine super-addition for a reason that came into play after Adam was made? No light is thrown on this
problem by the fact that other and lower animal organisms have always been subject to death; because if Adam was
separately introduced afterwards, in the image of the Elohim, as lord of all the inferior creation, it is reasonable, even
apart from testimony, to suppose that his case was separately and specifically dealt with. If it be urged that the fossil
remains of the past include human remains, as well as remains of the inferior races, the answer has to be made that there
is a lack of scientific evidence that these remains are identical with the Adamic race. The animal and vegetable remains
are those of species now largely extinct, belonging to pre-Adamic ages; and analogy would require that what are
considered human remains, if they are human remains, (which is by no means certain from the evidence) are the remains
of an anterior race, existing at a remote time, when as yet the earth had been unovertaken by the convulsion which
brought it to the state (enveloped in darkness and submerged in the deep) depicted to us in Gen. 1:2. The Adamic race is
a new start; and our enquiry relates to it. Did it commence mortal, or was it brought down to a mortal state after it
appeared?
It is impossible to get any light on this question from geology or any other natural source. Speculation on this subject on
scientific premises is only pretentious maundering. There is a short and satisfactory way to the root of the matter. As on
many other subjects, so in this, the resurrection of Christ is the key of the whole position. If Christ rose from the dead,
Paul, his specially selected apostle, is an inspired declarer of truth. Consequently, his dogmatic assertion that, “by one
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man (Adam) sin entered into the (human) world and death by sin” is a settlement of the question. Paul’s dogmatic
assertion does not stand alone. It is founded on and endorses the Mosaic account, which is itself commended to our
confidence as divine on separate and independent grounds.
Robert Roberts –The Christadelphian, 1888, p. 14
It is one of the many melancholy spectacles of the age in which we live, to find men (including numerous so-called
“clergymen” and “ministers” and some Jews, alas), holding the Darwinian doctrine of evolution and yet professing to
believe that the holding of that doctrine is not inconsistent with belief in God and acceptance of the Bible.
Robert Roberts –The Christadelphian, 1895, p. 414
A winged fowl is the cleverest invention in the realm of nature. There is no greater confutation of Darwinism than the
birds of the air. The theory of development by use might conceivably apply to heavy creatures of a simple structure; but
how could a wing develop by use before it was a wing to use? How could a bird begin to fly without a wing: and how
could it get a wing to begin with if exercise were necessary to its getting one?
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B. Oft-Quoted Article from 1869, Clarification, and the Error of Cornish Views
Compilers’ Note: The penultimate paragraph (shaded in grey) of the first article below by Bro. Roberts is
often quoted by people believing that there was no change in the condition of Adam and Eve’s nature as a
consequence of their sin. This includes those with EC views, and those with similar views to George Cornish
who Bro. Roberts encountered in Melbourne towards the end of his life. Please refer to the subsequent
articles presented in this section, where Bro. Roberts himself clarifies what he wrote and where he elucidates
his reasons for repudiating the “Cornish” error towards the end of his life. Also included in this section are
articles by Bro. CC Walker and Bro. John Carter that address this very same matter. In addition, please also
refer to the abundant quotations by Bro. Roberts in the next section “On the First Man and the Introduction
of Sin and Death”, where he clearly teaches that the mortal and sin prone condition of our nature came as a
consequence of Adam’s sin.
Robert Roberts, The Relation of Jesus to the Law of Sin and Death - The Christadelphian, 1869, p. 8386
No teaching of the New Testament is more unequivocal than that Jesus was a man, and the same kind of man as those
whom he was manifest to redeem. He was “found in fashion as a man.” - (Phil. 2:8.) He was “made in all points like unto
his brethren.” (Heb. 2:17.) He was of the seed of David according to the flesh. - (Acts 2:22). And he is a man, not merely
in the sense of being of the same general type as ourselves, but in the sense of partaking of our identical stock and nature
- “Bone of our bone and flesh of our flesh.” He was not organised from the earth as Adam was: he was not produced as
a new man would be produced; he was developed from a pre-existing nature with a purpose having reference to that
nature which necessitated that he should be clothed in that nature as we shall see. He was born of Mary: he was
elaborated from her substance as any ordinary child is from its mother’s substance, for the ordinary period elapsed from
conception to birth. He therefore inherited the flesh and blood of Mary. He was made of her flesh and blood. He was
built up from materials supplied by her nature in the ordinary process of foetal development. He was therefore Mary’s
nature embodied in a son. This fact is not interfered with by the fact that conception was caused by the power of the
Holy Spirit; the materials made use of by the Spirit were human flesh and blood, and the result was the production of
the Son of God in the nature of the condemned man whose representative and descendent Mary was. The purpose
fulfilled by the Spirit’s intervention we shall presently consider. We shall find that it had to do, not with the quality of his
physical nature, but with the mental quality which was the essential qualification for a successful sacrifice.
We call attention to the fact that John lays emphasis on this doctrine, that Christ had come in the flesh. He makes it a
test: he says if any man confess not that Jesus Christ had come in the flesh, the same is not of God - (1 John 4:1-3), and
he forbids the faithful to receive any who bring not this doctrine with them. We shall see a good reason for this stringency.
We shall find the fact of Christ having come in the flesh, involves a principle that lies at the bottom of the scheme of truth,
of which the manifestation of Christ is but the expression; and that to surrender it or be a party to its surrender, is to be
guilty of opening a leak which tends to the admission of the polluted flood which has for centuries submerged the world
in death.
If Jesus came in the flesh, he was under condemnation, for the nature he inherited was a condemned one. The sentence
of death ran in the blood which he inherited from Adam through Mary. He was, therefore, “in the days of his flesh,” as
much under its power as those he came to save. This conclusion follows from the testimony that he was a man; it would
stand secure upon that foundation alone, but it is also expressly affirmed in the divers parts of the word. It is testified
that he was “made sin for us” - (2 Cor. 5:21). As he was not of sinful character, this could only apply to his physical nature,
which, drawn from the reigns of Mary, was “made sin.” Again, in Rom. 8:3 we are informed that “what the law could not
do in that it was weak through the flesh, God (hath done) in sending forth his son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for
(or on account) of sin, condemned sin in the flesh. The word “likeness,” in this statement is taken hold of by some to
suggest that Christ was not the real nature of Adam, but a different nature, bearing a mere resemblance to it. The answer
to this is that in testimony quoted further on we are informed that it was “THE SAME,” a fact irresistibly apparent on the
face of his origin; secondly, the word “likeness” will bear the sense of generic identity. - (See Gen. 5:3). Paul’s statement
necessitates this view in the present case, for it must be evident that sin could not be “condemned in the flesh” if the
flesh under the dominion of sin was not the subject of operation. Paul further says “Both he (Jesus) that sanctifieth and
they who are sanctified, are all of ONE, for which cause he is not ashamed to call them brethren.” - (Heb. 2:11). That this
has reference to nature is evident from the words immediately following: “Forasmuch, then, as the children are partakers
of flesh and blood, he himself likewise took part of THE SAME ......... He took not on him the nature of angles, but he took
on him the seed of Abraham. Wherefore in all things it behoved him to be made like unto his brethren.” - (Heb. 2:14-17).
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The next thing to be considered is the principle or law necessitating the Christ should be a man, and under the curse.
This principle is to be found in the fact that Jehovah is the great king, whose words stand fast and changes not. He is
immutable in His plan of operation. All His ways are founded in wisdom, and they are never diverted from their course.
In the development of these ways, the human race has come under the condemnation of death, and the operation of
these ways would hold them in condemnation, and destroy them forever, no new circumstance intervening. Not only is
the sentence of death hereditary, but every individual of the human race is a transgressor and has been from the
beginning; and, therefore, the law that “the wages of sin is death” has fatal hold of every soul. From a human point of
view salvation under such circumstances is an apparent impossibility. Because, if the law cannot be relaxed, and the law
has its hold on us, how can we escape? The answer is to be found in the facts before us. In His kindness God intends
release for the captives, but not at the expense of His law; this must have its full course. How to allow the law its full
course, and yet save those under it, is the problem solved in Christ. By the Spirit, God took hold of the condemned nature
in begetting for himself a son in the flesh of Mary. The son so begotten was, “in all points,” like those he was manifest to
save. He was of the same flesh and blood; was under the same condemnation, and exposed to the same temptations,
but - thanks to be to God! - through the power derived from his high origin, he was without sin, that is, he was not a
transgressor. He was obedient in all things, even unto death, and when he died the death due to our common nature,
he was not given over to its perpetual dominion, but was granted a glorious liberation from its bonds, and exaltation to
a position of glory beyond the angels. The supremacy of God having thus been vindicated in the condemnation of sin in
its own flesh, the father transferred to the Son “power over all flesh, that he should give eternal life” to all who should
make acknowledgement of their utterly lost position, by believing the truth concerning Christ, and taking his name upon
them: the only means given under heaven whereby men can be saved (Acts 4:12). The result of the scheme is that no
flesh can glory in the sight of God.
But take away the doctrine which John inculcated as a first principle, (that Jesus, in the days of his weakness, had come
in the flesh, clothed with the condemned nature of our race), and a foundation stone is loosed; the key-note is altered;
the whole system assumes a different complexion. We are landed in the doctrine of vicarious suffering - that is, one
being suffering for another, which is not a fact or a possibility in the divine dealings. The blood of bulls and goats could
not take away sin and the suffering of angels could not avail. Man must suffer in his own penalty, and this he did in Christ,
who was a man - “made of a woman, made under the law” - (Gal. 4:4), and therefore under the curse of the law which
said, “cursed is everyone that hangeth on a tree.” The contrary doctrine lowers the majesty of God, in representing Him
in the light of a compromiser. God will accept no recompense. “Substitution” is a myth of the apostacy. Death having
passed on the race of Adam, he will not accept the death of angels or a new race in place of what he has decreed. His
law must be carried out, and the salvation there is to be, is on the strict basis of compliance with the requirements his
law in the first place. This has been secured by the manifestation of Christ in the flesh of sin.
The objections to these teachings of the word are not founded in true reason. They have an appearance of force which
disappears on a strict analysis. The fact, for instance, that Jesus is styled the “last Adam,” does not justify the conclusion
that Christ was “as much a new beginning as the first Adam;” for this conclusion goes in direct opposition to the fact that
Jesus was not created from the dust, but begotten of Mary. He is the last (or second) Adam in the sense of being the
beginning and father of the new order of men shortly to appear on earth, and in the sense that he bears to them the
same federal relation in the matter of life that the other does in death: but we must not ignore the process whereby this
glorious work is brought into accomplishment.
The idea that “he was of the same nature as Adam before his fall,” is equally untenable in the sense in which it is put
forward. His nature was developed from Mary, and partook of the qualities of that nature. If, therefore, Christ “was the
same nature as Adam before his fall,” in the sense contended for by the friend whose objections have given rise to these
remarks, so must Mary’s have been. The Roman Catholics themselves have seen the force of this, and have propounded
the doctrine of “the immaculate conception,” and given us the absurd and blasphemous title “Holy Mary, mother of God!”
They are logical enough, but their premises are wrong: they make Christ “immaculate,” and therefore his mother;
whereas the fact is that both were of the flesh of sin. The friend in question is bound to follow the Roman Catholics to
the extent to which he affirms the immaculation of Christ.
But there is a misapprehension lurking under the proposition which we are combating. Our friend imagines that there
was a change in the nature of Adam when he became disobedient. There is no evidence of this whatsoever, and the
presumption and evidence are entirely the contrary way. There was a change in Adams relation to his maker, but not in
the nature of his organisation. 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 past 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. The phrase “sin in the flesh” is metonymical. It is not expressive of a literal
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element or principle pervading the physical organisation. Literally, sin is disobedience, or the act of rebellion. The
impulses that lead to this 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 legitimate enough. We can judge of this matter by experience, because the human nature under
discussion is the human nature we have upon ourselves and see in operation around us. There is no such thing as
essential evil or sin. Evil and sin are relative terms. There is no propensity but subserves a good purpose in its own place.
Sin is forbidden use; evil, interference with desired conditions as a punishment of sin, sometimes flowing out of sin itself.
The difficulty is to keep the impulses in the legitimate channel. This difficulty is insuperable so far as perfect righteousness
is concerned. A child comes into the world with impulses, but know knowledge or experience to guide the action of them.
The result is that “folly is bound up in the heart of a child,” which the judicious administration of the rod will help to take
out of him - (Prov. 22:15) For the same reason, “there liveth not a man that (at some time of his life or other) sinneth
not.” The reason is to some extent applicable to Adam. He was in a state of innocency, or non-experience. Obedience
seemed the natural thing till there was temptation. When good results were presented to the mind as the effect of
disobedience, his want of experience left his mind a prey to the impulses excited by the prospect. Had he known
experimentally that the path of disobedience was a path of thorns and death, he might have resisted the temptation.
When we come to the case of Jesus, we find a different state of facts, and at once perceive the part performed by the
Spirit in his conception. Having God for his father, he was “holy.” He is so styled by the angel Gabriel in his message to
Mary: “Therefore also shall that holy thing that shall be born of thee, be called the Son of God.” There are two senses in
which he was so, (but neither exclude the fact, already established, that he was born a mortal descendent of Adam by
Mary). He was separated, set apart from his mother’s womb as an instrument of God, who, through him, was to compass
the world’s redemption. In this sense he was a “holy thing,” but he was holy in another sense. Having God for his father,
he inherited a mental type in harmony with divine things, and a vital sympathy with the divine mind. We have only to
look around us to see the proof of this. Children differ greatly in their latent capacities to apprehend moral and
intellectual things, and this difference is invariably the result of a difference of parentage, either as to the individual or
as to the condition at the time of parentage. Take the child of an African and the Child of an Englishman as tangible
illustration of the first, and the child of chastity and the child of intemperance as an example of the latter. Now, Jesus
was born of our species and one of our species, and subject to the laws which (in the divine arrangement) govern our
species. When therefore we realise the fact that divine power, (directly wielded by the Holy Spirit) was the energy which
incepted his being, we are enabled to see that the type and texture of his being, though developed from the flesh of
Mary, were something far above what fall to the lot of the mere children of men; and we shall find that this is one of the
secrets of his sinlessness. It was the preparation of the suitable soil for the divine ideas to be implanted, which should
germinate to such glorious results for this mighty globe which we inhabit. The soil prepared, the next stage was the
sowing of the seed. The child “grew in wisdom and in stature.” He was in the hands of devout and God-fearing parents
who walked in the ordinances of the lord blameless. By them, in addition to the daily instruction commanded by the law,
he was taken every year to Jerusalem to keep the feasts, by all of which means, he would acquire a knowledge of the
past dealings of God with man, from the days of Adam onward, and being of so spiritual constitution of mind, and “the
grace of God being upon him” from his infancy, he would quickly apprehend the bearings of the whole matter, and
become possessed, by knowledge, of that experience of the evil of sin which Adam lacked, and which, joined to his native
tendency to divine things, would complete his qualification for succeeding where Adam failed. When at the age of thirty,
the Holy Spirit descended upon him in bodily form, and as it were, took possession of his being, the Father dwelt in him,
and his qualification was complete. Yet he was tempted, because he possessed the impulses common to our nature. He
possessed, however, that counter-balancing endowment of knowledge and superior power which enabled him to do
what no man ever has done, and that is to pass through this state of existence without sin. The common run of mankind
inherit natures in which - through the prevalence of ignorance and the activity of disobedience in a long line of ancestry
- the propensities are all out of order to the regulating faculties; and under the special disadvantage of being brought up
in a state of society where ignorance of divine things, and consequent lawlessness is the order of the day. No wonder
that sin reigns, and that no man can offer to God a ransom for his brother. But thanks be to God, for the glorious provision
in Christ, by which we may escape the corruption which is in the world through lust, and enter, in due season, upon life
eternal.
R. Roberts - The Ambassador of the Coming Age, Volume 6, 1869, pgs. 241-243. (In response to
questions raised concerning the article appearing on pgs. 83-86)
..... My explanation is, first, as to “ran in the blood,” “made sin,” &c. Adam, before transgression, though a living soul (or
natural body - 1 Cor. 15:44-45), was not necessarily destined to die, as obedience would have ended in life immortal.
After transgression, his relation of destiny was changed. Death (by sentence,) was constituted the inevitable upshot of
his career. He was therefore, in a new condition as regarded the actual state of his nature. In actual nature, he was a
corruptible groundling before sentence, and a corruptible groundling after sentence; but here was this difference: before
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sentence, ultimate immortality was possible; after sentence, death was a certainty. This change in the destiny lying
before him, was the result of sin. That is, his disobedience evoked from God a decree of ultimate dissolution. This was
the sentence of death, which, though effecting no change as regarded his constitution at the moment it was pronounced,
determined a great physical fact concerning his future experience, viz., that immortality, by change to spirit nature, was
impossible, and decay and decease inevitable. The sentence of death, therefore, appertained to his physical nature, and
was necessarily transmitted in his blood, to every being resulting from the propagation of his own species. This explains
the first class of terms which seem to you to be a physical principle. The second class of expressions are, therefore, in
harmony with the ideas embodied in the first; e.g., “there was a change in Adam’s relation to his maker (that is, in the
purpose of God concerning the future of Adam’s experience: immortality being made impossible, and death inevitable);
but not in the nature of his organisation.” Again, “it (sin in the flesh,) is not expressive of a literal element or principle
pervading the physical organization,” but of the impulses which lead to sin, and sin (in the results it evokes from the mind
of God,) re-acts upon the flesh in bringing upon it a condition in which it is mortal, and physically impure.
Robert Roberts – The Christadelphian, vol. 14, 1877, p. 471
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.
Correspondence from Bro Lowe - The Christadelphian vol. 28, 1891, p. 73
Prior to the fusion of the two ecclesias, brother G. Cornish and brother Stainforth, heretofore in fellowship with
Oddfellows’ Hall, were requested to withdraw, on account of the doctrines introduced by them, and advocated in a
pamphlet now in circulation. They did so, and took a number with them. Brother Bamford, of Oldham, thus refers to
these doctrines:—
“I received to-day from brother Patchett, of Bristol, a copy of a 24 paged pamphlet by brother G. Cornish, jun.,
setting forth a number of vital errors in a most confident way, namely, ‘Christ, a substitute, died a vicarious
death; Adam’s condemnation does not pass to his children; baptism not essential, but only good living; salvation
for the good (?) of all ages and for infants, large resurrection, &c., &c.’ I cannot think such doctrines will receive
a following among those who are enlightened.”
Correspondence from Bro. W. Mills - The Christadelphian vol. 30, 1893, p. 276
Oddfellows’ Hall, Rupert Street, Sunday Mornings at 11; Evenings at 6.30—Sister N. A. Bellamy, neice of brother W. Palmer,
and formerly a member of the late Oddfellows’ Hall ecclesia, has united in fellowship with us. A right understanding of
the Scriptures has enabled her to free herself of renunciationist fallacies concerning the nature of Christ. She formed one
of the number ensnared by the heresies introduced into the late ecclesia by George Cornish, affirming:—1. That we are
not born under Adam’s condemnation of death. 2. That Christ died as a substitute. 3. That baptism is not essential to
salvation. A majority of the ecclesia followed him, and they still teach that because Christ was “holy, harmless, undefiled
and separate from sinners,” therefore he was born in the same condition of nature possessed by Adam before he sinned;
and that if he were born under the sentence of death he could not become a Saviour to those born in the same condition.
We think that such a conclusion ignores the process of gradual development by which Christ has attained to his present
exalted position, and in which the divine purpose is exhibited as just and wise. —W. MILLS.
Robert Roberts – The Christadelphian, vol. 33, 1896, p. 221
Tuesday, October 22nd.—Met Mr. Cornish according to agreement, in the presence of a number of brethren and sisters
whom he had subverted. Up to this time, I had spoken of him as “brother Cornish,” but I now discovered that his
estrangement from the truth was so serious as to disentitle him to that mode of address. It was not only the “good flesh”
doctrine which I had encountered among those in sympathy with him at Bendigo (see earlier part of diary), it was now
no condemnation in Adam at all, and no sacrifice of Christ for sin at all, though in words confessing both.
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First of all, there was an endeavour on the part of Mr. Cornish to prove that I had changed from my original position. He
tried to prove this by citing an article written in 1869, in which I said that no change of nature was effected in Adam by
his condemnation: that the only difference between the fore and after state, was a difference of relation to the
dissolution process lying head. I now said I adhered to what was written in the article, and could wish no better exposition
of the matter when taken as a whole. What Mr. Cornish had omitted to consider was, how—according to the said article—
the difference of relation was established. I afterward pointed out that in the early part of the article it was laid down
that the altered relation became a law of his nature “running in the blood,” and that thus only was the sentence
transmissible to posterity. This was no alteration of nature, but the introduction of the law of death into it, leaving it the
same nature still. But Mr. Cornish called this “evasion” the common rejoinder of perplexed antagonism in the presence
of an unanswerable explanation.
I discovered Mr. Cornish’s denial of the sacrifice of Christ when putting his answers to the test. I asked him why Christ
died. He said “Because he was killed.” Yes, but what was God’s object in allowing him to be killed? The answer was:—“To
wean men from their sins; it was not necessary for their forgiveness.” At this point I refused to go further, because of the
impassable gulf of divergence thus suddenly revealed. 2. Because in my weak state of health, I found the work of shouting
logical niceties into an ear trumpet an impossible work to continue. I said the case was far worse than I had any idea of,
and that I should refuse to have anything to do as a brother with a man holding such views. I rose to go, but the company
(20 persons or so) implored me to remain for their sakes. They, in fact, in a friendly manner, prevented me from going,
and I remained to please them, listening to Mr. Cornish’s remarks, in which he denounced Dr. Thomas as anti-Christ, and
dared me to appear before the judgment seat of Christ. At the close, several of the company asked me to meet them by
themselves and answer their questions, as they desired only to be in the right. I consented to meet them on the following
Saturday afternoon for the purpose expressed; and they all signified their intention to be present.
R. Roberts, The Melbourne Synopsis, Diary of a Voyage, 1896 pp. 66-69,
The Christadelphian, vol. 33, 1896, pp. 339 - 442, 1907, pp. 458-459, and 1937, pp. 552-554.
By some oversight, the second and larger half of the “Synopsis of the Spirit’s Teaching Concerning the Death of Christ,”
appearing on page 224 June number of the Christadelphian, was omitted from the commencement of the Diary in the
succeeding, or July number, where it ought to have appeared. As the part that has appeared is a very incomplete
definition by itself, it is advisable that the other part appear, and perhaps for the convenience and better understanding
of the readers, it is well that the whole now appear in complete form under the heading
THE NATURE OF MAN AND THE SACRIFICE OF CHRIST
1)

That death entered into the world of mankind by Adam’s disobedience. “By one man sin entered into the world,
and death by sin” (Rom. 5:12). “In (by or through) Adam all die” (1 Cor. 15:22). “Through the offence of one
many are dead” (Rom. 5:15).

2)

That death came by decree extraneously to the nature bestowed upon Adam in Eden, and was not inherent in
him before sentence. “God made man in his own image ..... a living soul (a body of life) .... very good” (Gen. 1:27;
2:7; 1:31). “Because thou hast harkened unto the voice of thy wife .... unto the dust shalt thou return” (Gen.
3:17,19).

3)

Since that time, death has been a bodily law. “The body is dead because of sin” (Rom. 8:10). “The law of sin in
my members ..... the body of this death” (Rom. 7:23,24). “This mortal ...... we that are in this tabernacle do
groan, being burdened” (1Cor. 15:53; 2 Cor. 5:4). “Having the sentence of death in ourselves, that we should
not trust in ourselves, but in God who raiseth the dead” (2 Cor. 1:9).

4)

The human body is therefore a body of death requiring redemption. “Waiting for the adoption, to wit the
redemption of our body” (Rom. 8:23). “He shall change our vile body that it may be fashioned like unto His own
glorious body” (Phil 3:21). “Who shall deliver me from the body of this death?” (Rom. 7:24). “This mortal (body)
must put on immortality” (1 Cor. 15:53).

5)

That the flesh resulting from the condemnation of human nature to death because of sin, has no good in itself,
but requires to be illuminated from the outside. “In me (that is in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing” (Rom. 7:18).
“Sin dwelleth in me” (Rom 7:20). The law of sin which is in my members (Rom 7:23). “Every good and perfect
gift is from above and cometh down from the Father of Lights” (James 1:17). “Out of the heart proceed evil
thoughts” (Matt 15:19). “He that soweth to the flesh shall of the flesh reap corruption” (Gal. 6:8). “Put off the
old man which is corrupt, according to the deceitful lusts” (Eph. 4:22).

6)

That God’s method for the return of sinful man to favour required and appointed the putting to death of man’s
condemned and evil nature in a representative man of spotless character, whom He should provide, to declare
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and uphold the righteousness of God, as the first condition of restoration, that He might be just while justifying
the unjust, who should believingly approach through him in humility, confession, and reformation. “God sent
His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin condemned sin in the flesh” (Rom. 8:3). “Forasmuch as
the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself took part of the same, that through death he might
destroy that having the power of death, that is, the devil” (Heb. 2:14). “Who his own self bare our sins in his
own body to the tree” (1 Pet. 2:24). “Our old man is crucified with him, that the body of sin might be destroyed”
(Rom. 6:6). “He was tempted in all points as we are, yet without sin” (Heb. 4:15). “Be of good cheer, I have
overcome the world” (Jno. 16:33). “Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood, to
declare his righteousness for the remission of sins that are past through the forbearance of God, to declare, I
say, at this time, his righteousness, that he might be just, and the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus” (Rom.
3:25-26).
7)

That the death of Christ was by God’s own appointment, and not by human accident, though brought about by
human instrumentality. “He that spared not His own Son, but delivered him up for us all (Rom. 8:32). “Him being
delivered by the determinate council and foreknowledge of God, ye have taken and by wicked hands have
crucified and slain” (Acts 2:23). “Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles and the people of Israel were
gathered together for to do whatsoever thy hand and thy counsel determined before to be done” (Acts 4:27-28).
“No man taketh it - my life - from me, but I lay it down, and I have power to take it again. This commandment
have I received of my Father” (Jno. 10:18).

8)

That the death of Christ was not a mere martyrdom, but an element in the process of reconciliation. “You that
sometimes were alienated in your mind by wicked works, yet now hath he reconciled in the body of his flesh
through death” (Col. 1:21-22). “When we were enemies, we were reconciled to God by the death of His Son”
(Rom. 5:10). “He was wounded for our transgressions: he was bruised for our iniquity: that chastisement of
our peace was upon him, and with his stripes we are healed” (Isa. 53:5). “I lay down my life for my sheep” (Jno.
10:15). “Having therefore 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, let us draw near” (Heb. 10:20).

9)

That the shedding of his blood was essential for our salvation. “Being justified by his blood, we shall be saved
from wrath through him” (Rom. 5:9). “In whom we have redemption through his blood, even for the forgiveness
of sins” (Col. 1:14). “Without shedding of blood there is no remission” (Heb. 9:22). “This is the new covenant in
my blood, shed for the remission of sins” (Matt. 26:28). “The lamb of God that taketh away the sin of the world”
(Jno. 1:29). “Unto him that loved us and washed us from our sins in his own blood” (Rev. 1:5). “Have washed
their robes and made them white in the blood of the Lamb” (Rev. 7:14).

10) That Christ was himself saved in the redemption he wrought out for us. “In the days of his flesh, when he had
offered up prayers and supplications with strong crying and tears unto Him that was able to save him from death,
and was heard in that he feared. Though he were a son yet learned he obedience by the thing which he suffered.
And being made perfect, he became the author of eternal salvation unto all them that obey him” (Heb. 5:7-9).
“Joint heirs with Christ” (Rom. 8:17). “By his own blood he entered once into the Holy place, having obtained
eternal redemption” (Heb. 9:12). “Now the God of peace that brought again from the dead our Lord Jesus Christ,
that great shepherd of the sheep, through the blood of the everlasting covenant, make you perfect, &c.” (Heb.
13:20).
11) That as the anti-typical High Priest, it was necessary that he should offer for himself as well as for those whom
he represented. “And by reason hereof, he ought as for the people, so also for himself, to offer for sins. And no
man taketh this honour unto himself, but he that is called of God, as was Aaron. So also Christ glorified not
himself to be made a high priest, but he that said unto him, &c.” (Heb. 5:3). “Wherefore it is of necessity that
this man have somewhat also to offer” (Heb. 8:3). “Through the Eternal Spirit, he offered himself without spot
unto God” (Heb. 9:14). “Who needeth not daily, as those high priests, to offer up sacrifice, first for his own sins
and then for the people’s: for THIS he did once when he offered up himself” (Heb. 7:27). “It was therefore
necessary that the patterns of things in the heavens (that is, the symbols employed under the law), should be
purified with these (Mosaic sacrifices), but the heavenly things themselves (that is, Christ who is the substance
prefigured in the law), with better sacrifices than these” (that is, the sacrifice of Christ - Heb. 9:23)
I have seen the 102-page pamphlet put out by Mr. Cornish in connection with this subject, entitled, “The Editor of the
Christadelphian Unmasked.” I know not how to characterise it as it ought. It is not for me to judge or condemn, but rather
to have in view the precept which enjoins us to “Pray for” those who despitefully use and afflict us. At the same time, the
necessity for a correct understanding sometimes calls for rejoinder where silence would seem preferable. My rejoinder
shall be very brief.
The venom of Mr. Cornish’s production is self-manifest. Its venom is only equalled by its untruthfulness. That Mr. Cornish
is a conscious liar, I cannot tell. I rather think a good deal must be put down to his infirmity of hearing, which prevents
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correct impressions; and (if reports are correct) to another infirmity which would go far to account for a virulence
approaching insanity.
However this may be, I repudiate his report of the meeting between us as a tissue of misrepresentation and mendacity.
Of course, there is a framework of fact in his account, as there is in all false versions, but as regards those details on which
the character of an action or a speech depends, two-thirds of them are distortions, and some of them inventions. I disown
questions put into my mouth. I disown answers I am represented as giving. I deny the calumnious version of my
connection with the proposed refinement of sugar by electricity which Mr. Cornish has raked up from the extinct embers
of past animosities. I do not admit that livelihood by pure literature is a just cause of reproach.
God has raised up this Shimei to curse me, and I must bear it. It comes at a time when I have many other sorrows. There
is a Divine meaning to it all, without doubt, which will be manifest in due time. It may be said, if Shimei cursed, David
sinned. Be it so: “What man is he that sinneth not?” But Shimei’s cursing was short-lived, and David forgiven was reinstated. We live in a time of trouble. We live in the developing crisis of the time of the end. Evil goes forth from nation
to nation, and from so-called brother to brother. In such a time, the answer of a good conscience inspires resolute
endurance. God guides the whirlwind, and will at last save His own out of all affliction. Wherein this man may mean well
in his personal antagonisms to me, I pray God to forgive him. Wherein he fights against God, in adding to the afflictions
of the Gospel, at a time when it fights an almost single-handed battle against the hosts of darkness, he is in God’s hands
and may have to answer for it.
Robert Roberts – An Open Letter to Readers of The Christadelphian, The Christadelphian, 1896, p. 263264
At one or two points some had been turned aside by the sophistries of one George Cornish, who, while holding the truth
otherwise, denies the sacrifice of Christ in maintaining that Christ died, not as God’s arrangement for the forgiveness of
our sins, but “because he was killed.” This is the old Panton Nain Bristol theory of the death of Christ. It is reached in the
case of the truth, through a plausible theory to the effect that we do not inherit death from Adam by any physical law,
but merely by denial of access to the tree of life: that the sentence of death took no effect on Adam’s body, and therefore
is not in ours: that in fact we are the “very good” and uncursed Adamic nature that God formed from the ground in the
first case; that our nature is not an unclean and sinful nature; that there is no such thing as sin in the flesh, or sinful flesh,
or “sin that dwelleth in us.”
Having sought to establish such a very good case for human nature, it easily opens the door for a Christ of immaculate
nature, notwithstanding its having to admit that he was made in all things like to his brethren, and partook of their
identical nature. It is the old doctrine of Renunciationism in a new form. It is worse than Renunciationism.
Renunciationism, while denying Christ as the bearer of sin for its abolition through death and resurrection, did at least
admit that the race was under condemnation. But this “ism” denies the very first fact of the Gospel testimony, that “By
one man, sin entered into the world, and death by sin, and so death hath passed upon all men” By denying this, it denies
the death of Christ in its testified character as God’s appointed method of taking away the sin of the world. It declares
that “Christ died because he was killed,” in destruction of the Gospel testimony that “he gave his life a ransom for many”
(Mark 10:45); laid down his life for the sheep (John 10:15); put away sin by the sacrifice of himself (Heb. 9:26); offered
one sacrifice for sins for ever, by which he hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified (Heb. 10:12–14) through the
offering of the body of Jesus Christ once for all (verse 10).
It reaches these disastrous results through the apparently harmless idea that the body of Adam was unaffected by the
sentence of death, and that therefore Jesus was pure and holy and good in body as well as in character. Those who are
young in the faith are easily carried away by a theory that appears to honour Christ. A maturer acquaintance with the
Scriptures, and especially with the shadowings of the entire Mosaic economy, will show them that in this particular it
honours him at the expense of his work as the sin-bearer. It pleases inexperience to hear that Christ’s nature was
“undefiled” in the days of his flesh, but it is the pleasure of sentiment as opposed to truth. If the pleasure of sentiment is
to guide us, we may as well go on to say that he was strong, in face of the testimony that he was weak (2 Cor. 13:4; John
4:6): glad, in the face of the testimony that he was a man of sorrow (Isa. 53:5:3): beautiful in the face of the testimony
that he had no form or comeliness (Ib. 2.); immortal in the face of the testimony that he had to be saved from death (Heb.
5:7); and had to obtain eternal salvation (Heb. 9:12).
It is a case illustrative of Solomon’s saying that “there is a way that seemeth right unto a man, but the end thereof is the
way of death.” While apparently an innocuous and harmless and superior theory, it fatally corrupts and upsets and
perverts the truth at its very threshold, for the very threshold of acceptability with God has been placed in sacrifice, both
in the shadows of the law of the substance of the Gospel. When sacrifice is seen as the self-abasement and repudiation
of the offerers, the condemnation of sin in the flesh, and the supreme exaltation of the Creator in holiness, righteousness
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and truth, the evil will be seen of a theory that takes away the one great offering through which man is invited to approach,
in crucifixion with Christ and burial with him, for the forgiveness of sin and reconciliation with God, and the attainment
of life eternal.
It may be that this mischief has been permitted to agitate the Colonies for the quickening of their spiritual apprehension.
It always happens that when a truth is assailed, the controversy it provokes has the effect of causing the truth to be more
clearly seen than it was before. The particular truth in this case is of so subtle and spiritual and high a character (as
involving God’s etiquette in dealing with exiled man) that it is not seen at once nor easily seen at any time, and is therefore
liable to be easily clouded by reasonings that commend themselves to human ways and thoughts. After agitation, it will
be more solidily established than before. Mr. Cornish obtained a considerable ascendancy at first, not only by pertinacious
sophistry, but by other arts not unknown in a “hypnotic” age. But the glamour has gone off in most places, and may
possibly disappear from the one or two neighbourhoods where it still clings.
Robert Roberts – The Christadelphian, vol. 35, 1898, pp. 376-377
The Ballarat brethren asked me to their city with two objects—to present the truth to the public in two lectures, and to
make an effort to promote re-union with the few who had gone out on the Cornish heresy. The latter was attended to
first. A meeting of both sides took place in the house of brother Close (16, Bond Street) on the evening of my arrival
(Tuesday, May 3rd). The meeting took a conversational form. The difficulty was wholly doctrinal—that is, there was no
personal misunderstanding or incompatibility to get over. It was wholly a question of how we were to regard the nature
of Christ in the days of his flesh. The brethren with brother Close accepted the testimony of the apostles that Christ was
the seed of David according to the flesh (Rom. 1:3). and of the same flesh and blood as his brethren (Heb 2:14), and
tempted in all points like to them, though without sin (Heb. 4:15); that he was sent forth in this nature that the power of
death in it might be destroyed in his person (Heb. 2:14) by sacrifice (Heb. 2:14; 9:26), God requiring first that that sin
might thus be condemned in its own flesh, and the right-eousness of God declared in the shedding of his blood be as a
basis for forgiveness (Rom. 8:3; 3:25). The separated brethren, while also accepting this testimony, could not bring
themselves to apply the term “sinful flesh” to the flesh of Christ, seeing he “did no sin.” They admitted that human nature
was sinful flesh, and that the body of Jesus was human nature; but, by some unaccountable flaw of logic, they objected
to the application of the same description. So far as their scruple was due to feelings of reverence for the Lord Jesus, I
told them, it was to be respected; but that these feelings in this case misled them—and misled them to their hurt—seeing
the thing denied was the very thing that qualified the Lord Jesus to be an acceptable sacrifice for the sins of the world.
His sacrifice was putting of condemned and sinful human nature out of the way—“that the body of sin might be destroyed”
(Rom. 6:6, 10); and if he did not possess that nature, the very thing aimed at was not done.
The relation of the death of Christ to the removal of the curse of the law illustrates this. He took the curse of the law out
of the way—not by being put to death substitutionally for others, but by coming under it IN HIS OWN PERSON (see Gal. 3:13;
Eph. 2:15; Col. 1:22), “Cursed is he that hangeth on a tree.” So he took away the curse of death by bearing it in his own
person. It was “for us,” but that was how it was done—IN HIMSELF. But when it is said the curse was not there, and that his
flesh was not sinful flesh, it deprives the death of Christ of its divine meaning.
I pointed out that with such a view they could not give a reason for the death of Christ. To say that “Christ died because
he was killed,” was to deal only with the physical exterior of the event; there was a spiritual meaning to it, which was its
all-important essence—a spiritual meaning fore-shadowed in all the law, namely: That God must be glorified before man
can be saved. Man is to be saved through forgiveness; but this forgiveness He (God) requires to be preceded by the
effectual assertion of His supremacy in the death of man in the person of one with whom He is well pleased and whom
He can raise in harmony with the law which makes death the wages of sin. Such an one he had to provide himself, for all
others had “sinned and come short of the glory of God.” He did provide him in the generation of a Son of his own in the
Adamic nature of Mary. The Son resulting from the operation of the Spirit of God upon a human mother exhibited the
combination, otherwise impossible—a combination essential to the salvation of man—the combination of spotless
character with sinful flesh. The separated brethren did not discriminate sufficiently between character and nature. They
seemed to think that sinless character must have had sinless flesh; where-as the very glory of the triumph lay in the
perfect subjection to righteousness of a nature inherently sinful. There could have been no victory if no enemy; no
“overcome” if there was nothing to overcome. If it is thought more honouring to Christ to say that his flesh was free from
stain, it ought to be considered more honouring to say he was free from weakness, notwithstanding that weakness is
affirmed (2 Cor. 13:4). But in fact, it is not a question of what we may consider “honouring.” It is a question of what is
true and what the wisdom of God has appointed.
We parted in a perfectly amicable way, with a promise on the part of brother Williams and those with him that the matter
would be looked into again.
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CC Walker – “Wrong Theories Resisted Ten Years Ago” - The Christadelphian, vol. 43, 1906, pp. 459460
IN connection with the controversy which has agitated many ecclesias in the Australasian Colonies during the last year or
two, on the nature of Christ, it seems not inappropriate to reproduce some remarks of the late Editor of the
Christadelphian, made just over ten years ago, after meeting one who had introduced error on the subject.
The subjoined remarks by brother Roberts indicate just what is now objected to by the Christadelphian, wherever and
with whomsoever the doctrine defined, or certain ingredients thereof, may be found. As to persons, we wish none of
them anything worse than that they may be saved in the day of Christ. To this end it is necessary for us all that we “keep
the truth,” both in doctrine and practice.—ED.
“At one or two points (on the journey through the Colonies), some had been turned aside by the sophistries of
one George Cornish, who, while holding the truth otherwise, denies the sacrifice of Christ in maintaining that
Christ died, not as God’s arrangement for the forgiveness of our sins, but ‘because he was killed.’ This is the old
Panton Ham Bristol theory of the death of Christ.
“It is reached in the case of the truth, through a plausible theory to the effect that we do not inherit death from
Adam by any physical law, but merely by denial of access to the tree of life; that the sentence of death took no
effect on Adam’s body, and therefore is not in ours: that, in fact, we are the ‘very good’ and uncursed Adamic
nature that God formed from the ground in the first case; that our nature is not an unclean and sinful nature;
that there is no such thing as sin in the flesh, or sinful flesh, or ‘sin that dwelleth in us.’
“Having sought to establish such a very good case for human nature, it easily opens the door for a Christ of
immaculate nature, notwithstanding its having to admit that he was made in all things like to his brethren, and
partook of their identical nature. It is the old doctrine of Renunciationism in a new form. It is worse than
Renunciationism. Renunciationism, while denying Christ as the bearer of sin for its abolition through death and
resurrection, did at least admit that the race was under condemnation. But this ‘ism’ denies the very first fact of
the gospel testimony, that ‘By one man sin entered into the world. and death by sin, and so death hath passed
upon all men.’ By denying this, it denies the death of Christ in its testified character as God’s appointed method
of taking away the sin of the world. It declares that ‘Christ died because he was killed,’ in destruction of the
gospel testimony that ‘he gave his life a ransom for many’ (Mark 10:45); laid down his life for the sheep (John
10:15); put away sin by the sacrifice of himself (Heb. 9:26); offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, by which he
hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified (Heb. 10:12–14), through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ
once (5:10).
“It reaches these disastrous results through the apparently harmless idea that the body of Adam was unaffected
by the sentence of death, and that therefore Jesus was pure and holy and good in body as well as in character.
Those who are young in the faith are easily carried away by a theory that appears to honour Christ. A maturer
acquaintance with the scriptures, and especially with the shadowings of the entire Mosaic economy, will show
them that in this particular it honours him at the expense of his work as the sin-bearer. It pleases inexperience
to hear that Christ’s nature was ‘undefiled’ in the days of his flesh, but it is the pleasure of sentiment as opposed
to truth. If the pleasure of sentiment is to guide us, we may as well go on to say that he was strong, in face of
the testimony that he was weak (2 Cor. 13:4; John 4:6); glad, in face of the testimony that he was a man of
sorrow (Isa. 53:3); beautiful, in face of the testimony that he had no form or comeliness (Ib. 2.); immortal, in
face of the testimony that he had to be saved from death (Heb. 5:7), and had to obtain eternal salvation.
“It is a case illustrative of Solomon’s saying that ‘there is a way that seemeth right unto a man, but the end
thereof is the way of death.’ While apparently an innocuous and harmless and superior theory, it fatally corrupts
and upsets and perverts the truth at its very threshold, for the very threshold of acceptability with God has been
placed in sacrifice, both in the shadows of the law and the substance of the gospel. When sacrifice is seen as the
self-abasement and repudiation of the offerers, the condemnation of sin in the flesh, and the supreme exaltation
of the Creator in holiness, righteousness, and truth, the evil will be seen of a theory that takes away the one
great offering through which man is invited to approach, in crucifixion with Christ and burial with him, for the
forgiveness of sin and reconciliation with God, and attainment of life eternal.
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“It may be that this mischief has been permitted to agitate the Colonies for the quickening of their spiritual
apprehension. It always happens that when a truth is assailed, the controversy it provokes has the effect of
causing the truth to be more clearly seen than it was before. The particular truth in this case is of so subtle and
spiritual and high a character (as involving God’s etiquette in dealing with exiled man) that it is not seen at once,
nor easily seen at any time, and is therefore liable to be easily clouded by reasonings that commend themselves
to human ways and thoughts. After agitation it will be more solidly established than before.”—An Open Letter,
Christadelphian, July, 1896, pp. 263–4.
With regard to this last paragraph, we may say that it embodies the pith of various allusions of ours, during the past year
or two, that have given offence to some excellent men. When we spoke of “Evil of the Lord,” we meant just what is here
said, “this mischief has been permitted to agitate” for a purpose. “Much contention” is no new thing in apostolic
operations, and within as well as without. We must not be discouraged nor driven away by the prevalence of such; but,
looking at the examples of holy men of old, “prove all things, hold fast that which is good,” and wait in obedience and
patience for the return of the Lord Jesus from heaven.—ED.
John Carter, Hindrances to Reconciliation, The Christadelphian, 1938, pp. 366-367
We have received a copy of An Open Letter to the Christadelphian Reconciliation League issued by the Arranging Brethren
of the Melbourne ecclesia. It is a temperately worded statement pointing out the true teaching of the scriptures on the
reign of death. They quote the words of brother Roberts as giving the meaning of Paul’s words in Rom. 5 : 12: “that death
came by a decree extraneously to the nature bestowed upon Adam in Eden; and was not inherent in him before sentence.”
This doctrine is to be found in all the standard literature of the Truth, but is now being denied in a few places. This Open
Letter deals with the denial in Australia as a barrier to reconciliation. A recent pamphlet is quoted in evidence; also, a
letter from the secretary of the Reconciliation League, which tells what happened at a session of the Biennial Conference
held at Regent Hall, Sydney, at Easter, 1938. This letter says:—
“The next matter to be considered was Clause 5 of the (Birmingham) Statement of Faith. This was the scene
of the trouble 34 years ago (when the Truth therein stated was denied by brother John Bell,—J.C.).Well, they
altered it, and altered it by a unanimous vote. They brought it into conformity with the list of first principles put
at the Newcastle Conference by the League. They altered the latter part of the clause, which says ‘which became
a physical law of his being,’ and substituted the words ‘as a result of disobedience was sentenced to return to
the dust.’ This may not be the exact wording, but it is substantially the same.”
If there is agreement on the teaching of Clause 5 why should it be altered? If there is not agreement then let us frankly
say so, and not claim there is harmony in doctrine, and that conditions for reconciliation exist. As the Open Letter says:
“Thus we are left without the grounds for reconciliation. Instead of false teaching being removed, the Statement of Faith
is altered—in a way that leaves room for the false view.”
It may be contended that the change is to a scriptural form of words. But that is a disadvantage if the change allows
fellowship of teaching which is based upon a wrong interpretation of the scripture. A statement in scripture words could
be drawn up to which every sect which professes to be based upon belief of the Bible could assent. But would that
produce agreement on the One Faith?
We have had criticism of recent articles in The Christadelphian from Australia, from brethren not in our fellowship. This
again shows there is not agreement. One writer, who requires that views should always be given in the author’s own
words, says:—
“I am one of those who believe that ‘the sentence of death imposed for sin’ is the second death, and that
we die what is scripturally called ‘the common death of all men’ (Num. 16 : 29), because dissolution of being is
a ‘law of our nature.’”
The effect of this view on the sacrifice of Christ may be seen from the further statement of the same writer:—
“It was in the resurrection of Christ that the declaration of God’s righteousness was declared. . . .Christ was
saved from a death not inherited from Adam, but from one to which he was condemned by sinners. Christ was
murdered. Sinners had accused him of wrong doing, and God justified Christ from the accusations of sinners,
and, at the same time, disclosed that Christ was perfectly obedient in the judgment of God in his inner being as
well.”
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Readers of “The Diary to Australia” will recognise in this the same theory which was put forward by “one, Cornish,” and
in reply to which brother Roberts drew up the series of propositions on “The Nature of Man and the Sacrifice of Christ”
which were reproduced in The Christadelphian of December last.
The Regent Hall ecclesia mentioned is in fellowship with the Suffolk Street ecclesias here. We personally approve the
attitude of the Melbourne ecclesia and agree with them that by such teaching, and such changes in the Statement, “we
are left without the grounds for reconciliation.”
John Carter, On the Nature of Man and the Sacrifice of Jesus Christ, The Christadelphian, 1939, pp. 228230
During the last eighteen months we have drawn attention to what we believe to be the true teaching of the Bible on
these subjects (THE CHRISTADELPHIAN, 1937, p. 552; 1938, pp. 127, 173). These doctrines have been maintained since
the revival of the Truth nearly 100 years ago, and are set forth in the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith, which is
in use in the majority of ecclesias, in the following clauses:—
IV. That the first man was 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 continuance of life
was contingent on obedience.
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.
VI.
That 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.
VII.
That He inaugurated this plan by making promises to Adam, Abraham and David, and afterwards
elaborated it in greater detail through the prophets.
VIII.
That these promises had reference to Jesus Christ, who was to be raised up in the condemned line of
Abraham and David, and who, though wearing their condemned nature, was to obtain a title to resurrection by
perfect obedience, and, by dying, abrogate the law of condemnation for himself and all who should believe and
obey him.
IX. That it was this mission that necessitated the miraculous begettal of Christ of a human mother, enabling
him to bear our condemnation, and, at the same time, to be a sinless bearer thereof, and therefore, one who
could rise after suffering the death required by the righteousness of God.
X. That being so begotten of God, and inhabited and used by God through the indwelling of the Holy Spirit,
Jesus was Emmanuel, God with us, God manifest in the flesh—yet was, during his natural life, of like nature with
mortal men, being made of a woman, of the house and lineage of David, and therefore a sufferer, in the days of
his flesh, from all the effects that came by Adam’s transgression, including the death that passed upon all men,
which he shared by partaking of their physical nature.
On the other hand, the doctrine known amongst us as “Renunciationism,” and associated with the name of Edward
Turney, is defined thus:
“That the body of Jesus did not inherit the curse of Adam, though derived from him through Mary; and was
therefore not mortal; that his natural life was “free”; that in this “free” natural life, he “earned eternal life” and
might, if he had so chosen, have avoided death, or even refused to die upon the cross, and entered into eternal
life alone; his death, being the act of his own free will and not in any sense necessary for his own salvation; that
his sacrifice consisted in the offering up of an unforfeited life, in payment of the penalty incurred by Adam and
his posterity, which was eternal death; that his unforfeited life was slain in the room and stead of the forfeited
lives of all believers of the races of Adam.”
This contention, with modifications, has reappeared more than once since it was first proclaimed in the early 1870s.
Brother Roberts met a form of it in the teaching of one Cornish, in answer to whom he drew up a series of propositions
which were reproduced in THE CHRISTADELPHIAN, December, 1937. It has been revived in certain of its aspects in recent
teaching in America, and it appears desirable that the attitude of this Magazine towards this teaching should be once
again emphasised. We believe that because of the disobedience Adam was sentenced to return to the ground, and that
this sentence brought him at last to death. “By one man sin entered into the world and death by sin” (Rom. 5:12). “By
man came death” (1 Cor. 15:21). Death “came by decree extraneously to the nature bestowed upon him in Eden,” to use
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the words of brother Roberts; or, in other words of brother Roberts, “Death did not come into the world with Adam, but
by him after he came.”
We believe it is contrary to the meaning of Scripture to say (1) that the words “Dust thou art, to dust shalt thou return”
described the condition of man when first created, and is therefore not a sentence of death subsequently passed by God
upon Adam as a result of transgression; and (2) that the “death which has come by sin” is not the death common to all
men, but the second death. The true teaching of the Bible, we assert, is that we are dying creatures, inheriting a nature
which is “evil” (Matt. 7:11), in which “evil is present,” which evil is further described as “a law in our members,” “the law
of sin in our members” (Rom. 7). Such phrases could not be used of Adam before he sinned.
The scriptures define sin, in the primary sense, as transgression of God’s law (1 John 3:4) or, as in the R.V. with a closer
reproduction of the original, “sin is lawlessness.” In a few passages of Scripture the word “sin” is used in a secondary
sense, by metonymy, of human nature. As Paul could speak of “sin that dwelleth in me” so he could describe the nature
in which dwells “the law of sin” as “sin,” inasmuch as it inevitably produces sin in all, with the exception of the Lord Jesus
who always obeyed God. Thus Paul says, “God made Jesus to be sin for us who knew no sin” (2 Cor. 5:21); again, “He
shall appear the second time apart from sin” (Heb. 9:28 R.V.).
Jesus possessed our nature, which is a condemned nature. Because of this he shared in the benefits of his own sacrifice,
as Paul declares: Heb. 7:27: “Who needeth not daily, as those high priests, to offer up sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for
the people’s; for this he did once, when he offered up himself.”
Heb. 9:12: “Neither by the blood of goats and calves, but by his own blood he entered in once into the holy place,
having obtained eternal redemption.”
Heb. 9:23: “It was therefore necessary that the pattern of things in the heavens should be purified with these;
but the heavenly things themselves with better sacrifices than these.”
Heb. 13:20: “Now the God of peace, that brought again from the dead our Lord Jesus, that great shepherd of the
sheep, through the blood of the everlasting covenant.”
We believe that we cannot consider Jesus alone in this matter, but must always remember that he was “the arm of the
Lord,” raised up for the work of reconciliation of mankind who are perishing. God sent forth Jesus to declare His
righteousness as a condition for the forgiveness of sins in the exercise of His mercy. To effect those objects it was
necessary that Jesus should be of our nature, yet sinless. If he had not been of our nature which is under condemnation
he could not have righteously died: had he not been sinless he could not have been raised from death to everlasting life.
The wisdom of God is shown in the raising up of a Son who, though tempted and tried like all of his brethren, was yet
without sin; who, therefore, by the shedding of his blood confirmed the new covenant for the remission of sins and
obtained eternal redemption for himself and for us.
The denial that Jesus had our nature strikes at the root of the principle stated by Paul, that the righteousness of God was
declared in his death; and because of this the apostles were insistent that believers should test all doctrines presented
to them for acceptance, and that teachers of error and their doctrine should both be rejected. John says (1 John. 4:2):“Hereby know ye the Spirit of God. Every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is of God.”
Again (2 John 7-11):- “For many deceivers are entered into the world who confess not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh.
This is a deceiver and an antichrist. Look to yourselves that we loose not those thing which we have wrought, but that we
receive a full reward. Whosoever transgresseth and abideth not in the doctrine of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth
in the doctrine of Christ, he hath born the Father and the Son. If there come any unto you and bring not this doctrine,
receive him not into your house, neither bid him God speed: for he that biddeth him God speed is partaker of his evil
deeds.”
When John says “in the flesh” he means the same flesh as ourselves. These false teachers attributed some other nature
to Jesus, different from our own. Because of this apostolic injunction we believe it is necessary to maintain the truth on
this subject by declining to have fellowship with any who uphold the contrary. The statement of the principle underlying
the sacrifice of Christ in “The statement of Faith” is elaborated in the pamphlet The Blood of Christ, which, in our judgment,
sets out the truth on this subject.
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John Carter – Christadelphian, November 1944
“In the disputations on this subject there has been reference to an article by Brother Roberts in 1869. This article contains
some ambiguous expressions, and on more than one occasion “those of a contrary mind” have quoted it. In searching for
something else, we have come across an explanation of his meaning in the Christadelphian, 1877, page 471. A man has a
right to explain what he meant and to admit the obscurity in his terms; but if we want to quote him, we must quote what
he says he meant. Here then is his explanation in 1877:
“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 idea 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,
column 2, line 15, in the statement that death ran in the blood of Mary. 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.”

C. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
Robert Roberts, A Declaration Of The First Principles Of The Oracles Of The Diety – The Christadelphian,
vol. 4, 1867, p. 32810
Set forth in a series of propositions attested and illustrated by a right division of the Word of Truth, in a classification and
full quotation of appropriate proof-texts, for the purpose of demonstrating that the faith of Christendom, is made up of
the fables predicted by Paul (2 Tim., 4:3), and is entirely subversive of the faith once for all delivered to the saints.—By R.
C. BINGLEY, Chicago, United States. The Editor will take charge of orders. The Tract, which we may mention is published
below cost price, will be a useful addition to the Christadelphian literature now in circulation, furnishing a convenient
touchstone in the trial of “spirits” and a ready guide to those who are enquiring after the way of truth.
A Declaration Of The First Principles Of The Oracles Of The Deity, Original Edition, 1867
XXI - JESUS AS THE SECOND ADAM
That, with the exception of the mode of his conception and his anointing with the Holy Spirit, Jesus was
essentially A MAN, raised up as a SECOND ADAM (constituted of flesh and blood as we are, and tempted in all
points like unto us, yet without sin), to remove by obedience, death and resurrection, the evil consequences
resulting from the disobedience of the first Adam.
1 Tim. 2:5; Rom. 8:3; Heb. 2:14; Gal. 4:4; 2 Cor. 5:21; 1 Cor. 15:21,45; Rom. 5:15,19; Heb. 5:7,8; Heb 2:17; Heb
4:15;

XXII – THE OBJECT OF HIS DEATH
The object of his death was not to appease the wrath of offended Deity, but to express the love of the Deity,
by abrogating the law of sin and death through a full discharge of its claims in a temporary surrender to its
power; and developing immortality by resurrection to a legally-acquired possession of it, in trust of the
obedient of Adam’s race.
Jno 1:20; Heb. 9:26; John 3:16; Gal. 1:4; Titus 2:14; 2 Cor. 5:21; Acts 10:43; Rom. 3:25; Acts 4:12.

XXIII - THE DEVIL OF THE BIBLE
The Devil - Who is he? It is of great consequence to understand this question, because the Son of God was
manifested expressly for the purpose of destroying the devil and his works (I John 3:8; Hebrews 2:14). The
10

As noted by Bro. Roberts, Bro. R.C. Bingley was the author of this document that he published. Importantly, since this first edition in
1867, it has served as a standard Christadelphian pamphlet outlining essential first principles of the Bible, even the one true faith as
taught by the apostles in the first century, which Christadelphian consider as essential for salvation.
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mission of Christ is, therefore, imperfectly understood when the nature of the Bible Devil is not
comprehended. We affirm that the devil is not (as commonly supposed) a personal, supernatural agent of evil,
and that in fact, there is no such BEING in existence. The devil is a Scriptural personification of sin in the flesh,
in its several phases of manifestation - subjective, individual, aggregate, social and political, in history, current
experience, and prophecy; after the style of metaphor which speaks of wisdom as a Woman, riches as
MAMMON and the god of this world, sin as a Master, etc.
Heb. 2:14; Rom. 6:23; Heb. 9:26; James 4:7; Heb. 12:4; Jno 13:2; Jno 6:70; Acts 5:3,9; James 1:14-15; Eph. 2:2;
1 Tim. 5:14-15; 1 Tim. 1:20; Matt 16:23; Mark 8:33; Luke 4:8; 1 Thess. 2:18; Rev. 2:12,13; 1 Pet. 5:8; Rev. 2:10;
Rom. 16:20; Gen. 3:15; Psalm 68:21; Jer. 51:20; Rev. 12:13,17; Rev. 20:2; Psa. 110:6; Dan. 2:44

XXIV – HUMAN NATURE – WHAT IS IT
A. That man is a creature of dust formation, whose individuality and faculties are the attributes of his bodily
organization.
Gen. 2:7; 3:19, 23; 5:2; 28:27; Job 4:19; 10:9; 14:10; 33:6; Psa 103:14; 104:29; Isa. 64:8; Jno 3:6, 31; 1 Cor.
15:47-49; 1 Pet. 1:24; James 1:10-11; Ecc. 3:19-20; 12:7.
B. That Man, thus constituted, is mortal (that is, subject to the law of death or dissolution of being) in
consequence of the disobedience of Adam, which brought death as the penalty of sin.
Job. 14:17; Rom. 5:12; Gen. 2:17; 3:19, 22, 23; 7:22 1 Cor. 15:22; Psa. 30:3; 86:13; 89:48; Job. 33:22; Isa.
2:22; 1 Tim. 6:16-17.
Robert Roberts – Dr. Thomas at Various Times on the Condemanation of Sin in the Flesh, The
Christadelphian, vol.10, 1873, pp. 360-363
In Elpis Israel, page 114, the following sentences occur:
“Sin, I say, is a synonym for human nature. Hence the flesh is invariably regarded as unclean. It is therefore
written, ‘How can he be clean who is born of woman?’—(Job 25:4.) ‘Who can bring a clean thing out of an
unclean? Not one.’—(Job 14:4.) ‘What is man that he should be clean? And which is born of a woman that he
should be righteous? Behold, God putteth no trust in His saints; yea, the heavens are not clean in His sight. How
much more abominable and filthy is man, who drinketh iniquity like water?’ (Job 15:14–16.) This view of sin in
the flesh is enlightening in the things concerning Jesus. The apostle says, ‘God made him sin for us, who knew
no sin’ (2 Cor. 5:21); and this he explains in another place by saying that, ‘He sent His own Son in the likeness of
sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh (Rom. 8:3) in the offering of this body once.—(Heb. 10:10,
12, 14.) Sin could not have been condemned in the body of Jesus, if it had not existed there. His body was as
unclean as the bodies of those he died for; for he was born of a woman, and ‘not one’ can bring a clean body
out of a defiled body; for ‘that’ says Jesus himself, ‘which is born of the flesh is flesh.’—(John 3:6.)
According to the physical law, the seed of the unclean woman was born into the world. The nature of Mary was
as unclean as that of other women, and therefore could give only to ‘a body’ like her own, though especially
‘prepared of God.’—(Heb. 10:10, 12, 14) Had Mary’s nature been immaculate, as her idolatrous worshippers
contend an immaculate body would have been born of her; which, therefore, would not have answered the
purpose of God; which was to condemn sin in the flesh; a thing that could not have been accomplished if there
were no sin there.
Speaking of the conception and preparation of the seed, the prophet as a typical person, says, ‘Behold, I was
shapen in iniquity, and in sin did my mother conceive me.’—(Psalm 51:5.) This is nothing more than affirming
that he was born of sinful flesh and not of the pure and incorruptible angelic nature.
Sinful flesh being the hereditary nature of the Lord Jesus, he was a fit and proper sacrifice of sin; especially as
he was himself ‘innocent of the great transgression,’ having been obedient in all things. Appearing in the nature
of the seed of Abraham (Heb. 2:16–18), he was subject to all the emotions by which we are troubled; so that he
was enabled to sympathize with our infirmities (Heb. 4:15), being ‘made in all things like unto his brethren.’”
The Dr.’s Reply to a Charge Against Elpis Israel
A newspaper critic having held this up to ridicule, the Dr. replied as follows:—
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“If, in the days of his flesh, the Lord had not been perfectly human, what resemblance would there have been
between the lifting up of the prepared body on the cross, and the lifting up of the serpent in the wilderness? If
that body had not been perfectly human in all things like ours, how could God have ‘sent His Son in the likeness
of sinful flesh?’ Is not sinful flesh perfectly human? Is it not ‘flesh of sin?’ This is all the ‘perfect humanity’ men
are acquainted with. If the body crucified had not been thus perfectly human, how could sin have been
condemned IN it? Or how could ‘the Anointed’ ‘his own self have borne our sins IN his own body upon the tree?’
Read Rom. 8:2; 1 Peter 2:24, and think upon them.
“To say, then, that Jesus was not made in all things like to this—that he had a better nature—is to say that ‘Jesus
did not come in the flesh.’ This is the heresy that Elpis Israel is condemned for not teaching. It is true Elpis Israel
affirms that Jesus came in sinful flesh; but that notwithstanding the plague of such a nature, he was obedient in
all things—‘did no sin, nor was guile found in his mouth;’ in which sense there was no sin in him; ‘he was without
sin;’ thus, ‘he who knew no sin, was made sin for us, that we might become the righteousness of God in him.’”
“The reverse is not a modern heresy, but an element of ‘the mystery of iniquity,’ which was festering in ‘the
heritages,’ ο῾ι κληροι in the days of the apostles, ‘Many deceivers,’ says John ‘are entered into the world, who
confess not that the anointed Jesus is come in flesh. This is the deceiver and the anti-Christ.’—(2 John 7.) In
another place he styles these ‘deceivers’ false prophets, or ‘spirits,’ for they professed to have the Spirit and to
speak by it, like the Gentile pietists and spiritualists of our day, who make the Word of God of none effect by
their foolishness. In John’s time there were those who really had divine gifts; but when did men ever possess
the genuine without the world being imposed upon by the counterfeit? It was so in the heritages of the first
century; and so great and subtle did the evil become, that the authority of the apostles themselves was
imperilled. John, therefore, found it necessary to lay down a rule by which the true might be distinguished from
the false. ‘Beloved,’ says he, ‘believe not every spirit,’ or prophet; ‘but try the spirits, whether they be of God;
because many false prophets are gone out into the world.’ He then gives the rule by which they are to be tried.
‘Hereby,’ continues he, ‘know ye the Spirit of God. Every spirit that confesseth that the anointed Jesus came in
the flesh, is of God; and every spirit that confesseth not that the anointed Jesus is come in the flesh is not of God;
and this is that of the anti-Christ which ye have heard that it comes, and is now in the world already.’ Here, then,
was the heresy, from which has ripened the fruit of the ‘Immaculate Conception’—the latest edition of antiChrist’s infatuation and stupidity. Its seed was sown by false prophets or teachers. before popes and popery had
raised aloft their serpent forms. In the apostles’ day, it existed as a spirit, ‘opposed to the doctrine of Christ,’
which did not acknowledge the distinctiveness of the Father and the Son, but merged them, as Gentile sectaries,
of the nineteenth century do, into one. But ‘he that abideth in the doctrine of Christ, he hath both the Father
and the Son.—(2 John 9.) He maintains the real humanity of Jesus, or the Father by the Spirit, manifested through
sinful flesh; or as Paul states it, ‘God manifest in the flesh’—a mystery incomprehensible to the darkness of the
anti-Christian apostasy.—(John 1:5.)
This heresy against the proper humanity of Christ is far more subtle than the counterpart of it, which denies his
proper divinity. The orthodox have never been slack in excommunicating those who reject this; but they had
better look well to themselves; for the ‘sinful flesh’ is as much an element of the divine Jesus as ‘the Spirit.’ In
body Jesus only differed from other men in paternity. God was the father of that body, not Joseph; therefore,
the body was Son of God, as Luke testifies of the first Adam. The logical consequences resulting from the denial
of the true humanity of Jesus, are destructive of the mystery of the gospel; for if the Spirit did not take our
nature, but a better nature, then is that better nature not our nature, and redeemed from whatever curse it
may have laid under, and been reconciled to God. But if the human nature of Christ were immaculate (excuse
the phrase, O reader, for since the Fall, we know not of an immaculate human nature) then God did not ‘send
Jesus in the likeness of sinful flesh;’ he did not ‘take hold of the seed of Abraham;’ he did not ‘become sin for
us;’ ‘sin was’ not ‘condemned in the flesh;’ and ‘our sins were’ not ‘borne in his body upon the tree.’ These things
could not have been accomplished in a nature destitute of that physical principle, styled ‘Sin in the flesh.’ Decree
the immaculateness of the body prepared for the Spirit (Psalm 40:6; Heb. 10:5), and the ‘mystery of Christ’ is
destroyed, and the gospel of the kingdom cases to be the power of God for salvation to those that believe it. If
the Son of Man did not live a life of faith, and if he did not experience all the temptations which we feet, then is
his life, and his resistance of evil, no example to us. But ‘he was tempted in all things after our likeness without
sin;’ this, however, can only be admitted on the ground of his nature and ‘the brethren’s’ being exactly alike:
hence
He knows what sore temptations are,
For he has felt the same.

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Robert Roberts

P a g e | 80

Enticements within and persecutions without make up the sum of his ‘sufferings for us,’ leaving us an example,
that we should follow in his steps: who did no sin ‘neither was guile found in his mouth.’
But, as a last resort against all this, the doctors of the apostasy fall back upon the saying of Gabriel, in Luke 1:35,
that the child to be born of Mary was a ‘holy thing,’ and, consequently, of an immaculate nature. But they forget
that all the firstborns of Israel were ‘holv things.’ Jesus was Jehovah’s firstborn by Mary; and, therefore, one of
the firstborns of the nation; so that the law of the firstborns applied to him equally with the rest. ‘All the
firstborns are mine; for on the day that I smote all the firstborn in the land of Egypt, I hallowed unto me all the
firstborn in Israel, both man and beast; mine shall they be; I am Jehovah.’ Hence, the holiness of Mary’s babe
was not of nature, but of constitution by the law. Gabriel declared his legitimacy in styling it a ‘holy thing’—a
declaration ratified by Jehovah Himself, before the multitude, when he acknowledged Jesus as His Son, in whom
He delighted.—(Matt. 3:17.)
In conclusion, upon this point, we may remark, that previous to the resurrection of the firstfruits, the Scripture
knows nothing of two kinds of flesh, one immutable, immortal, and incapable of acting otherwise than in
conformity with the will of the Creator; and another flesh, mutable, mortal, and capable of acting contrary to
the will of God; it knows but of one kind of flesh, and pronounces condemnation upon those who deny that in
that one kind came the Son of God to do His will, as it is written of Him in the volume of the book. Christ made
sin, though sinless, is the doctrine of God—a deep and wonderful scheme that the wisdom and power of Deity
could alone devise.”
Robert Roberts – The Spiritual Substance of a Review Lately Published by the Editor in Defence of the
Faith, The Christadelphian, vol. 10, 1873, pp. 402-409
As children of Adam, we inherit his condemnation, but we did not forfeit our lives in him. We have forfeited our lives
since by transgression. In addition to inheriting Adam’s condemnation, we are personally transgressors, and therefore
cannot of ourselves escape from the law that appoints death as the penalty of transgression. But Jesus was not personally
a transgressor. Hence, though he inherited the condemned nature of Adam, God could “justly” deliver him from death
after he had died. His death met the requirements of the Adamic and Mosaic curses which were both on him: his personal
sinlessness ensured his resurrection. And thus is apparent the answer to the question: “Has the fact (that God was the
Father of Jesus) no value?” Great value indeed. We could not have been saved but for this. God thus saves us. God is the
Saviour by Christ. If Jesus had not been the Son of God, Jesus would have been a sinner, as shewn by the fact that all men
born of the flesh are sinners without exception. The value of Christ’s divine extraction lies in its result—the sinlessness of
the Lamb of God. Was any other man ever sinless? How came this man to be without sin? “By sheer determination,” says
the new theory; but (supposing the gracelessness of such an answer is passed over,) how came he to be possessed of a
“sheer determination” that no other man ever possessed? Christ supplies the answer: “Ye (the Jews) are from beneath:
I am from above. Ye are of this world; I am not of this world. . . . I do nothing of myself, but as my Father hath taught me,
I speak these things, and He that sent me is with me . . . I speak that which I have seen with my Father, and ye do that
which ye have seen with your father. . . . If God were your Father ye would love me, for I proceeded forth and came from
God; neither came I of myself, but He sent me.”—(John 8:23, 28, 42.) “The Son can do nothing of himself but what he
seeth the Father do; for whatsoever things He doeth, these things also doeth the Son likewise.”—(John 5:19.) The secret
of Christ’s power lay in his connection with the Father, both by begettal and subsequent indwelling of the Spirit, which
established unity between them. This it is that makes Christ’s work the Father’s work—God in him and by him, “through
the eternal Spirit” (Heb. 9:14), accomplishing the work of reconciliation.
And here it is that the glory is to God manifest in the flesh and not to man. God produced a sinless man. Granted the
sinlessness was due to the volition of the man Jesus, but this volition was the result of what God did in the womb of Mary
and afterwards on Jordan’s banks. And this sinless man so produced was in condemned human nature, as even the new
theory now concedes.
The suggestion that Jesus “inherited Adam’s nature” without inheriting Adam’s life, is absurd! What is the nature of Adam?
Paul tells us: “The first man, Adam, was made a LIVING soul.” “Living soul,” therefore, defines his “nature:” the living
element is a part of it, without which it ceases to be Adam’s nature, but becomes the inorganic dust from which it was at
first fabricated.
A strained distinction between life and the organism which develops it will logically land in immortal-soulism.
Condemnation fell on “Adam’s flesh?” as evidenced in the words of the sentence, “Dust THOUS art.” Adam’s flesh was
Adam, containing blood which was the life of the flesh, oxygenised from without, and supplied with food from the
elements of vital combustion. It was not Adam’s life in the abstract that was condemned; it was his flesh; his nature: by
affecting which, its tenure of life was shortened. The life of all flesh, in the abstract, is the same, and is of God, and cannot,
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in the abstract, be condemned. It may be compared to water in a vessel. Make a hole in the glass, and the water runs out.
Condemnation is knocking a hole in the vessel. Or steam in an engine: derange the parts, and it works crankily, while the
same steam will work a sound machine all right.
If Jesus inherited Adam’s nature (which is admitted), he certainly inherited Adam’s life, which is the principal element of
that nature. God built a man from Mary’s nature who should meet all the requirements of the situation, in view of His
purpose to save the condemned; of which we shall see more anon.
Adam’s nature was condemned to die, and Jesus was a divine form of that condemned nature for the meeting of the
condemnation in a way that would admit of its salvation. The production of this form was no ordinary operation, and is
not to be judged by the laws of physiology. It was the act of the Eternal Spirit which antecedes, and has made, and when
need be, overrides the laws of physiology. All we know and need to know in the matter is, that the Spirit quickened Mary’s
womb, impressing on the human ovum a certain latent impress of the image of the Invisible, on the basis of which, the
babe came forth the Son of God, in the nature of Adam—the whole nature of Adam, not a part—for the bearing of the
condemnation inherited by that nature. This was “the body prepared,” and this the purpose.
That purpose is indeed the key to the whole matter. What is the purpose? To save men from a law of God’s own imposing,
but on a principle that does not upset or compromise it, and that while upholding the majesty of God’s own government,
presents Himself in the front, as the Benefactor of man, that the glory may be to Him (as it in reason ought to be) and
not to man, who, as a mere creature existing by Him, cannot take the glory.
What does the new theory say? That God destroyed a life that ought not to have been destroyed; in consideration of
which, He is to allow to live a million lives that ought not to live. This is the old orthodox heresy of substitution, the only
difference being, that death instead of torment is accepted in “satisfaction.” It is the old insult to God, representing Him
as winking at the violation of His own laws; accepting a compromise; destroying where He ought not to destroy, and
saving alive where He ought not to save alive.
We have been delivered from this blasphemy by the revival, in our day, by the instrumentality of Dr. Thomas, of the
sublime doctrine of Godmanifestation in the flesh, for the condemnation of sin in the flesh, that the poor flesh may be
saved, without stultifying the working of God towards it, or leaving it room to glory. This doctrine is a true one, and not
to be imperilled by parley with a plausible but hostile theory that comes as an angel of light; to whom we give place by
subjection, no not for an hour.
The evidence of it is complete in the few facts already conceded, if there were no other. The Spirit so to speak, arrays
itself with the nature of Adam which is the nature condemned. The Son of God is thus no substitute, but the very bearer
of the condemnation. Though personally sinless, he was by constitution condemned, and had therefore to offer for
himself and his brethren.
This is proved in various ways. There is the declaration of Paul that God sent him forth in the flesh and blood of the
children to condemn sin in the flesh.—(Rom. 8:4.) Next, the corresponding statement that he took on him the seed of
Abraham that “THROUGH DEATH he might destroy that having the power of death.”—(Heb. 2:17, 14.) Next the statement of
Peter that he bore our sins in his own body on the tree.—(1 Pet. 2:24.) Next Paul: He hath made him to be sin for us who
knew no sin.—(2 Cor. 5:21.)
Then there are those statements which shew that it was THE BODY, and not the life, that was the sin-bearing element in
the Messiah’s death. “A BODY hast thou prepared me . . . we are sanctified through the offering of THE BODY of Jesus Christ
once.”—(Heb. 10:5, 10.) “A new and living way which he hath made new for us through the veil, that is to say, HIS FLESH.”—
(Heb. 10:20.) “This is my BODY which is given for you.”—(Luke 22:19.) “The bread that I will give is MY FLESH which I will
give for the life of the world.”—(John 6:51.)
Another class of evidence exists in those statements which show that Jesus had himself to be saved: “In the days of his
flesh, when he had offered up prayers and supplications with strong crying and tears unto him that was able to save him
from death, and was heard in that he feared.” “Though he were a son, yet learned he obedience by the things that he
suffered. And being made perfect—(He was perfected on the third day when he rose to immortality)—he became the
author of eternal salvation to all them that obey him.”—(Heb. 5:7–9.) “By his own blood, (that is, by death) he entered
at once into the holy place, having (thus) obtained eternal redemption” (‘for us,’ is not in the original.)—(Heb. 9:12.)
Then we have the declaration of Paul that Christ “needeth not DAILY, as those high priests, to offer up sacrifice, first, for
his own sins, and then for the people, for THIS he did once”—(Heb. 7:27). Paul’s statement is that Jesus did once what the
typical high-priest did daily. What was that? “Offered first for his own sins and then for the people’s.” It follows that there
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must be a sense in which Jesus offered for himself also, a sense which is apparent when it is recognised that he was under
Adamic condemnation, inhering in his flesh.
Finally, and conclusively, is the sort of evidence obtainable from that Mosaic system of things which Paul says has its
substance in Christ (Col. 2:17)—is a shadow of good things to come (Heb. 10:1)—is “the form of the knowledge and of
the truth,” (Rom. 2:20, ) “the pattern of things in the heavens (Heb. 9:23). Jesus expounded to the disciples, from the LAW
OF MOSES, the things concerning his death, saying, “Thus it is written, and thus it behoved Christ to suffer.”—(Luke 24:44,
46.) We have, therefore, a good example for applying to the same source on the same subject. And we do so under
excellent guidance; for Paul, by the Spirit, has given us sundry hints, which as so many keys, open up to us the significances
that are contained in “the example and shadow of heavenly things.”—(Heb. 8:5.)
For instance, he tells us that the vail of the sanctuary was representative of the flesh of Christ: “a new and living way,
which he hath made new for us through the vail; that is to say, HIS FLESH.”—(Heb. 10:20.) This is confirmed by the fact
recorded, that at the moment of Christ’s death, “the veil of the temple was rent in twain.”—(Luke 23:45.) Now what was
the composition of the symbolic veil, which had its spiritual substance in the body of Christ? We are informed at Ex. 26:31:
“Thou shalt make a veil of blue, and purple, and scarlet, and fine-twined linen.” What is the significance of those colours?
We are not without guidance. Blue is healing (Prov. 20:30), expressing that aspect of the body of Christ, “by whose stripes
we are healed;” purple is royalty (John 19:2, 5; Jud. 8:26); showing his extraction from a kingly house: scarlet, what is the
moral significance of this, as a type? Sin always. “Though your sins be as scarlet.”—(Isaiah 1:18.) “Scarlet-coloured
beast.”—(Rev. 17:3.) The new theory makes no provision for this. His being the sin nature of the condemned Adam
explains it: but this the new theory denies, and, in so doing, denies the truth. The fine-twined linen finds its counterpart
in the righteousness of Christ.
Again; Paul writes: “The bodies of those beasts, whose blood is brought into the sanctuary, by the High Priest for sin, are
burnt WITHOUT THE CAMP. Wherefore, Jesus also, that he might sanctify the people with his own blood, suffered without
the gate.”—(Heb. 13:11.) Here is a parallel between the burnt bullocks, as the type, and the slain body of Jesus as the
antitype. Now, let us mark the facts connected with “the bodies of those beasts,” in their significance with regard to the
body of Christ. “Speak unto the children of Israel that they bring thee a red heifer without spot, wherein is no blemish,
and upon which never came yoke. And ye shall give her unto Eleazer the priest, that he may bring her forth without the
camp, and one shall slay her before his face . . . . And one shall burn the heifer in his sight: her skin and her flesh and her
blood with her dung shall he burn. And the priest shall take cedar wood and hyssop and scarlet and cast it in the midst of
the burning of the heifer. Then the priest shall wash his clothes and shall bathe his flesh in water, and afterwards he shall
come into the camp and the priest shall be UNCLEAN until the even. And he that burneth her . . . shall be UNCLEAN unto the
even. . . . It is a purification for SIN. He that gathereth the ashes of the heifer shall wash his clothes and be UNCLEAN until
the even.” Everyone who had to do with “the bodies of those beasts burnt without the camp” (for the purification of sins)
contracted uncleanness by contact with the bodies. Now, the type being so wholly unclean, what is the uncleanness of
the anti-type? The heifer was without spot and had never been put under yoke, pointing to the sinlessness of Christ and
of the fact that he was brought into the world for the service of God alone; but what counterpart had the uncleanness?
The answer is found in the fact that he was “the seed of Abraham,” the flesh of David,—the sin-nature of the condemned
Adam, for the condemnation of sin in the flesh. The condemnation rested on him, which was the uncleanness, and this
antitypical uncleanness of the “one great offering” could only be cleansed after the example of the type—by death and
burning: the burning being the change effected by the Spirit on the risen body of the Lord after his death for sin. The new
theory contains no parallel to this uncleanness of the typical “bodies of those beasts burnt without the camp.”
So with the two goats (Lev. 16:15, 21, 26): the one that was burnt without the camp was unclean, necessitating ablution
on the part of the man who carried out the body to be burnt; and the one that was allowed to escape alive into the
wilderness, as the sin-bearer of the people, imparted uncleanness to the man who let her go. The sins were ceremonially
put upon the goats before the goats were fit for sin-bearing, testifying before-hand that there is no such thing as
substitution, but that death can only come where condemnation is, and that the antitypical sin-bearer must be clothed
with the condemned nature before he could suffer the condemnation.
But not only the bodies of the beasts, the whole system of the law was pre-figurative of Christ. Thus, the priest was his
type (Heb. 9:11); the brazen altar was his type (Heb. 13:10); the tabernacle was his type (Heb. 8:2; 9:9–11); so with the
golden altar of incense, the mercy seat, and the whole furniture of the sanctuary.—(Heb. 9:1–9.)
Now in view of this, the fact has to be noted that the whole had to be atoned for once a year.—(Lev. 16.) Aaron was first
to offer a bullock for himself and his household.—(verse 6.) He was then to offer a goat for the people.—(verse 15.) He
was then to make an atonement for the holy place.—(verse 16.) He was then to go out unto the altar that is before the
Lord, and make an atonement for it, touching it with blood.—(verse 18.) In short, he was to “make an atonement for the
holy sanctuary, for the tabernacle of the congregation, and for the altar, and for the priests and for all the people of the
By One Man – Supplementary Material

Robert Roberts

P a g e | 83

congregation.”—(verse 33.) As Paul expresses it (Heb. 9:22), “Almost all things are by the law purged with blood, and
without shedding of blood there is no remission. It was therefore necessary that the pattern of things in the heavens
(that is the things pertaining to the law) should be purified with these, but the heavenly things themselves with BETTER
SACRIFICES THAN THESE.” Now Jesus was the substance of all these. He was “the heavenly things” in compendium; and the
testimony of the law argued out by Paul, is that before his sacrifice, they were unclean, and had to be purified by his
sacrifice. The exact meaning of this is not obscure when it is recognised that Jesus was the sin-nature or sinful flesh of
Adam, inheriting with it the condemnation clinging to it; that sin being thus laid on him he might die for it. He bore in
himself the uncleanness of the sanctuary, the altar, the high priest, his own house, and of the whole congregation; for he
was born under their curse, being born in their nature, and could therefore bear it. A theory takes all this away, which
says that he was not under the curse at all.
Jesus was born a Jew to redeem those that were under the law. How did he redeem them that were under the law? Was
it by dying to compromise a law that had no hold on him? No. Paul states the matter clearly: “Christ hath redeemed us
from the curse of the law, being made a curse for us:” how? “It is written, cursed is he that hangeth on a tree.”—(Gal.
3:13.) So that in the mode of his death, he came under the actual personal curse of the law. Now, as brother Smith pithily
asked: If it was necessary that Jesus should come under the actual curse of the law of Moses to redeem them that were
under it, how can he redeem them that were under the Adamic curse except on the same principle, that is, of coming
actually under it? The answer is obvious and is fatal to a new theory, which, as Dr. Thomas says, “destroys the sacrifice
of Christ.”
The process of generating the new race began by God manifesting Himself in the nature of the old, for the condemnation
of sin in a way admitting of its deliverance conformably with His ways; and surely it needs no great argument to prove
that in the days of his flesh, in the days of his weakness, Jesus was not a specimen of the glorious, powerful, incorruptible
and immortal race that will yet inhabit this globe under his visible leadership.
As has been said, “a mere babe in the word must know why Jesus came from Mary.” The substitution theory cannot
explain it. It would be satisfied with an uncondemned new man made fresh from the ground. But the truth requires the
sin-nature of condemned Adam to suffer the death to which it is subject, in a Holy One whom the Father could raise,
being well pleased with Him.
Jesus opened the way to life by perfect obedience. In plain words, though under condemnation, by the power of God,
who he was in manifestation, he earned resurrection; for “by man came also the resurrection of the dead.” By this blessed
arrangement he could die under the condemnation, and yet look to the opened way of resurrection. “God raised him
from the dead.” The whole arrangement is the Father’s own devising, of his abundant mercy, for our salvation, that the
praise be to him.
Jesus was human stock divinely fashioned and used; the clay worked by the hands of the potter for the great work of
honour and mercy purposed towards men. He was the antitypical altar of unhewn stone (Ex. 20:25), upon which the
children of Israel were not to lift a tool. The stones were the same as those they used in building, but were to be in the
form received from God’s hand. The application of a tool to the stones of the altar defiled it; this was the type: the
antitype is that if a man had been the father of Jesus, Jesus must have been a transgressor, and, therefore, not an
acceptable altar of Sacrifice. Through Mary, he was the Son of David, son of Abraham (Matt. 1:1), and son of Adam (Luke
3:23–38).
He was, therefore, the flesh of sin, specially manipulated for the great work of putting sin away in its condemnation
therein, and bringing resurrection by the personal righteousness of the sin-bearer. “Behold the Lamb of God that taketh
away the sin of the world!”
Ineffectual ultimately must be everything that can be said against the sublime doctrine of God (in love) manifest in the
flesh for the nullification of sin therein, that we may be saved in harmony with all His ways towards us; and vain all
attempts to establish a theory which degrades the scheme of redemption to a man-glorifying and God-dishonouring
commercial compromise. But apostasy once succeeded, and may again.
The words, “in him (Adam) all sinned” (Rom. 5:12), only amount to an “as I may so say,” as in the case of Levi said to have
paid tithes, (or more properly, “to have been tithed”) in the loins of his father Abraham (Heb. 7:10). He says (verse 9),
“As I may so say, Levi did so and so.” That is, in an indirect sense, not to be practically pressed. Our sinning in Adam can
be made to mean nothing more than that from him we were destined to be generated, and that his act affected our state
when we should appear. But this is not the meaning of “sin,” when we come to discuss “sin” as affecting individual destiny.
Using the term in its correct sense, Paul expressly isolates Adam’s descendants from Adam’s sin. He says: “Death reigned
from Adam to Moses, even over them who HAD NOT SINNED AFTER THE SIMILITUDE OF ADAM’S TRANSGRESSION.”—(Romans 5:14).
The point of his argument is that “through the offence of ONE many are dead, ” who sinned not after the similitude of that
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offence, being no “parties to the transaction,” and not being “in at the job”—to use phrases whose allusion will be
understood; but that the glory of God’s grace is to release penitent and reforming offenders from many offences through
the righteousness of ONE. The new argument destroys this beautiful fact by huddling the millions of Adam’s race all into
one Edenic offender, and making them all “parties to the transaction” and “in at the job.” Adam’s descendants have not
sinned after the similitude of Adam’s transgression; but are his companions only in the sense of being heirs of the
consequences of his act; among whom was Jesus, who, however, being the begotten of God in the channel of those
consequences, could annul them, in the bearing of them into a grave that God could open because of his holiness.
Robert Roberts – “Sin in the Flesh”, The Christadelphian, vol. 11, 1874, pp. 88-89
“What do you mean by ‘sin in the flesh,’ which some speak of as a fixed principle?”—(C.F.)
ANSWER.—Job, speaking of “man that is born of woman,” says, “Who can bring a clean thing out of an unclean?” and
David, by the Spirit, says, in Psalm 51:5: “Behold I was shapen in iniquity, and in sin did my mother conceive me.”
Furthermore, the annual atonement under the law (Lev. 16.) was appointed even “for the holy place,” because of the
uncleanness of the children of Israel, besides their “transgressions in all their sins.”—(verse 16.) “Sin in the flesh,” which
is Paul’s phrase, refers to the same thing. It is what Paul also calls “Sin that dwelleth in me” (Rom. 7:17), adding, “I know
that in me (that is, in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing.” Now, what is this element called “uncleanness,” “sin,” “iniquity,”
&c.? The difficulty experienced by some in the solution of this question, arises from a disregard of the secondary use of
terms. Knowing that sin is the act of transgression, they read “act of transgression” every time they see the term sin,
ignoring the fact that there is a metonymy in the use of all words which apply even to sin. Suppose a similar treatment of
the word death. Primarily, death means the state to which a living man is reduced when his life ceases. Now we read of
one of the sons of the prophets saying, “There is death in the pot.” Does this mean there was a corpse in the pot? No,
but that which makes a corpse of any living man. “Death” literally meant “that which would lead to death.” Again, “death
hath passed upon all men,” means the condition that leads to death. So, “Let the dead bury their dead,” means, “Let
those who are destined to be numbered with the dead, bury those who are actually dead.” “Passed from death unto life,”
means, “Passed from that relation that ends in death, to that which leads to life.” A disregard of metonymy and ellipsis
in such statements, has led to most of the errors of the apostacy; and is leading some back to them who had escaped.
There is a principle, element, or peculiarity in our constitution (it matters not how you word it) which leads to the decay
of the strongest or the healthiest. Its implantation came by sin, for death came by sin; and the infliction of death and the
implantation of this peculiarity are synonymous things. God’s sentences are not carried out by hangmen’s ropes and
executioners’ axes, but by the inworking of His appointed law. Because the invisible, constitutional, physical inworking of
death in us came by sin, that inworking is termed sin. It is a principle of uncleanness and corruption and weakness—the
word and experience conjoining in this testimony. For this reason, it is morally operative: for whatever affects the physical,
affects the moral. If no counterforce were brought into play, its presence would subject us to the uncontrolled dominion
of disobedience, through the constitutional weakness and impulse to sin. The enlightenment of the truth helps us to keep
the body under. Still we are not thereby emancipated. Our experience answers to Paul, and leads us to sympathise exactly
with his exclamation, “O wretched man that I am! who shall deliver me from this body of death.” The body of the Lord
Jesus was this same unclean nature in the hand of the Father, that deliverance might be effected by God on His own
principles and to His own glory. Condemnation has been called a cage; and it has been asked how one prisoner can
liberate another? The answer is that God never allows His locks to be forced or His prisoners to be unlawfully set free.
The doors must be opened legitimately, and the opening of the prison must be for a reason among the prisoners as in
the closing. God accepts no compromise. He provided a prisoner furnished with the key of obedience who could open
the door for all who should name themselves after Him.
Robert Roberts – Christ and His Death, The Christadelphian, vol. 11, 1874, pp. 236-237
E.N.—Your advice to “read and think over the gospel by John” is good. We have done so many times, but not with the
result of believing that the body of Jesus was in any respect different from that of David and our own. If you admit his
body was the same as ours (as those who have misled you profess to admit), you are bound to admit the following things
respecting it: that it was dead because of sin, because ours is (Rom. 8:10); that it was vile, because ours is (Phil. 3:21);
that it was mortal, because ours is (1 Cor. 15:53); that it was unclean, because all born of women are (Job 14:4; Ps. 51:5);
that it had the sentence of death in itself, because Paul’s had (2 Cor. 1:9), the reason of all which was, that it was produced
exactly as ours is, in being made and born of a sinful woman. These conclusions do not in any way conflict with the
discourses of Christ in John. He truly said his flesh was the bread come down from heaven to give life to the world; but
you must not fall into the mistake of many of his disciples, who supposed he meant there was some virtue in his flesh in
a physical sense, and that his flesh had to be really eaten. Christ corrected their mistake, saying, “It is the SPIRIT that
maketh alive; the flesh profiteth nothing. The words that I speak unto you, they are Spirit and they are life.”—(Jno. 6:63.)
The Spirit was the Saviour: God in Christ reconciling the world to himself.” The words that Christ spoke concerning this
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mystery of love and wisdom were the food to be eaten. As the mystery related to the manifestation of God in the flesh,
the words related to the flesh, and, therefore, were in parable spoken of as the flesh; but the flesh in itself was profitless,
except as an ingredient in the Spirit’s work of salvation. To be an efficacious ingredient in this work, it required to be and
was “the same” flesh. God’s plan required the sinful flesh to be offered in the person of a sinless wearer of it, whom He
only could produce by the manifestation of Himself therein. In this way He sent forth His Son in the likeness of sinful flesh,
and on account of sin, condemned sin in the flesh. If you call his flesh “holy flesh,” you are with the antichrists of John’s
day, against whom he specially warned the brethren. But you lay special stress on Christ saying, “I am the resurrection
and the life” You say none under sentence of death could use such language. All depends upon the sense you attach to
“sentence of death.” If you mean personal condemnation on account of personal sin, no doubt your remark is true, but
as no one believes such a thing concerning Christ, this cannot be your meaning The mortality we inherit from Adam is
what is contended for as Christ’s inheritance from his mother equally with our own. If this is what you mean by being
“under sentence of death,” then your remark is by no means obviously true, but in presence of the facts, becomes
obviously untrue. If the saying, “I am the resurrection and the life,” meant that the person uttering it required to be one
that should not die, your remark might be worthy of consideration; but seeing it was uttered by one who did die
afterwards, the case stands the other way. This dying on his part was no accident; it was a matter of purpose on the part
of the Father who sent Jesus. Does it matter how you express the enunciation of this purpose—whether by the words
“sentence,” “appointment,” “will,” “requirement,” or “decree?” As a fact which you must admit, death was before him;
yet he could say, “I am the resurrection and the life.” Hence your assertion, that no one so situated could use such
language, becomes self-evidently untrue. The fact is, that no one except one in that situation could use such language;
for only one bearing our condemnation could be made righteousness and resurrection-life to us. That he was in himself
spotlessly righteous—God’s holy one in a moral sense—did not alter the fact that he was in our mortal nature. The
purpose of God to nullify our mortality in him (that we might afterwards in union with him obtain redemption) required
the two things: that he should have our sentence on him, but that he should be perfectly holy in a moral sense. The one
was the remedy for the other. The sentence was required for his death; his righteousness for his resurrection. Such a
combination could only be produced in the way recorded in Luke 1:35. Your other assertion that no one under sentence
of death can redeem those who are under sentence of death, is equally without scriptural foundation. It is true in human
law but not in divine. God’s ways are not as man’s ways. In this, God was the redeemer, and the facts show that in doing
the work He required a righteous one to come under the sentence in the very way we come under it. God brought His
beloved under our death for the declaration of His righteousness, that His forbearance might be extended to us in the
remission of our sins, without danger of boasting on our part.—(See Rom. 3:25, 26.) God forgives us for Christ’s sake (Eph.
4:32). Therefore, by a figure of speech, we are said to be washed in his blood, and our sins said to have been laid on him.
Robert Roberts, The Seventh Chapter of Romans, The Christadelphian, vol. 11, 1874, pp. 413–422
THIS chapter forms part of a chain of reasoning, but may nevertheless be considered apart without disadvantage, if its
relation to the chain is recognised. It presents an illustration of Peter’s remark about the epistles of Paul: “Wherein are
some things hard to be understood, which they that are unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also the other
Scriptures, to their own destruction.”—(2 Pet. 3:16). There are statements in it that are only intelligible on a just
apprehension of human nature in all its relations. Those who grasp only some of these, are baffled by some of those
statements. It requires spiritual-mindedness to see their truth or understand them. Carnal men do not know what carnal
nature is: anomalous though it may appear, it requires spiritual discernment to be able to know and recognise “the flesh”
in all its signification. A lion does not know itself a lion, though it be such; man only knows it. Even so a carnal man does
not know what the carnal nature is, which can only be discerned by the Spirit and by those who are taught thereby. To
carnal men, this spiritual discernment is only a thing to laugh at, but it is none the less a palpable reality, which enables
those possessing it to understand Paul, and to endorse Paul’s experience as their own. This seventh chapter of Romans
is almost a touchstone by which a man’s whereabouts in spiritual understanding may be ascertained. “The natural man
receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God; for they are foolishness unto him: neither can he know them, because they
are spiritually discerned.”
The seventh chapter of Romans is particularly addressed “to them that know the law (of Moses)” (verse 1): because the
argument to be employed was to hang on an illustration derived from the law, and to relate to their position in reference
to the law. The first fact laid down is, that the jurisdiction of the law over a man extended to the full term of his life.
However long he might live, he could never reach an age when he would be free. “The law hath dominion over a man so
long as he liveth.” Death put an end to this dominion, for no law could reach dead men. This is illustrated by the case of
a husband to whom a wife was bound so long as he lived, but at whose death she was free to be married to another. Her
husband died really, and she died legally, to the law holding them in union as man and wife; and the woman was at liberty
to form a new connection. Paul applies both features of the illustration to the case in hand: “Ye, my brethren, are become
DEAD TO THE LAW.” How? “By the body of Christ.” How came they to be related to the body of Christ? By being “baptised
into Jesus Christ” (chap. 6:3), and so becoming members of his body.—(Eph. 5:30). What had the body of Christ to do
with death? It was hung on Calvary till death invaded it. What had this to do with escaping the jurisdiction of the law?
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Christ was made under the law, subject to death like his brethren.—(Gal. 4:4; Heb. 2:9, 14–16). Therefore, when he died
under the curse of the law, the jurisdiction of the law ceased; and when he rose again, he was “another” man in relation
to what he had been before: a free man; by marriage with whom, we may obtain freedom also. Is this what Paul means
by the illustration of a widow being married to a new husband? Yes. He says “Ye are become dead to the law by the body
of Christ, that ye should be married to ANOTHER.” To whom? “To him who is raised from the dead.” Wouldn’t it have been
sufficient to be married to the first Christ—Christ before crucifixion? Yes, if Renunciationism were the truth; for that
teaches a free Christ before he became so by death and resurrection. But according to God’s wisdom, it would not have
been sufficient, for he was not then free. Is it to the dead Christ we are married? No: “To him who is raised from the
dead,” partaking whose death in baptism, we also partake of his purchased freedom from the law of sin and death. The
imputation of being baptised into “a condemned Christ” is one of the slang vulgarisms of Renunciationism carrying weight
only with the simple.
The object of this way of God is stated to be “that we should bring forth fruit unto God.” This is no chance saying or
rhetorical finish to a sentence. It defines a principle and an object. It touches the very marrow of the plan of salvation.
The object of that plan is that the glory of the goodness that will come by it may be directly and proximately and
apparently due to Jehovah, and that the glory of the creature may be excluded. It is in one place expressed by Paul thus:
“that we should be to the praise of His glory” and again “to the praise of the glory of His grace.” Had salvation been given
as a reward of merit, there would have been something for the flesh to glory in: fruit brought forth in such a connection,
would have been fruit unto ourselves; but “the law having entered that the offence might abound,” and all the world
having thus become guilty and condemned, room is made for the abounding of grace or favour in our admission to
forgiveness of sin for Christ’s sake, in whom the law has been vindicated and fulfilled. Fruit brought forth by those
occupying this position of favour in Christ, is “fruit unto God.” They “shew forth the praises of Him who hath called them
out of darkness into His marvellous light.”—(1 Pet. 2:9.) They are God’s husbandry (1 Cor. 3:9.): God’s workmanship
created (by Him) in Christ Jesus unto good works.—(Eph. 2:10.) He has predestinated them unto the adoption of children
by Jesus Christ to himself, according to the good pleasure of His will to the praise of the glory of His grace.—(Eph. 1:5, 6.)
To this position they are called by the gospel.—(2 Thess, 2:14.) When called, they are “in the grace of Christ.”—(Gal. 1:6.)
The favour of being admitted to such a position is anterior to all “works.” The works to come after will decide whether or
no we are to continue in it, but in the first instance, the conferring of it is independent of our works. Here lies the solution
of all apparent conflict in the writings of the apostles on the subject of grace and works. The opportunity of being saved
is of faith that it might be by grace (Rom. 4:16), and it is of grace that it might be to the praise of God to whom praise
only truly belongs; and not to man who is powerless and empty; that we might bring forth fruit unto God and not to
ourselves.
(Verse 5): “When we were in the flesh, the motions of sins which were by the law did work in our members to bring forth
fruit unto death.” In the literal sense, Paul was still in the flesh when he wrote these words, as illustrated by such remarks
as “Though we walk in the flesh, we war not after the flesh” (2 Cor. 10:3); “As many as have not known my face in the
flesh, ” &c. (Col. 2:1) But in his spiritual relations, he was no longer “in the flesh.” He did not stand on the flesh; his hopes
were not founded on its achievements; his friendship towards God was not based on its merits, but on God’s favour in
Christ. It was his doctrine, that “they that are in the flesh cannot please God (Rom. 8:8), because “all having sinned and
come short of the glory of God” (Rom. 3:23), they were condemned already, and could not justify themselves from past
sins by their good deeds. Hence, Paul did not and could not rest in the flesh as a ground of confidence. He describes
himself and those who were with him, as those who rejoiced in Christ Jesus, “and had no confidence in the flesh.”—(Phil.
3:3.) But Paul once rested in the flesh, as is evident from this 5th verse: “When we were in the flesh.” As he says in Phil
3:4, “If any other man thinketh that he hath whereof he might trust in the flesh, I more: circumcised the eighth day, of
the stock of Israel, of the tribe of Benjamin, an Hebrew of the Hebrews, as touching the law, a Pharisee.” Before Paul saw
Christ near Damascus, he was resting on his achievements under the law; he was then, spiritually, “in the flesh;” and his
statement in the verse before us is, that “when he was in the flesh, the motions of sins which were by the law did work
in his members to bring forth fruit unto death.” “But now,” says he, “we are delivered from the law, THAT being dead
wherein we were held (that is, the bondage of the law which held them, ended in Christ, on whom it expended its whole
curse), that we should serve in newness of spirit, and not in the oldness of the letter.” The law is styled “the letter”
because of its being a matter of writing, whereas the liberty of the gospel was a matter of living message by the Spirit
from the Father. To serve under the latter was a far more glorious thing than to stand in a written law, in sin-laden doubt.
In this connection, we can understand Paul’s language in 2 Cor. 3.: “Our sufficiency is of God, who hath made us able
ministers of the New Testament, not of the letter, but of the Spirit, for the letter killeth, but the Spirit giveth life. But if
the ministration of death, written and engraven on stones, was glorious . . . how shall not the ministration of the Spirit
be rather glorious? For if the ministration of condemnation be glory, much more doth the ministration of righteousness
exceed in glory.”
But this argument about the law causing sin and bringing condemnation, suggests, on the face of it, that the law is a sinful
thing. Paul accordingly anticipates and answers the objection. “What shall we say then? Is the law sin? God forbid. Nay, I
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had not known sin but by the law.” Here we must pause a moment to consider the “I” of this and the succeeding eighteen
verses. Who is it? It would not be necessary to ask this superfluous question were it not for a class of interpreters who
find it necessary to say that this “I” is not Paul, but (to use their language of Ashdod) “an unregenerate man”—an ideal
personation of wickedness introduced by Paul, to illustrate the workings of sin. A very rapid glance is sufficient to show
the erroneousness of this gratuitous suggestion. The “I” of Paul’s discourse is one who is wretched on account of his
shortcomings (5:24): this is not the condition of a man “dead in trespasses and sins.” Paul’s “I” thanks God at the prospect
of deliverance through Christ (25): which the typical sinner of the new theory could not do. Paul’s “I” delights in the law
of God after the inward man (22): this does not the so-called “unregenerate man.” Paul’s “I” also is one who “would do
good” (21); who is conscious of a conflict between “the law of his mind” and “the law in his members;” who consents
unto the law that it is good (16); who has the will to perform it (18), and who with the mind serves the law of God (25),
in all which particulars the “I” differs totally from the man to whom his remarks are applied by the class in question. Most
obviously the “I” is Paul himself, as the connection requires, and as is conclusively proved by the last sentence of the
soliloquy: “So then with the mind, I myself serve the law of God, but with the flesh the law of sin.” Nothing but the
requirements of a wrong theory could have suggested the violence of taking away these words from Paul, and putting
them into the mouth of a so-called “unregenerate man.”
But now comes the question how some of the statements are to be understood if Paul is the speaker. This will best be
answered by a close following of the statements, in the consideration of which, we shall find that Paul speaks of himself
at different stages of his life, whence we obtain one clue to a right understanding. In answer to the question whether the
law, after all he had said, was not to be considered sinful, he says (as already quoted) “God forbid! Nay, I had not known
sin but by the law; for I had not known lust (i.e. unlawful desire) except the law had said, Thou shalt not covet!” His object
is to prove that the law was a spiritual institution designed to make manifest the corruptness of human nature. Keeping
this in view (which is stated in verse 14), it is easy to follow the argument. Paul’s notions of sin were derived from the
law; for if the law had not forbidden certain natural actions of the mind, he would have remained ignorant of sin in these
directions, though fully exercised therein. As he says elsewhere (Rom. 3:20): “By the law is the knowledge of sin.” His
argument is “the law is spiritual; for it taught me what sin was.” It made him aware of his tendency sin-wards. “Sin, taking
occasion by the commandment, wrought in me all manner of concupiscence. For without the law, sin was dead.” Here is
a distinctly retrospective allusion—a reference to a past experience of Paul, which becomes more definite in the next
three verses: “For I was alive without the law once, but when the commandment came, sin revived and I died. And the
commandment which was ordained to life I found to be unto death. For sin, taking occasion by the commandment,
deceived me, and by it slew me.” As a child of the circumcision, rejoicing in the inherited privileges of Abrahamic
extraction, Paul, in his early years, was alive, looking up to God with confidence, and forward with hope in the promises
made to the fathers. But when the commandment came to him, on his arrival at maturity, that is, when he came as an
adult under the operation of the law—when his faculties awoke and his mind opened to the full perception of what the
law required, he experienced the revulsion of feeling described in these verses. He found himself condemned by the law
which was ordained to, and to which he looked for, life. But he puts not the blame on the law. It was the propensities
native to himself that rebelled under the dictation of the law. The conclusion he draws from the premisses is (verse 12),
“Wherefore the law is holy, and the commandment holy, just and good.” But he again recurs to the apparent paradox:
“Was then that which is good made death unto me? God forbid;” and in the next sentence he gives us the philosophy of
the law, so to speak—a philosophy which is foolishness to the natural man, but in which, nevertheless, it is possible to
discover a surpassing beauty. He states that its object was that “sin might appear sin, working death in him by that which
was good; that sin by the commandment might become exceedingly sinful.”—(verse 13.) Sin (the natural rebelliousness
of the human heart against the authority of God) was latent without the law. A man without command to do that which
was disagreeable, or abstain from that which was pleasant to his natural impulses, could not be manifest either to himself
or others in his real disposition towards God. He would be a sinner undeveloped for want of opportunity; innocent of
transgression because of the absence of law, but certainly not a righteous man whose characteristic is submission to God.
The object of the law was to make this latent sinner manifest. “The law entered that the offence might abound.”—(Rom.
5:20.) It was added because of transgression in this sense (Gal. 3:19), that every mouth might be stopped and all the
world become guilty before God.—(Rom. 3:19.) It was a complicated system of exactions by which weak human nature
was certain to become convicted in many transgressions. For this reason it is that Paul was able to say, “As many as are
of the works of the law are under the curse; FOR it is written, Cursed is every one that continueth not IN ALL THINGS which
are written in the book of the law to do them.”—(Gal. 3:10.)
Sport has been made of the fact that God gave a law that men were not able to keep. Son-of-Belial like, the questioner
has dared the presumptuous question, Why should He do such a thing? It would be a sufficient answer to ask, “Hath not
the potter power over the clay,” to work it on any principle he chooses? It is easy to argue with apparent force against
the principle in question. It is easy to ask, What would be thought of the man that should appoint his fellow a task
impossible for him to accomplish, and then punish him for not performing it? It is easy to quote Pharaoh ordering bricks
without supplying the material; but all this is nothing to the point. You cannot argue from such a transaction between
man and man, to what it is between God and man. First, man has no power over, or right of property in his fellow,
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whereas man is the workmanship and the property of God; and He may do with man what man may not do with man;
for who shall say to Him, What doest Thou? But the next thought is of even more consequence. Between man and man
such a transaction, without any object beyond itself, would be tyrannical; whereas on the part of God, as an element in
a process by which great good is to be worked out, it is the form of wisdom and kindness. One man cutting off another
man’s leg with intention to maim, is a monster: with intent to save life from a dangerous malady, he is a benefactor. This
illustrates the difference between the two, and demonstrates the shallowness of all arguments from man to God as to
the working of this principle.
God gave a rigorous and burdensome law, that men might at last come to know how sinful they are, and how powerless
to work out for themselves eternal good. Here it may be asked, Why did He allow man to get into such a state? Why
didn’t He so watch and hedge the beginnings of things that man might have continued very good, and earned the divine
favour by his unfailing compliance with the divine will? The answer is: that God might be exalted in salvation being a thing
of His own favour. Again it may be asked, Why is it so very important that God should be exalted? Why not develop
eternal society upon the principle so much applauded in the world, of self-reliance, independence, self-respect, &c. Here
we touch the root and marrow of the whole subject. The recognition of God as the highest and the best and the
benefactor—direct, tender and cordial—is necessary for the pleasure of God and the well-being of man, and is demanded
by the eternal reason of things as the first law. God is eternal and sovereign: man a helpless dependent upon His power,
wisdom and goodness. The recognition of this fact is the essential basis of intercourse between God and man, let alone
eternal fellowship. The distinct, thrilling, striking recognition of this fact is brought about by precisely the experience
through which God has put that part of the human race, of whom He intends to make future use. The law convinces them
all as transgressors: every mouth is shut. There is no room for glorying. Salvation has come of the pure goodness of God,
in harmony with His own wisdom. God is exalted, and we are abased to the position of humble recipients of His favour,
in Christ, in whom our sins have been condemned. As an indispensable preliminary to this result, it was necessary that
the natural man should be put under the law, “that sin (in him) might appear sin, and that by the commandment it might
become (what it is) exceeding sinful.”
“For we know,” continues Paul (verse 14) “that the law is spiritual:” it is the dictate of the Spirit’s authority and the
embodiment of the Spirit’s wisdom, imposed upon the natural man, who as the Spirit’s work and property, is bound to
be subject: “but I (Paul) am carnal, sold under sin. For that which I do, I allow not, and what I would, that do I not; but
what I hate that do I. If, then, I do that which I would not, I consent unto the law that it is good. Now it is no more I that
do it, but sin that dwelleth in me. 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. I find then, a law, that
when I would do good, evil is present with me. For I delight in the law of God after the inward man. 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. Oh! wretched man that I am, who shall deliver me from the body of this death?”—(verses 14–24).
These are the words that constitute the difficulty which some experience in the understanding of the 7th chapter of
Romans. They think it inconceivable that Paul, the obedient and exemplary saint, who could say, “Be ye followers of me;”
“Walk as ye have us for an example, ” could describe himself in words which appear to imply an abandoned character.
Their difficulty arises from a superficial view of the case. The difficulty disappears when we follow Paul in the full depth
of his argument. He is dealing with the roots and the foundations of the subject. He is showing what the law is in itself,
and what human nature is in itself. The former he proves to be holy and spiritual; and though the occasion of sin to those
placed under it, the cause of this he shows to lie in them and not in it. He makes use of himself to illustrate the point; for
he could speak experimentally as one in whom the law had wrought its full work of causing him to know himself. And
although standing in the liberty of the gospel, and serving and delighting in the law of God after the inward man, he was
still in the flesh physically, and, therefore, carried about with him the spiritual burden of the old man, whom, though held
in subjection, he found to be an ever-present obstacle to the full flights marked out by the new mental man created in
him in Jesus Christ. He could, therefore, declare all the things set forth in the concluding half of the chapter, without
creating any difficulty as to his acceptable walk and conversation. Those who have soared the highest, spiritually, will
understand this the best. Spiritual-mindedness only feels the burden of the natural man. The natural man, pure and
simple, has no sense of burden in a spiritual direction; he is content with his attainments because he knows nothing
beyond them: like a rustic dauber on canvass, well pleased with his own productions and those of his fellow-daubers,
which would fill with anguish the soul of a true artist. Paul had become spiritually-minded, but this was an engraftment
from without. It was super-imposed on the natural Paul by the education of the truth and (in his case) the direct
instruction of the Spirit. It was a new man united with the old or natural man. There was thus a duality created, of which
every man similarly subject to the Spirit is conscious; not a separable duality, but still a felt one, so far as mental
operations are concerned. It is necessary to have this duality in view, in order to appreciate Paul’s remarks in question.
The duality is very visible in his remarks. Of the one he says, “In me (that is, in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing;” implying
that in the other me—that is, the new “me,” the mental “me” created by the Spirit through the word—there was some
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goodness, viz., a capacity to “delight in the law of God after the inward man.”—(verse 22.) Again, “I see another law in
my members warring against the law of my mind.” This is what he said to the Galatians: “The flesh lusteth against the
Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh; and these are contrary one to the other, so that ye cannot do the things that ye
would.”—(Gal. 5:17.) The implantation of the mind of the Spirit by the word, does not extirpate the natural man with his
affections and lusts; it imposes but a check, a control, a power to restrain and crucify, and bring into subjection. But this
power does not obtain complete ascendancy: as long as the body continues physically the mortal, sinful thing it is, the
natural man acts as an obstruction to the operations of the new man of the Spirit, causing the person thus duallyconstituted to feel and speak as Paul, being conscious, like him, of inability to accomplish what he “would,” and a
necessary submission to things he “would not.” Of the natural man, which (though in subjection) continues till we are
glorified, he can say, “I am carnal, sold under sin.” This we inherit: sin personified is the owner of the human race, because
through disobedience at the beginning, it obtained possession of the whole, and, therefore, of the saints, such as they
are as natural men, and continues in possession till they are redeemed from the power of the grave. The release begins
with the mind and ends with the body. The latter continues “dead because of sin” (Rom. 8:10), till he for whom we look
from heaven shall “change our vile body, that it may be fashioned like unto his glorious body.” While they continue in the
flesh, they can say with Paul, “That which I do I allow not; what I would, that do I not; but what I hate, that do I.” This has
always been a puzzle to the carnal class, but is intelligible enough to those who “delight in the law of the Lord after the
inward man.” Many illustrations of its meaning might be given. Let one or two suffice. Perfect fellowship with God (and
it is after a perfect fellowship that the new man aspires) requires a continual memory and a continual love and adoration
of Him—a continual sense of His greatness and holiness—a continual praise, though unexpressed. To forget God is sin;
to see Him always before us at our right hand is the example set for us by the Spirit in David and his son. But behold this
natural sinner with which we as yet are clogged: his thoughts get easily filled with other things; he gets exhausted in
physical energy, and in a state of mental blank towards God; nay, worse, through this weakness, he perhaps forgets his
duty to a neighbour, and fails to sustain the part of an obedient son. The commandments concerning submission to evil,
or concerning the doing of good, may be forgotten by him. He may think selfish thoughts or contemplate a selfish purpose,
or fail in the management of his affairs, as a disinterested and faithful steward of the manifold grace of God. Concerning
anger also, from the same weakness he may often fail. These things which he does, he allows not. He hates them, and
himself as the performer. The things that he would do—the continual communion with God, the continual serenity, and
purity, and love and obedience, the continual blessing and comforting of others—he does not. His attainments are feeble,
and blemished by continual imperfection; and in consequence, he knows by experience what are the unutterable
groanings Godwards, through the interceding Spirit in Christ, to which Paul alludes in Rom. 8:26.
At the same time, he takes the comfort that Paul administers to himself: “If, then, I do that which I would not, I consent
unto the law that it is good. Now then it is no more I that do it, but SIN THAT DWELLETH IN ME. For I know that in me (that is,
in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing.” We will not be held accountable for the non-performance of the impossible. It is
not that He may punish us, but that He may make His kindness the more obvious, that weakness is the inheritance of the
children of God in the first stage. Sin dwelling in them is the cause of their short-comings. The new mental man created
by the truth (where he is created and is kept alive by the continual nourishment of the word)—repudiates and grieves
for the short-comings. He consents heartily unto the law of all God’s requirements that it is good. It is not he that is guilty
of the things he grieves for. If things were as he ardently desires, he would serve God day and night continually, without
fault. It is a grief and a burden that he has not yet apprehended that for which he has been apprehended of God. He is
looking and longing with all his heart for the time when he will be delivered from the bondage of the corruption, and rise
to equality with those glorious beings, the angels of his power, who “excel in strength, that do His commandments,
hearkening to the voice of His word—His ministers that do His pleasure.”—(Ps. 103:20). In the spirit-nature, conformity
with the will of God will be as instinctive and easy to him as failings are with him now. He yearns for this nature, and
strives to walk in accordance with its dictates now. His life in its overt acts is ordered in harmony with its precepts. This,
in fact, is the great difference between him and those who are purely carnal: the latter have no aspirations Godwards,
but are content with what they “know naturally as brute beasts;” the other pants after God, as the hart panteth for the
water brooks, and strives to obey His commandments while yet in a state of humiliation before Him, because of the
cleaving of his soul to the dust. He joins fervently in Paul’s exclamation, “O wretched man that I am, who shall deliver me
from this body of death. I thank God (who shall deliver me) through Jesus Christ our Lord. So then with the mind, I myself
serve the law of God; but with the flesh, the law of sin.” That is, mentally, we seek after what God requires; but physically,
we are subject to those conditions and necessities whose existence are due to sin.
There is much in all these things that to the merely mathematical mind will appear paradoxical. No man can comprehend
them who is destitute of a living sense of a living God, for this is the leading factor in the whole problem. Because the
natural man is destitute of this (“for the carnal mind is enmity against God. It is not subject to the law of God, neither
indeed can be”—Rom. 8:7; ) therefore it comes to be true that “The natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of
God, for they are foolishness unto him; neither can be know them because they are spiritually discerned.” But let a man
fear God, which is the beginning of wisdom, and let him reverently, dilligently and prayerfully read His word, and he will
be able to understand these (at first sight difficult, but really) comforting and glorious things, for it is written: “My son, if
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thou wilt receive my words and hide my commandments with thee, so that thou incline thine ear unto wisdom and apply
thine heart to understanding; yea, if thou criest after knowledge and liftest up thy voice for understanding; if thou seekest
her as silver and searchest for her as for hid treasures; then shalt thou understand the fear of the Lord, and find the
knowledge of God.”—(Prov. 2:1–5.) The Lord taketh pleasure in them that fear Him, in those that hope in his mercy.—
(Psalm 147:11.) All the words of His mouth are in righteousness. There is nothing froward or perverse in them. They are
all plain to him that understandeth and right to them that find knowledge.—(Prov. 8:8, 9.) Who is wise, and he shall
understand these things? prudent, and he shall know them? For the ways of the Lord are right, and the just shall walk in
them, but the transgressors shall fall therein.—(Hosea 14:3.) Everyone that is proud in heart is an abomination to the
Lord.—(Prov. 16:5.) For evil men understand not judgment; but they that seek the Lord understand all things.’—(Prov.
28:5.)—EDITOR.
Robert Roberts – Christ Saved From Death, The Christadelphian, vol. 11, 1874, pp. 481-482,
“A comparison of Heb. 5:7 with Heb. 2:14,15 is sufficient to prove that Jesus, in common with his brethren, was born
under the Adamic curse, and that consequently, he himself had to be saved in the first place (1 Cor. 15:23) before others
could be saved through him. - (1 Cor. 15:17,18). The first portion of Scripture referred to reads thus: “Who (Jesus) in the
days of his flesh, when he had offered up prayers and supplications, with strong crying and tears, unto Him that was able
to save him from death, and was heard in that he feared.” Now what Paul says Jesus prayed to be delivered from was
certainly not, according to most commentators, the death on the cross (Matt. 26:39), else it could not be said, “He was
heard in that he feared.” He prayed to be saved out of the death state - that his soul might not be left in the grave, and
was heard (and delivered) from that which he feared. “And was heard in that he feared” is not a correct rendering of the
sense conveyed by the original, cai eisacousqeiV apo thV eulabeiaV, the literal translation of which is, “and was
heard from the fear.” De Wette renders the clause thus: ist aus der Furcht erhoret (un befreiet) worden: and the French
version reads: fut exauce et delivre de ce qu’il craignot, which renderings are similar to that above in italics. Diodati’s
Italian version is literal: ed essendo stato esaudito dal timore. Now that Jesus was, in this respect, made like unto those
for whom he died and rose again, is evident from what Paul tells the Hebrews (2:14,15): “Forasmuch as the children are
partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same, that through death he might destroy him
that had the power of death, that is, the devil; and deliver them who, through fear of death, were all their lifetime subject
to bondage.” The devil (serpent) is here said to have the power of death, that is, over all who have Adam’s nature, and
since the Book does not tell us that he had this power over man before he sinned, but quite the contrary, as is taught by
Paul (Rom. 5:12), it follows that Jesus having that nature, feared lying under the power of death (Heb. 5:7), after death
had passed upon it, being as a son of man, in the same condition as those who are declared to have been all their lifetime
subject to bondage. The Father hearkened to his dear Son’s supplication, and delivered him from death. The Son asked
life and the Father gave it unto him, even the length of days forever and ever. - (Psa. 21:4). Let us give thanks for this, for
IF CHRIST BE NOT RAISED, our faith is vain, we are yet in our sins, and they who have fallen asleep in Christ ARE PERISHED.”
- Communicated.
Robert Roberts – Questions Concerning Christ, The Christadelphian, vol. 11, 1874, p. 526
1.—Do you think that Adam was created mortal?
Answer.—No; he was created neither mortal nor immortal, but capable of becoming either.
2.—Was there any difference in nature between Adam when created and before baptism?
Answer.—Yes. Adam was “very good;” Jesus, who refused the application of the term “good” to himself (Matt. 19:17)
was Adam’s nature the worse for a four thousand years’ sin-wear.
3.—Was Jesus born under condemnation?
Answer.—In the scriptural sense of hereditary condemnation, the answer is, yes; but this requires to be fenced against
the misunderstanding natural to the terms employed. Condemnation, in its individual application, implies
displeasure, which cannot be affirmed of Jesus, who was the beloved of the Father. But no one is born under
condemnation in its individual application. That is, no one is condemned as an individual till his actions as an
individual call for it. But hereditary condemnation is not a matter of displeasure, but of misfortune. The
displeasure or “wrath” arises afterwards, when the men so born, work unrighteousness. This unrighteousness
they, doubtless, work “by nature,” and are, therefore, by nature, children of wrath—that is, by nature, they are
such as evoke wrath by unrighteousness. It was here that Jesus differed from all men. Though born under the
hereditary law of mortality, as his mission required, his relation to the Father, as the Son of God, exempted him
from the uncontrolled subjection to unrighteousness.
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Robert Roberts – The Orthodox Atonement, The Christadelphian, vol. 14, 1877, pp. 368-370
In an article on “Christianity and Judaism,” the Jewish Chronicle makes the natural mistake of supposing that the orthodox
doctrine of substitutionary atonement is the doctrine of the New Testament. This hypothesis it makes a reason for
rejecting Christ, by an argument, of which thoughtful minds, in every section of society, have felt the force, and which
has weighed upon them as a great difficulty. The Jewish Chronicle says of the orthodox doctrine of substitutionary
atonement, that “It involves the doctrine that the innocent may suffer for the guilty, and that such suffering will be
accepted as an expiation by Supreme Justice. Now, without dwelling upon the incompatibility of this doctrine with the
common idea of justice, with the repeated statements in the Hebrew Scriptures, that punishment cannot be inflicted
vicariously on the innocent, the reasoning is clear that a line of moral conduct, followed by the very Source of all morality,
cannot be wrong if pursued by those whose highest canon His morality is. If so, the memorial of those villagers who
petitioned their government not to execute their blacksmith, guilty of murder, whom they could not well spare, but to
hang, instead of him, one of their shoemakers, of whom they had plenty, was not quite so preposterous, quite so absurd,
as it is generally asserted. If the guiltless Son of God might atone for the sins of the human race, why not an innocent
shoemaker for a crime not committed by him, but who is willing to die for the guilty smith, out of love to his fellows, to
whom the criminal’s services prove so useful?”
This is the difficulty from which the truth has emancipated the believers of it, along with many other difficulties. It shews
us in Christ (of the seed of David according to the flesh) a fellow-sufferer with us, from the evils that have come by Adam’s
disobedience, and, therefore, from the constitutional sentence of death. In his death, therefore, we are not invited to
contemplate a punishment inflicted upon him instead of upon others, but a suffering of a divine sentence which he was
qualified to submit to without infraction of divine justice, by being made one of those upon whom death had passed, and
on whose account he was made subject to death, in being “made of a woman made under the law.”—(Gal. 4:4.)
The wisdom of God in the matter is that God requires his authority upheld and magnified, in the carrying-out of the
inflicted sentence of death, before He permits a return to favour and life on the part of any of the exiled human race. But
even this He could not accept at the hands of a transgressor. He will accept the sacrifice only at the hands of one who is
without sin, for God is great and holy. But such a one could not be found. Therefore, He provided one Himself in the
begettal of Jesus by Mary, a virgin of the house of David, a partaker of the death-tainted nature common to all mankind;
in whom (partaking of sinful flesh) sin could be condemned (Rom. 8:3); and whose death, therefore, so far from being a
stultification of justice, as the editor of the Jewish Chronicle complains, was a “declaration of the righteousness of God
for the remission of sins that are past through the forbearance of God.”—(Rom. 3:25.) In Christ, the innocent and sinless
possessor of a death-cursed nature, the power of death was extinguished by death and resurrection, and all who come
unto God in confession and repentance, through the way of approach thus established, accounting themselves as
“crucified WITH CHRIST” (Gal. 2:20), and buried WITH HIM in baptism (Rom. 6:4), and not as his having suffered instead of
them, receive forgiveness, not as a right, but in God’s “forbearance,” and will afterwards partake of Christ’s emancipation
from this mortal nature, if Christ, in the judgment, be sufficiently pleased with their “account” to extend it to them.
So far from presenting the difficulty which the editor of the Jewish Chronicle finds in the orthodox doctrine of the
atonement, this doctrine is a beautiful combination of justice, consistency and mercy, and delivers the character of God
from the fearful and impenetrable cloud in which the doctrine of substitutionary atonement involves it. Yet from this
glorious truth some have turned aside in a pitiful “renunciation,” which only shows that they neither apprehended the
difficulties connected with the orthodox representation of the case, nor the deliverance from these which the truth
affords. With more intellectual capacity and spiritual discernment, their case would be different.
An illustration in the opposite direction comes to us in a newspaper cutting forwarded by a correspondent in America. It
sets forth the trial “for heresy” of the “Rev.” Dr. Miller, of Princeton, New Brunswick, who was charged with “publicly
denying and assailing important doctrines of the confession of faith and the catechisms of the (Presbyterian) church.”
There were three counts in the indictment, one of which was as follows:—Mr. Miller teaches that Christ, as a child of
Adam, was personally accounted guilty of Adam’s sin, that like other children of Adam, he inherited a corrupt nature, and
that he needed to be, and was, redeemed by his own death.” The wording of this is objectionable, as the Scriptures
nowhere represent anyone—still less Christ—as being “accounted guilty” of another man’s offence. It may be, however,
that the wording is not Dr. Miller’s. It may be that those who drew the indictment have set forth their own deductions
from Dr. Miller’s teaching in describing that teaching, instead of the actual teaching itself. Suffering from the effects of
another man’s sin (including sentence of death) is not being accounted guilty of his sin. But Dr. Miller’s enemies may
contend it is. They think, with our poor renunciationist friends, that they honour Christ in speaking of him as “untainted
with the Adamic curse”—not perceiving that thereby they unfit him for the very work he came to do in getting rid of that
curse in himself, and for all who should afterwards come into him and partake of his victory.
At all events, Dr. Miller’s is the case of a man of orthodox training feeling his way towards the scriptural light, where
others have returned to darkness. It is interesting in this respect. Would to God he might “go on unto perfection,” and
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embrace the whole of the truth as apostolically delivered. It would add a second to the case of brother Ashcroft. It may
be so. He has been suspended from the ministry, but has appealed to the Synod. If the Synod confirm the sentence, which
they are very likely to do, Dr. Miller will be set free to take whatever course the truth may dictate. He has given up the
immortality of the soul, so that there is hope in his case. We understand Christadelphian works have been put in his way.
We shall watch the sequel with interest.
Robert Roberts – A Statement of the “One Faith”, 1877
II. Nature of Man. - That God created Adam, the progenitor of the human race, out of the dust of the ground, as a living
soul, or natural body of life; "very good" in kind and condition,1 and placed him under a law through which the continuance
of life was contingent on obedience.2
1.
2.

Gen. 2:7; 18:27; Job 4:19; 33:6; I Cor. 15:46, 49.
Gen. 2:17.

III. Disobedience of Adam. - That Adam broke the law, and was adjudged unworthy of immortality, and sentenced to return
to the ground from whence he was taken1 - a sentence carried into execution by the implantation of a physical law of decay,
which works out dissolution and death,2 and while a man is yet alive, gives him, where it is left to its uncontrolled operation,
a tendency in the direction of sin.3 This is the law of sin in the members, spoken of by Paul, which the new law established
by the truth brings into subjection.4 In Adam's sentence, all mankind are involved, in consequence of their being physically
derived from his physically-affected and unclean being.5
1.

Gen. 3:15-19; 22-23.
II Cor. 1:9; Rom. 7:24; II Cor. 5:2-4.
3.
Rom. 7:18-23.
4.
Gal. 5:16-17; Rom. 6:12; 7:21.
5.
John 3:6; Rom. 5:12; I Cor. 15:22; Ps. 51:5; Job 14:4.
2.

VI. The Last Adam. - That these promises had reference to a second (or last) Adam,1 to be raised up in the condemned
line of Abraham and David,2 who should purchase life by perfect obedience,3 and by dying, abrogate the law of
condemnation for those who were under condemnation,4 and, therefore, for himself,5 who was made in all points like them;6
that having thus died unto sin once,7 he should afterwards be raised to immortality;8 in which (death having no more dominion
over him) he should be permitted to extend a participation in his life and inheritance9 to all who should believe and obey
him;10 and that he should afterwards become the head and ruler of the whole world.11
1.

I Cor. 15:45.
Heb. 2:14,16; Rom. 1:3.
Heb. 5:8-9; 1:9; Rom. 5:19-21.
4.
Gal. 4:4-5; Rom. 8:3-4; Heb. 2:15; 9:26; Gal. 1:4.
5.
Heb. 7:27; 5:3-7; 2:17.
6.
Heb. 2:17.
7.
Rom. 6:10.
8.
Rom. 6:9; Acts 3:34, 37; Rev. 1:18.
9.
John 5:21, 22, 26, 27; 14:3; Rev. 2:7; Rev. 3:21; Matt. 25:21.
10.
Heb. 5:9; Mark 16:16; Acts 8:38-39; Rom. 3:22.
11.
Ps. 2:6-9; Dan. 7:13-14; Rev. 11:15; Jer. 23:5; Zech. 14:9; Eph. 1:9-10.
2.
3.

VII. Jesus the Christ, the Son of the Living God. - That this second Adam was God with us,1 manifested in the flesh2 and
known as Jesus of Nazareth,3 being begotten of the Holy Spirit, without the intervention of man,4 and afterwards anointed
with the same Spirit, without measure, at his baptism,5 to speak the words of his Father,6 yet of like nature with mortal man,
being born of the Virgin Mary (of the house and lineage of David), and, therefore, a sufferer, in the days of his flesh, from all
the effects that came by Adam's transgressions, including the death that passed upon all men, which he shared by partaking
of their physical nature.7
1.

Matt. 1:23.
I Tim. 3:16.
3.
Acts 2:22, 24, 36.
4.
Matt. 1:18-25; Luke 1:26,35; Gal. 4:4; Isa. 7:14.
5.
Matt. 3:16-17; Isa. 11:2; 42:1; 61:1; John 3:34.
6.
John 7:16; 8:26-28; 14:10-24.
7.
Rom. 1:3-4; 8:3; Gal. 4:4; II Cor. 5:21; Heb. 2:17; 4:15.
2.

IX. The Lamb of God. - That for delivering this message, he was put to death,1 by the Jews and Romans, who were,
however, but instruments in the hands of God, for the doing of that which he had determined before to be done,2 viz., the
condemnation of sin in the flesh,3 through the offering of the body of Jesus once for all,4 as a propitiation to declare the
righteousness of God, as a basis for the remission of sins.5 All who approach God through this crucified, but risen,
representative of Adam's race, are forgiven.6 Therefore, by a figure, his blood cleanseth from sin.7 There is no other mode
of access to the divine favor.8 In his crucifixion, sin was taken;9 and by his death, he confirmed the promises made unto the
fathers.10
1.

Luke 19:47; 20:1, 26, 48; John 11:45,53; Acts 10:38-39; 13:26-29.
Acts 4:27-28.
3.
Rom. 8:3.
4.
Heb. 5:10.
2.
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5.

Rom. 3:25.
Acts 8:38.
7.
I John 1:7.
8.
John 14:6; Acts 4:12.
9.
I Pet. 3:18; 2:24; Heb. 4:14; 7:27; 9:26, 29; Gal. 1:4; Rom. 3:25.
10.
Rom. 15:8; Gal. 3:21-22; 2:21; 4:4-5; Heb. 9:15; Luke 22:20; 24:26, 46-47; Matt. 26:28.
6.

W. Atkin, The Christadelphian, vol. 16, 1879, pp. 364-365 (Robert Roberts Editor)
DEATH BY SIN - “By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin.”—(Rom. 5:12.)
THE one man of this passage is undoubtedly Adam. The passage may therefore be read: “By Adam sin entered into the
world, and death by his sin.” The words “entered into the world” are equally true of death as of sin. Although these words
are not repeated the simple purport of the passage is, that death has entered into the world through or by sin, and that
sin has entered through or by man. Sin is therefore the cause which man brought that has produced the effect—death.
Both are thus traceable to man, as per 1 Cor. 15:21: “By man came death;” while Rom. 6:23 informs us that “death is the
wages of sin.”
Now, these passages, and especially the first, are enlightening concerning Adam’s nature and relation to life and death
before and after he sinned. We learn by them that his sin, and through his sin, death has entered into the world—not the
world that is made up of hills, mountains, rivers, seas and oceans; but into the world referred to in the following: “God
so loved the world that He gave His only begotten Son that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have
everlasting life—the world of man, to whom death has become the common lot, inherited as all other characteristics of
the human species, are inherited from parentage.
Man in a purely natural condition, and in consequence of this inheritance, which is really part and parcel of himself, is by
Jesus spoken of as dead: “Let THE DEAD bury their dead.” This death is with every child born into the world, as stated above,
and will demonstrate its presence to all, sooner or later. It even in the midst of life manifests itself to our senses, in a
gradual decaying of our natures, which will one day end in the article of death, as certainly as that a stone once set in
motion will reach the bottom, provided no other law is set in motion to stop it. In other words, all men are by nature
inevitably tending, yea hastening, towards death, which they will one day by the same natural law inevitably reach.
This is the condition of man SINCE sin entered, but not before.
As Adam brought sin, and death came through his sin, Adam could not have been mortal, death-stricken, or tending
towards the grave—as we are now—before he sinned. If he were, then death was in the world before sin, and it must be
untrue to say either that death came by sin, or that it is the wages of sin. If Adam were in the same state of nature before
he sinnned as he was after and as we are now, then it must be false to say that death came by sin, or that it is the wages
of sin; for it would then have been in the world—that is, in Adam—as much before he sinned as after, and then as now,
only requiring time to demonstrate itself.
But, as the Scriptures plainly declare that death came by sin, it could not have come before sin any more than any effect
can precede cause. Therefore, before Adam sinned he must have been free from death, and therefore in a different
condition to what he was in after he sinned, and also to that in which we are. Otherwise death did not come by sin, and
did not come by man, and could not be the wages of sin.
As the converse of every truth is true, it must be true that Adam was quite free from death till after he sinned, and hence
also quite free from a tendency to decay.
It is by no means difficult to believe this, though what his exact nature or condition was is not revealed to us. But this
much must be true—he was in a nature which was capable of being made either absolutely mortal or absolutely immortal,
but which at the time was absolutely neither.
Because we are acquainted with no other natures than the two—mortal and immortal—it does not therefore follow that
there is, or was no other. On the contrary, the testimony referred to and others require that there should be, and proves
that there was.
Robert Roberts – The Evil One, 1881, p. 9
This sentence took effect upon Adam’s nature, and became a law or quality of it, which was henceforth ‘corruptible’ and
‘mortal’. His nature became physically a dying nature, and therefore a death-nature, because of sin. Afterwards, children
were born to Adam with the result of multiplying men who, having his nature, had also the ‘sentence of death in
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themselves’ (1 Corinthians 1:9) which came originally by Adam’s sin, and who in their moral manifestations revealed the
effects of their inheritance.
Robert Roberts – The Visible Hand of God, pp. 30 –34 [The Christadelphian, vol. 18, 1881, pp. 250-257]
The whole incident of the entrance of death into the world by Adam’s disobedience, may be considered as the next
exhibition of the visible hand of God in human affairs – an exhibition reaching down to our own day in the continuance
and propagation of the death constitution then miraculously established. It has become quite unfashionable to suppose
that death entered into the world at that time. It is universally accepted in learned circles that death has always been in
the world”.
… The Adamic race is a new start; and our enquiry relates to it. Did it commence mortal, or was it brought down to a
mortal state after it appeared?
It is impossible to get any light on this question from geology or any other natural source. Speculation on this subject on
scientific premises is only pretentious maundering. There is a short and satisfactory way to the root of the matter. As on
many other subjects, so in this, the resurrection of Christ is the key of the whole position. If Christ rose from the dead,
Paul, his specially selected apostle, is an inspired declarer of truth. Consequently, his dogmatic assertion that, “by one
man (Adam) sin entered into the (human) world and death by sin” is a settlement of the question. Paul’s dogmatic
assertion does not stand alone. It is founded on and endorses the Mosaic account, which is itself commended to our
confidence as divine on separate and independent grounds.
However unfashionable it may have become, therefore, and however un-scientific and far behind it may seem, the man
stands on logically unassailable ground who holds that death did not come into the world with Adam, but by him after
he came; that at the first, he was free from the action of death in his organisation; that though not absolutely immortal
in the sense of being indestructible in nature, he was in that state with respect to the working and tendency of his
organisation, that death did not wait him in the natural path, but had to be introduced as a law of his being before he
could become mortal. His was an animal nature that would not die left to itself – a natural body free from death.”
“… But this immortality Adam did not attain. Nay, he lost the good natural state which was his by creation. He had to
confess to having eaten of the tree which he was commanded not to eat; and he had to suffer the dread sentence which
doomed him, after a life of toil, to return to the ground from which he had been taken. In the execution of this sentence,
we have the visible hand of God. Left to himself as God had made him he would not have returned to the ground; left to
itself, too, the ground would have brought forth beneficially and plentifully. It required what men call a miracle to depress
to the level of the beasts that perish, the noble creature formed in the image of the Elohim, and to cause the earth to
yield spontaneously ‘thorns also and thistles’. ‘Cursed is the ground for thy sake’ (Genesis 3:17,18). It was not cursed
before. ‘Thou shalt die’ (Genesis 2:17); this was not the prospect apart from disobedience. How were the two results
effectuated? By the interposition of the Divine will causing the one and the other. The Divine power that made man and
the ground ‘very good’ at the beginning easily modified the constitution of things for evil. A slight alteration in the
condition of the soil and in the distribution and proportional activity of vegetable germs, was sufficient to make it soon
apparent that the curse of God was on the earth, while as regards Adam, the sentence judicially pronounced would write
itself in his constitution after the example of Elisha’s imprecation of the leprosy on Gehazi, who went from the presence
of the Prophet’s words as white as snow. Mortality has been a fundamental law of human nature from that day to this.
We have all to acknowledge with Paul, the ‘sentence of death in ourselves’ (2 Corinthians 1:9).”
This sentence is anterior to and surmounts all questions and conditions of health. It draws an inexorable boundary line
beyond which human development cannot pass, however carefully promoted. It is a circle enclosing human life—a
contracting circle—which will go on contracting till it comes to the vanishing point. Men may labour for the improvement
of their species: but it is in vain. All their Hygienics are within the contracting circle. They may stave off the concentric
collapse for a little: they may do something to ensure the highest attainable vigour for mortal life,—that is, condemned
life; but it is a mere tinker—valuable in its place, but of no moment in the ultimate and final relations of things. It is the
truest philosophy that recognises, once for all, that at his best estate, under present circumstances, man is altogether
vanity. (Ps. 39:5). Paul had to say of himself and his class, “we groan within ourselves, waiting for the adoption, the
redemption of our body,” (Rom. 8:23). “We that are in this tabernacle do groan, being burdened, not that we would be
unclothed, but clothed upon, that mortality might be swallowed up of life.” (2 Cor. 5:4). The man who expects to improve
on Paul’s philosophy or David’s, is bound to find himself woefully mistaken at last, and that, without waiting long in any
case.
Death is written in our present nature. It was written in Eden. It is the writing of God; no man can blot it out. God can,
and will in the cases he chooses. He began the work at Nazareth, in harmony with his own greatness. He sent forth his
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son in the death-written nature that in him it might be cleansed, redeemed and perfected. “Since by man came death,
by man came also the resurrection of the dead.” (1 Cor. 15:21.) How the resurrection came by man is told in the life and
death of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham. It came by his obedience, (Rom. 5:19, ) but obedience
requiring death as the declaration of Jehovah’s righteousness (Rom. 3:25), and the condemnation of sin in the flesh (Rom.
8:3). Jesus died unto sin once (Rom. 6:10). It touched him through Adam: but though a sufferer from its effects, he was
without sin himself (Heb. 4:15). Having died once, death had no more dominion over him (Rom. 6:9). “Through death, he
destroyed that having the power of death, that is, the devil”—alias sin in the flesh. (Heb. 2:14.) By him and by him alone
can men attain to this victory, for it has been wrought in him and in him only as yet. He will confer the fellowship and
participation of his victory on those who come unto God by him (Heb. 5:9; 7:25; Rev. 2:7). He will do it by the power God
has given him. God has given him power over all flesh with this view (John 17:2) by it, he will change the bodies of his
people that they may be conformed to the likeness of his own glorious body (Philippians 3:21). The spirit of God, changing
the mortal to the immortal, will thus blot out the sentence of death written in Eden. Thus one miracle will undo the
effects of another. That is, God will change his own work as wisdom and love, in their times and seasons require. God
who kills will make alive: God who curses will bless: God who causes evil will bestow good: for all these things belong to
him (Deut. 32:39; Isaiah 45:7). “Of him and to him and through him, are all things.
The hand of God is visible in a variety of other items to be briefly noted before passing from Eden. The visits of the angels
we considered in the last article. The speaking of the serpent probably comes into this category. A speaking serpent has
not been disclosed in the annals of natural history since that time. The possibility of such a thing will, of course, not be
denied by any wise man. It is a mere question of throat mechanism and the relation of the necessary nerves of volition
to that mechanism. The parrot illustrates such an adaption, only minus ideas to express by its means. The serpent had
the ideas and the powers of expressing them, too. Was this combination the result of natural organisation, or was it an
extra-natural gift as in the case of the ass that forbad the madness of Balaam? In either case, the hand of God is visible:
for if it was not a miraculous endowment for the occasion, then miraclousness is visible in the withdrawal of the power
as part of the degradation of the serpent. The Miltonic idea of Satanic possession or personation is of course entirely out
of the question. The Satan of that theory is a myth, as we know from considerations for which this is not the place.
Whether it were natural endowment or divine inspiration that led the creature to entice the woman to disobedience, the
moral bearings of the incident are the same. The obedience of Adam and Eve were put to the proof. And this was the
object intended. Left to themselves, obedience would have been a matter of course: but it is not obedience of this mild
description that is commendable to God. Obedience under trial is what pleases God. To give Adam and Eve an opportunity
for obedience of this sort, or to terminate and set aside the obedience they were rendering if it should prove of the flimsy
order of a mere circumstantial compliance, this creature was placed in the way. It was a divine arrangement with a divine
object. The same principle was afterwards illustrated when “God did tempt Abraham,” (Gen. 22:1) that is, put him to the
proof, by requiring at his hands a performance which seemed on the face of it inconsistent even with God’s own purposes
in the case. There is no contradiction in this to James’ deprecation of any man saying “I am tempted of God” (James 1:13.),
for in the case of James’ discourse, it is a question of enticing to evil for evil’s sake. God never does this to a just man; he
tries him, and in this sense tempts him, which is another thing. We may be quite sure if we are children of God that some
time or other, we shall be similarly put to the proof. To him that overcometh (offering the stout front of a determined
obedience to God to all suggestions or incitements in any direction forbidden), will the palm of victory be finally awarded.
In our case, the hand of God is not visible; but the principle is the same. Allowance, however, will doubtless be made for
the lesser privilege of those who like us have not been permitted to see with our own eyes the visible hand of God. The
principle of God’s recorded dealings would suggest this. (2 Chron. 30:18–20; Jno. 20:39; Luke 12:48; Acts 17:30; Jno. 9:41).
Next to the part performed by the serpent, we have the visible hand of God in the qualities imparted to the trees of
knowledge and life, and the expulsion of Adam and his wife from Eden, and the fiery blockade of the approach. As to the
first, it was no ordinary tree that had power to open the eyes and to impart new discernments. That the tree of knowledge
of good and evil had this power is evident from the things testified concerning it, and from the effects produced on Adam
and Eve. The serpent said that the eating of the tree would have this effect, and its words were shown to be true by the
actual result. That the serpent should state the truth in the case would probably be due to his overhearing the Elohim
converse on the subject. The serpent seems to refer to them as his authority: “Elohim doth know that in the day ye eat
thereof, your eyes shall be opened” (Gen. 3:5). That the effect caused would show that the power to produce the effect
resided in the tree. That such a power should exist in such a cause will stagger no one who is acquainted with the
extraordinary and diversified powers resident in vegetable juices of even familiar acquaintance, not that any of them
have the powers of imparting knowledge, but that they illustrate the possibility of producing mental effects by a
substance of vegetable constitution. Such a tree in Eden was placed there as part of the apparatus constituting the visible
hand of God in the Adamic situation. To Adam, it would seem as natural as the rest, and probably was so in the truly
scientific sense; to us, it savours of miracle, merely because we do not know of such a tree, and never heard of any one
having access to it since the one man for whom it was specially planted as part of the garden which “The Lord God planted
eastward in Eden,” there to “put the man to dress and to keep it.”

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Robert Roberts

P a g e | 96

These reflections are specially cogent in their bearing upon that other tree, of which he was not permitted to eat—the
tree of life—in which resided the extraordinary power that had he partaken of it, even after his condemnation, he would
have lived for ever (Gen. 3:22). We may dismiss the idea that some have advanced, that Adam had been in the habit of
eating this tree; and that so long as he did so, he was immortal, and that all that was necessary to secure his mortality
was to cut him off from the use of the daily medicament. The prompt and energetic precautions taken “lest he should
put forth his hand and take also of the tree of life,” are out of keeping with this idea. It was a single eating in the case of
the single tree of knowledge; and the “also” of this verse suggests that it was a similar contingency that was in view in
the case of the tree of life. The interposition of “a flaming sword which turned every way to keep the way of the tree of
life,” would have been an excess of energy if the object was merely to cut off the supply of what required to be daily
taken in order to have its effect. The withering of the tree or expulsion from the garden would in that case have met all
the necessities of the situation. Then it would have been strangely disproportionate with the facts to speak of Adam,
“putting forth his hand and eating and living for ever,” if he had to eat for ever in order to live for ever; and a rather overvigorous use of language to call a tree of life that which had only power to impart life during the short time the quantity
taken might remain in the system. The figurative use of the tree in the New Testament, to represent the life everlasting,
which God will give to all who receive Christ at the resurrection, is inconsistent with the notion that it had to be used
constantly to be effective. The whole surroundings of the case show that Adam had not taken of it, and that if he had, he
would have become immortal. The only countenance to the contrary idea is the permission to eat “of every tree of the
garden,” except the tree of knowledge in the midst of the garden (Gen. 3:2 3; 2:16). It is argued that this must have
included the tree of life. But this does not follow. The tree of life was evidently not reckoned among “the trees of the
garden.” It seems to have stood apart by itself, having a “way” or approach that could be guarded (Gen. 3:24).
That a tree should have the power of imparting immortality to the eater will only strike us as strange by reason of our
want of experience of such a thing. There is no end to the variety of God’s operations in the universe. Immortality will
ultimately be conferred by the direct transfusion of the Spirit of God upon the substance of the accepted by the will of
Christ; but it is impossible to deny that God could effect the same result in another way, by the same power differently
applied. God showed Moses a tree in the desert, which on portions of it being put into the bitter springs, healed the
water (Ex. 15:25). So he could make a vegetable substance which would have a similar effect on the organs of the eater.
He did actually create such a tree in the beginning; had Adam proved obedient, he would probably have been invited to
eat. The event turned out otherwise, and the tree, first carefully guarded from intrusion, was in course of time removed.
The guarding of the way of the tree of life was an operation of what would be called the miraculous order. “A flaming
sword which turned every way” was no natural phenomenon, yet it was not essentially different from what we may see
and know any day. Destructive fire and brightness of light are familiar if latent properties of nature in its dullest aspects.
Fire sleeps in stone, and who that has seen the electric light can fail to realise the dazzling brightness that resides in the
invisible electric current or the lifeless charcoal. The difference between these and the Edenic corruscation lies in the fact
that while they are passive and mechanical forces of nature as divinely constituted, this was the product of the Divine
volition brought to bear locally and specifically for a limited purpose. All power is one—in God; but there are different
manifestations according to his will. In the upholding of heaven and earth, we see power in a mechanical state: passive,
inert, established; in what is called miracle, we see the same power acting under an intelligent impulse derived from the
centre of all power—the everlasting God, the creator of the ends of the earth.
The whole situation in Eden required the visible hand of God. The veiled hand—the indirect guidance—would not have
been adapted to a time when there was but as yet a single individual, and he in harmony with the Superior Will which
had given him being. The ways of Providence were for after times, when men had multiplied, and sin had introduced that
confession out of which the Divine wisdom purposes the evolution of order, and the highest good. The veiled hand
belongs to times of evil only. When the ministry of reconciliation—(“to wit, that God was in Christ, reconciling the world
unto Himself, not imputing their trespasses unto them”) shall have accomplished its object, there will be no need for God
to hide Himself from the inhabitants of the earth. His power and wisdom are now manifest, for they cannot be concealed;
but His existence and His love have to be laboriously discerned. He has withdrawn the open manifestation of Himself,
both from Israel and the Gentiles; but on the day that He has appointed—on the day when His earth family is complete
and His will paramount everywhere under the sun, there will be an end to concealment. This is one of the great and
precious promises—that we shall know as we are known (1 Cor. 13:12)—that heaven will be open—(John 1:51): that the
tabernacle of God will be with men, and His servants shall serve Him. and they shall see His face, and there shall be no
night there (Rev. 21:3; 22:5), that God will be all in all (1 Cor. 15:28).
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Ed. H. Hedben – The Orthodox Doctrine of the Atonement, The Christadelphian, 1882, pp. 28-29 (Editor:
Robert Roberts)
The orthodox doctrine of the atonement is immoral! The doctrine of substitution is untrue.—Let us see:—
The Lord said by Isaiah—“Come now, and let us reason together” (chap. 1. verse 18)—thus God gave us common sense
to reason and judge. We require but to have our minds regulated according to the law, and to the testimony” (chap. 8:20).
Let us apply it to the subject of the atonement. “Christians” are right in affirming that moral government would be at an
end were men allowed to sin with impunity, and did an easy forgiveness succeed to each offence. They appeal to our
instinctive sense of justice to approve the sentiment that punishment should follow sin. We acquiesce, and hope that we
have now reached a firm standing-ground from which to proceed further in our investigation.
But no; the parsons promptly outrage that same sense of justice which they have called as a witness on their side, by
asking us to believe that its ends are attained provided that somebody or other is punished. When we reply that THIS is
not justice, we are promptly bidden not to be presumptuous, and argue from our human ideas of justice as to the course
that ought to be pursued by the absolute justice of God. “Then why appeal to it at all?” we urge: “Why talk of justice in
the matter if we are totally unable to judge as to the rights and wrongs of the case?” At this point, we are commonly
overwhelmed with Paul’s noteableargument—“Nay, but, O man, who art thou that repliest against God?” But if Christians
value simplicity and straight-forwardness, they should not use words which convey an accepted meaning in this shuffling
double sense. When we speak of “justice” we speak of a certain well-understood quality, and we do not speak of a
supposed divine attribute which has not only nothing in common with human justice, but which is in direct opposition to
that which we understand by that name. Suppose a man condemned to death for murder: the judge is about to sentence
him, when a bystander—as it chances, the judge’s own son—interposes: “My lord, the prisoner is guilty and deserves to
be hanged; but, if you will let him go, I will die in his place.” The offer is accepted; the prisoner is set free; the judge’s son
is hanged in his stead. What is all this? Self-sacrifice (however misdirected), love, enthusiasm—what you will; but certainly
not justice—nay, the grossest injustice, a second murder, an ineffaceable stain on the ermine of the outraged law. I
imagine that, in this supposed case, no Christian will be found to assert that justice was done; yet call the judge God, the
prisoner mankind, the substitute Jesus, and the trial scene is exactly reproduced. Then, in the name of candour and
common sense, why call that just in God which we see would be so unjust and immoral in man?
This vicarious nature of the atonement also degrades the Divine name, by making Him utterly careless in the matter of
punishment; all he is anxious for, according to this detestable theory, is that he should strike a blow somewhere. Like a
child in a passion, he only feels the desire to hurt somebody, and strikes out vaguely and at random. There is no
discrimination used; the thunderbolt is launched into a crowd; it falls on the head of the “sinless son,” and crushes the
innocent, while the sinner goes free. What matter! It has fallen somewhere, and the “burning fire of his wrath” is cooled!
This is what parsons call the vindication of the justice of the Moral Governor of the universe. This is “the act of God’s
awful holiness,” which marks his hatred of sin, and his immovable determination to punish it. But when we reflect that
this justice is consistent with letting off the guilty and punishing the innocent person, we feel dread misgivings steal into
our minds. If this be his justice, the justice of our moral governor has nothing in common with our justice—indeed, it
violates all notions of right and wrong.
The orthodox doctrine of the death of Christ creates great difficulty and confusion here. The doctrine of “substitution” is
not taught in the Bible. But what does the Bible teach? It teaches that since Adam transgressed in the garden of Eden, a
man, the seed of woman partaking man’s sinful nature, if found obedient and sinless all his life, should restore and rectify
the relation between God and man, and repair the breach of Eden by dying on behalf of man, not instead of man; and
such a man was found in Jesus, who being a son of David and the seed of Abraham, had to condemn sin in his own flesh
on the cross, and had to redeem for himself on account of his own flesh, and afterwards to redeem his people from their
sins—(see Hebr. 5:1, 3, and Leviticus 9:7).
Bro. Roberts (of Birmingham), has ably explained the doctrine of the death of Christ in his little book on “The Evil One”
(pages 10, 13).
Robert Roberts, Christendom Astray from the Bible, 1884, pp. 192-203
… [The Devil] is that which personifies the great principle which lies at the bottom of the rupture at present existing
between God and man, as pre-eminently the accuser and striker through with a dart—the calumniator of God and the
destroyer of mankind. First, let the fact of this personification be demonstrated. The evidence of it makes a powerful
beginning in Heb. 2:14, where we read as follows:—
“Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he (Jesus) also himself likewise took part of the same,
that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the Devil.”
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On the supposition that the devil here referred to is the orthodox devil, or a personal devil of any kind, there are four
absurdities on the. face of this passage.
In the first place, to take on the weakness of flesh and blood was a strange way of preparing to fight a powerful devil,
who, it would be imagined, would be more successfully encountered in the panoply of angelic strength, which Paul
expressly says Jesus did not array himself in; for he says, “He took not on him the nature of angels” (Heb. 2:16).
In the second place it was stranger still that the process of destroying the devil should be submission to death himself!
One would have thought that to vanquish and destroy the devil, life inextinguishable, and strength indomitable, would
have been the qualification. Undoubtedly they would have been so, if the Bible devil had been the orthodox devil—a
personal monster.
In the third place, the devil ought now to be dead, or whatever else is imported by the word “destroyed,” for Christ died
nineteen centuries ago, for the purpose of destroying him by that process. How comes it then, that the devil is clerically
represented to be alive and busier than ever in the work of hunting immortal souls with gin and snare, and exporting
them to his own grim domain?
In the fourth place, what an extraordinary proposition that the popular devil has the “power of death!” It can only be
received on the supposition that the devil acts as God’s policeman: but this will not square with the Miltonic and popular
view, that God and the devil are sworn enemies, the latter delighting to thwart the former to the utmost extent of his
power. Who made Adam mortal? Who punishes the infraction of divine law? It is He who says, “I kill, and I make alive”
(Deut. 32:39). God, and not the devil, reigns. God dispenses retribution, and enforces His own law; not a hostile archangel,
presumed to be at eternal enmity with Him.
John says, “For this purpose the Son of God was manifested, that he might destroy the works of the devil” (I John 3:8). …
The devil Christ has come to destroy is sin. If anyone doubts this, let him reconsider Paul’s words quoted above. What
did Christ accomplish in his death? Let the following testimonies answer:—
“He put away sin by the sacrifice of himself” (Heb. 9:26).
“Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures” (I Cor. 15:3).
“He was wounded for our transgressions; he was bruised for our iniquities” (Isa. 53:5).
“His own self bare our sins in his own body on the tree” (I Pet. 2:24).
“He was manifested to take away our sins” (I John 3:5).
Christ, through death, destroyed, or took out of the way, “the sin of the world”. In this, he destroyed the Bible devil. He
certainly did not destroy the popular devil in his death, for that devil is supposed to be still at large, but in his own person,
as a representative man, he extinguished the power of sin by surrendering to its full consequences, and then escaping by
resurrection, through the power of his own holiness, to live for evermore. This is described as “God sending His own Son
in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh” (Rom. 8:3). Sin in the flesh, then, is the devil
destroyed by Jesus in his death. This is the devil having the power of death, for it is sin, and nothing else but sin that
causes death to men. Does anyone doubt this? Let him read the following testimonies:—
“By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin (Rom. 5:12).
“By man came death” (I Cor. 15:21).
“The wages of sin is death” (Rom. 6:23).
“Sin hath reigned unto death” (Rom. 5:21).
“Sin … bringeth forth death” (James 1:15).
“The sting of death is Sin” (I Cor. 15:56).
Having regard to the fact that death was divinely decreed in the garden of Eden, in consequence of Adam’s transgression,
it is easy to understand the language which recognises and personifies transgression, or sin, as the power or cause of
death. The foregoing statements express the literal truth metonymically. Actually, death, as the consequence of sin, is
produced, caused or inflicted by God, but since sin or transgression is the fact or principle that moves God to inflict it, sin
is appropriately put forward as the first cause in the matter. This is intelligible to the smallest intellect: but what has a
personal devil to do with it? He is excluded. There is no place for him.
… But, the objector may say, True, sin is the cause of death; but who prompts the sin? Is it not here that the devil of
popular belief has his work? Nothing can be more directly met by a Bible answer:—“Every man is tempted when he is
drawn away of his own lust, and enticed. Then when lust hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin, and sin, when it is finished,
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bringeth forth death” (James 1:14, 15). This agrees with a man’s own experience of himself; sin originates in the untrained
natural inclinations. These, in the aggregate, Paul terms “another law in my members, warring against the law of my
mind.” Every man is conscious of the existence of this law, whose impulse, uncontrolled, would drive him beyond the
restraints of wisdom. The world obeyeth this law, and “lieth in wickedness.” It has no experience of the other law, which
is implanted by the truth. “All that is in the world” John defines to be “the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and
the pride of life” (I John 2:16).
When a man becomes enlightened in the truth, and is thus made aware of God’s will in reference to the state of his mind
and the nature of his actions, a new law is introduced. This is styled “the Spirit,” because the ideas upon which it is based
have been evolved by the Spirit, through inspired men. “The words that I speak unto you,” says Jesus, “they are spirit,
and they are life” (John 6:63). Hence the warfare established in a man’s nature by the introduction of the truth is a warfare
of the two principles—the desires of the flesh and the commands of the Spirit. This is described by Paul in the following
words:—“The flesh lusteth against the spirit, and the spirit against the flesh: and these are contrary the one to the other”
(Gal. 5:17). “Walk in the Spirit,” says he, “and ye shall not fulfil the lust of the flesh” (verse 16). He says in another place,
“Let not sin therefore reign in your mortal body, that ye should obey it in the lusts thereof” (Rom. 6:12). These principles
are brought to a focus in the following extract from his letter to the Roman ecclesia:—
“For they that are after the flesh do mind the things of the flesh; but they that are after the Spirit, the things of
the Spirit. For to be carnally-minded is death, but to be spiritually-minded is life and peace. Because the carnal
mind is enmity against God; for it is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be. So then they that are
in the flesh cannot please God. But ye are not in the flesh, but in the Spirit, if so be that the Spirit of God dwell
in you. Now if any man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his … Therefore, brethren, we are debtors, not
to the flesh, to live after the flesh. For if ye live after the flesh, ye shall die: but if ye through the Spirit do mortify
the deeds of the body, ye shall live. For as many as are led by the Spirit of God, they are the sons of God” (Rom.
8:5–9, 12–14).
In view of these declarations of Scripture, the suggestion that the personal devil’s work is to suggest sin, has no place. It
is idle, false, and mischievous. It puts a man off his guard to think he is all right if the devil let him alone. There is no devil
but his own inclinations, which tend to illegitimate activity. These are the origin of sin, and sin is the cause of death. Both
together are the devil. “He that committeth sin is of the devil” (I John 3:8).
… Sin is the great slanderer of God in virtually denying His supremacy, wisdom, and goodness, and the great ground of
accusation against man even unto death. How appropriate, then, to style it the accuser, the slanderer, the liar. This is
done in the word devil; but through the word not being translated, but merely Anglicised, the English reader, reared with
English theological prejudices, is prevented from seeing it.
There is an historical aspect to the question, which greatly tends to place the matter in an intelligible light. We refer to
the incidents connected with the introduction of sin into the world, in the contemplation of which, we shall see a peculiar
fitness in the personification of sin in the word devil. Adam’s sin was not spontaneous. It was suggested by his wife; but
neither on her part was the disobedience self-suggested. She acted at the instigation of a third party. Who was that? The
answer is, in the words of the record, “The serpent was more subtle than any beast of the field which the Lord God had
made.” The natural serpent, more observant than other animals, and gifted for the time with the power of expressing its
thoughts, reasoned upon the prohibition which God had put upon “the tree in the midst of the garden;” and concluding
from all he saw and heard that death would not be the result of eating, he said, “Ye shall not surely die: for God doth
know that in the day ye eat thereof, then your eyes shall be opened, and ye shall be as gods, knowing good and evil”
(Gen. 3:4, 5).
Thus the serpent was a slanderer, a calumniator of God, in affirming that what God had said was not true. Thus he became
a devil, and not only a devil, but the devil, inasmuch as he originated the slander, under the belief of which our first
parents disobeyed the divine command, and introduced sin and death to the world. He was, therefore, the natural symbol
of all that resulted from his lie. “That old serpent, which is the Devil, and Satan,” is the symbolic description of the world
in its political totality at the time when Christ turns it into “the kingdom of our Lord and of His Christ” (Rev. 20:2; 11:15).
The serpent being the originator of the lie which led to disobedience, the fruits of that disobedience might well be said
to be “his works.”
The individual serpent itself has long since passed away in the course of nature, but the fruits remain, and the principle
lives. The idea instilled by it into the minds of our first parents has germinated to the production of generations of human
serpents. Mankind has proved but an embodiment of the serpent idea; so that they are all calumniators of God in
disbelieving His promises, and disobeying His commandments. Hence, Jesus could say to the Pharisees, “Ye serpents …
how can ye escape the damnation of hell?” (Matt. 23:33); and again, “Ye are of your father the devil (slanderer, serpent),
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and the lusts of your father ye will do. He was a murderer from the beginning (he brought death upon mankind by inciting
Adam and Eve to disobedience), and 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” (John 8:44). All who are in the first Adam, are “the children of
the devil,” because they are the progeny of a serpent-devil contaminated paternity. Their mortality is evidence of this,
whatever be their moral qualities, because mortality is the fruit of the serpent-devil conceit operating in Adam to
disobedience. But those who, upon a belief of the promises of God, are introduced into “the second Adam” (who in his
death destroyed the bonds of the devil in taking away sin), are emancipated from the family of the devil, and become
sons of God.
Progeny is according to paternity; like produces like; “Children of the devil” must be devil; and hence it is that the world
of human nature as a whole is regarded as the devil, because it is the embodiment of the devil principle. That principle
originated in a personal agent; and for that reason, the principle retains the personality of the originator in common
discourse, for the sake of convenience; and thus by a very natural process, the abstract principle which lies at the bottom
of human misery and mortality is personified. Hence, Jesus destroying the devil and his works, is Jesus taking away the
sin of the world, which will ultimate in the complete abolition of human nature on the Adam or serpent basis, and the
swallowing up of death in victory. It will be the suppression of the prevailing order of things, and the establishment of a
new one, in which righteousness and peace will reign triumphant, and the knowledge of God will cover the earth as the
waters cover the sea.
Robert Roberts – The Christadelphian Instructor, 1886 [Logos Publications, 1969 edition, pp. 12-14,
42]
30.—What does the Bible reveal concerning man?
Answer:
The Bible reveals that man is a living soul or creature, originally made of the dust of the ground, in the
image of God.
Proof:
“The Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and
man became a living soul (or creature)” (Gen. 2:7). “In the image of God created He him” (Gen. 1:27). “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” (Gen. 3:19). “He knoweth our frame; He remembereth that
we are dust” (Psa. 103:14). “I (Abraham) have taken upon me to speak unto the Lord, which am but dust
and ashes” (Gen. 18:27).
35.—Why is man in his present mortal and evil state?
Answer:
Man is mortal because of sin. It is God’s law that sinners must die. Adam, our first father, sinned, and was
sentenced to death before he had any children. Death began with him, and came to us through him. We
receive the nature that he had after he was condemned to die. We thus inherit his sentence of death.
Besides this, we are all sinners ourselves.
Proof:
“The wages of sin is death” (Rom. 6:23). “By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin, and so
death passed upon all men” (Rom. 5:12). “Because thou hast eaten of the tree of which I commanded
thee not to eat … dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return” (Gen. 3:17–19). “In Adam all die” (1 Cor.
15:22). “By the offence of one judgment came upon all men to condemnation” (Rom. 5:18). “All have
sinned, and come short of the glory of God” (Rom. 3:23). “We had the sentence of death in ourselves” (2
Cor. 1:9). “This mortal (that is, “deathful”)” (1 Cor. 15:53). “This body of death” (Rom. 7:24). “Our mortal
flesh” (2 Cor. 4:11).

QUESTIONS FOR CHILDREN UNDER EIGHT
24.—What was the consequence of their disobedience?
Answer:
They were sentenced to die, and they were driven out of the beautiful garden, to get their living by labour.
25.—Are we under the sentence?
Answer:
Yes, because we are their children. We have come from them. It was a sentence that cursed their bodies,
and we have the same bodies.

Robert Roberts, The Christadelphian, vol. 24, 1887, pp. 263-264
The meeting this morning, as we know, is a meeting for “remembrance”—as Christ said, “Do this in remembrance of me.”
In remembering him in a truly intelligent manner, we remember many things: for he is the converging point of many
things—things concerning ourselves; things concerning the nations; things concerning the race; things concerning God.
He never would have been born but for such things; and we cannot Scripturally understand him apart from these things.
One of these things is before us in a very unlikely part of our reading this morning, and in a very unpromising item. “There
is a time to be born and a time to die.” Birth, life and death describe the circle of human experience as it now is. It was
because of this experience that he was manifested; but we must take it widely enough to see the bearing. We have
children born and ourselves have been born of our parents; our parents, of their parents, and so backward till we get to
the starting point of the process. The Bible only gives us this starting point in a reliable and reasonable form. All human
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thoughts on the subject are speculations, and self-destructive speculations when thoroughly reasoned out, as Argyll and
Hall and others show. The Bible gives us a first pair at a distance of time corresponding with the multiplication of posterity
that has since taken place; and it accounts to us for the sad marring of that posterity that we see before our eyes. It shows
us the will of God set at naught—in a small matter, to be sure; but the smallness matters not: the principle of disobedience
is the same in small as in large matters (and to God, the source and container of all, there cannot be large matters and
small matters). And it shows us the vital paramounce of that will in a light that nothing but sentence of death could have
made so strong. In the channel of this sentence, we are born; for death is a physical thing and runs in the constitution.
Our “time to be born” is therefore a time to come under the dominion of evil. Of this we cannot complain, as the unwise
do. Before we were born we were nothing. It is better to be born mortal beings than not to come into existence at all, for
the goodness of God prevails over his holy severity even in mortal existence. It is the plan God has adopted in working
towards the final upshot of his wisdom: and who can say unto God, “What doest thou?”
To this process of mortal generation, Christ stands related. Our “time to be born” unto this evil state, brings Christ with
it in the association of things: for it is because of this our lot that Christ was “made of a woman, made under the law, that
he might redeem them that are under the law.” It was the “one man’s disobedience” that necessitated the arrangement
for one man’s obedience, that whereas chaos and death have come by the one, life, love, and order might come by the
other. Christ’s life in this sense comes out of ours. It was because of poor afflicted dying man upon the earth that the
angels were able to say to the shepherd, “Unto you is born this day in the city of David a Saviour, which is Christ the Lord.”
Without Adam the first, there would have been no Adam the second. Without the continuance of his posterity, “made
subject to vanity, but not willingly,” there would have been no remedial provision such as God made when “of the seed
of David according to the flesh he raised unto Israel a Saviour. We remember this when we remember Christ in the
breaking of bread.
Robert Roberts, The Christadelphian, vol. 25, 1888, pp. 342-344
We look back then at the sufferings of Christ. They were real and terrible to him. We have known them so long by report
that we may not always realise their dreadfulness. It was no performance he went through when he laid down his life for
us. We have only to watch him in the Garden of Gethsemane to feel this. See him throw himself on his face—on his face—
the most abject posture of entreaty it is possible for man to assume. See him do so three times. Hearken to the petition
he offers: “My Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me: nevertheless, not my will but thine be done!” Mark the
tokens of his mental anguish: he sweats as it were great drops of blood. Behold an angel strengthen him. Does it not all
tell us of the terrible reality of his sufferings? The cup did not pass. Therefore it could not. As we behold him drink it in
the agony of painful, faithful resolution, let us learn the high and holy and ineffable majesty of God who, though full of
loving kindness and tender mercy, cannot forgive and receive sinners unto life eternal except on the basis of His authority
vindicated—His righteousness declared—His law upheld in the person of one entirely acceptable to Him, to whom He
can confide the dispensation of His love for all who implicity and unreservedly, and with the humility of little children,
accept and identify themselves with all that has been accomplished in him. It is a truly magnificent arrangement of
wisdom that has given us such an one in Christ, “who,” as Paul with lucid fulness remarks, “of God, is made unto us
wisdom, and righteousness, and sanctification, and redemption.” At once the Son of God and the Son of Man, David’s
Lord and David’s Son,—the partaker of our common mortality, and yet the vanquisher thereof by the spotlessness of a
perfect obedience and submission to the death that had passed on all men, he is the central meeting point of all
sympathies and all greatnesses. He appeals to our tenderest love in the laying down of his life: he commands our
completest homage in the intimacy of his relation to the Father with whom he declared himself one. He engages our
highest admiration as the Master who stooped to be a servant: the heir who voluntarily submitted to poverty: the most
honourable King and Lord who humbled himself to keep the company of the lowly, and endure the insults of the base.
And through him, as we gaze upon him as our elder brother, the head of the family, we see shining the greatness and the
glory, and the holiness, and the love of the Eternal Father, of whom are all things.
It is a due sense of these things that is preparing us to take part in the mighty anthem that will yet roll in majestic measures
around the person of Christ in the day of his manifested glory, when before him will be gathered the countless multitude
of lovers and worshippers and servants whom God has been preparing for him in all the ages. What is the leading feature
of that anthem, as heard by John in vision in Patmos, and re corded in advance for the knowledge of the redeemed?
“Thou hast redeemed us to God by thy blood from out of every kindred and tongue, and people and nation.” “Thou hast
washed us from our sins in thine own blood.” How will it be possible for us to take part in this song, and in the everlasting
holy service it represents if we are not now in full and living sympathy with the work expressed in the words? It is the
work of the truth to create this full and living sympathy by instructing us in the ways of God. It is the work done now. It
is the work of Christ as defined in the language of inspiration, to “purify unto himself a peculiar people, zealous of good
works.” Let us never forget this “zealousness.” Some people talk of “zeal” as if it were a peculiarity—a spiritual superfluity.
It is far from this. It is the characteristic—the indispensable peculiarity of acceptable believers. It is a zeal having its basis
in the forgiveness of sins. As Jesus said of the woman, “She is forgiven much, therefore she loveth much.” People who
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have no sense of the dreadfulness of sin have no appreciation of the privilege of forgiveness, and are therefore not likely
to be called out in love on its account, or to find any pleasure in praising Christ in this behalf. We must be prepared to
say with gladness, “Thou hast washed us from our sins in Thine own blood.” To say it with gladness, we say it with the
understanding of course. The truth in these words is expressed in figure. There are no real robes to be made literally
white in the literal blood of the lamb. There are sin disfigured characters to be cleansed by the double process of
forgiveness and reformation.
“God, for Christ’s sake, hath forgiven you.” This is the literal truth as divinely expressed (Eph. 4:32) “For Christ’s sake”
that is, for the sake of what has been effected in Christ. What this is has also been made plain to us in words of the utmost
value, as revealing to us God’s view of the death of Christ: “Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith
in his blood to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins that are past, through the forbearance of God; to declare,
I say, at this time his righteousness, that he might be just and the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus.” These words
will repay the deepest thought. They deserve—they demand—the utmost consideration. They are a compendium of
instruction on the difficult subject of the death of Christ. They hold to the front two features of it which together yield
nearly its entire explanation. The first is that it was “for the remission of sins that are past, through the forbearance of
God.” “Remission” and “forbearance” exclude the popular idea of “substitution” and “payment of debt.” A sin or debt is
not remitted that is discharged to the last farthing. There is no forbearance in allowing a debtor to go free whose debts
have been paid by another. It is highly important to have clear views of this. It is, in fact, imperative that we hold no view
of the case that obscures the kindness and grace of God in the matter. It is forgiveness he proposes: and to forgive we all
know is to let go; to pass by; to remember no more against, and to do this freely, and not because of satisfaction received.
The second point is that the forgiveness is connected with an event by way of condition. It is not inconsistent with the
nature of forgiveness to require a condition, such as when an apology is asked for. The event is the shedding of the blood
of Christ “to declare his righteousness.” We must be able to see a declaration of the righteousness of God in the shedding
of the blood of Christ before we can understand the relation of that event to the kindness which God proposes to show
in the forgiveness of our sins “for Christ’s sake.” If we look upon Christ as a being separate from the human race—of
angelic or other nature in no way under the power of sin—we cannot see the righteousness of God in his death; but the
reverse; for it cannot be righteous that he should die on whom death has no claim. It requires that we see him as he is
presented in the apostolic writings—“of the seed of David according to the flesh” (Rom. 1:3) “in all things made like unto
his brethren”—a partaker of the identical flesh and blood which belong to them in which death works (Heb 2:17, 14).
Seeing him thus, we see a fellow sufferer with us of the death that came by Adam, and therefore one who could
righteously suffer on our behalf, as our representative, one who, though without sin himself, was a possessor of the
nature that had come righteously under the power of death in the beginning of its history upon the earth. We can
therefore understand how his crucifixion was divinely intended to declare the righteousness of God “for the remission of
sins that are past.” We can understand how God in him thus “condemned sin in the flesh” (Rom. 8:3) publicly, openly,
ritually for all time; and thus established a meeting point for “propitiation through faith in his blood.” God asks men to
look to Jesus crucified as the serpent-bitten Israelites looked at the elevated serpent of brass—that is, to look in faith;
that is to realise that our common nature was thus in him condemned; to recognise that they were crucified with him; to
partake of that death and burial in baptism; and therefore to admit and confess that they are unworthy of approaching
to God as sinners of Adam’s race; that in themselves they have no hope, yea, that they are unworthy to live; and that the
life God will permit them to live is by His favour alone which He will extend to them “for Christ’s sake,” with whom He
was well pleased, in whom there was no sin, though involved in the mortality of a sinful race, and whom He raised from
the dead because of his righteousness, and gave him power to raise all who should come unto God by him.
With these contemplations, we can understand Paul’s meaning in the words, “God for Christ’s sake has forgiven you.”
We are prepared to see the love of God in the whole matter, however enveloped in cloud and mystery it may at first sight
appear. We can understand the part the love of Christ has played in this laying down of his life for his friends. We see
how he redeems them by his blood without those terrible confusions that come with the idea that in his sacrifice, God
accepted the punishment of the innocent as a satisfaction to the crimes of the guilty. Love and light shines through all.
Reason, wisdom, and beauty take the place of darkness, confusion and bafflement. We are enabled to rejoice that God
forgives—truly forgives—our sin. We are enabled to feel with Paul, that love of Christ constrains us, because judging with
him that if one died for all then did all (with him) die, that they who live should not henceforth live unto themselves but
with him who died for them and rose again” 2 Cor. 5:15. And realizing that the end of it all will be, our own assimilation
by him and the corruptibility of joy and holiness of the Spirit nature which he possesses in everlasting fulness and power,
we are impelled to say with John, the beloved disciple:—“Unto him that loved us and washed us from our sins in his own
blood and hath made us kings and priests unto God and his Father, to him be glory and dominion for ever and ever.
Amen.”
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Robert Roberts, The Christadelphian, vol. 25, 1888, pp. 407-408
We all know, dear brethren and sisters, that our duty this morning is a duty of remembrance. There are some things that
we have to remember that we would rather forget. The remembrance of them brings no pleasure. There are some such
things before us in the symbols this morning, though the outcome is good. We have before us death, and we see sin.
Neither of these things by themselves are pleasant. But they have their place in the system of life to which we stand
related, and must not be ignored. But for sin and death this table would never have been spread. It is spread as an
ultimate remedy for a sore evil. Sin is not a beautiful thing at all. It may be a little bit of sweetness in the mouth. A man
would never sin if it did not happen to be sweet; but after that, all is gall. Sin is out of harmony with our whole nature.
We are God’s workmanship; beautiful workmanship—the finest piece of mechanism under the sun—constructed for a
certain purpose. Every part of the machine has its perfect place. The law of God defines the place, and when we set this
law aside, the machine gets out of gear, and there is derangement and misery. This is what happened at the start. Adam
sinned, and everything got out of order and brought death. It is all to be put right by and bye; but not yet, and therefore
we suffer. As we read in Ecclesiastes this morning (chap. 8), “Because to every purpose there is time and judgment,
therefore the misery of man is great upon him.” If for everything there is a time, then there is a time for what we are now
suffering, a time for evil and misery, because it is a time of sin—a time when God is disobeyed, and has been so long
disobeyed. This is the explanation of what is the deepest and most distressing problem to ordinary minds. By ordinary
minds I mean merely philosophical minds, well stored with science and literature, but unbelieving in regard to the
purpose of God. To such, it is an insoluble problem, that God should be good, and yet that man—God’s creature—should
suffer evil. They bore away at that problem, but they cannot make anything of it. In whatever way they contemplate it,
it will not come out square and right. They cannot settle it on the supposition that there is no wisdom in the universe; or
that there is no goodness; for the whole universe bears witness to these attributes of God in all its arrangements. The
difficulty is this: being compelled to recognise the manifest wisdom and goodness, how to account for the evil. It is not
to be accounted for upon any natural principle. Only in this way can you account for it at all: “for everything there is a
time.” Now is the time for evil. God has a purpose in the earth, and the realization of that purpose requires at present
that evil should be the rule. It is what Paul says in Rom. 8., “The creature was made subject to vanity, not willingly, but
by reason of Him who hath subjected the same in hope.” God has subjected us to misery in hope. That is the explanation,
the full explanation, the perfectly satisfactory explanation of the presence of evil and death in the earth. God has done
it; and there is hope in connection with it. What is the hope? With reference to what hope is man subject to evil? No man
can tell that, by studying in the ordinary channels of science and literature. A man can only tell that by studying God’s
explanation of the matter. It is the hope of Israel that is spoken of, as Paul explains in the same epistle. God has planted
a hope in Israel upon a sure foundation. It rests upon the covenants He has made with the fathers, and which he has
established to all generations.
Robert Roberts, The First Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 25, 1888, pp. 618-619, 679-681
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 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
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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). 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 baptised 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 threepart 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 speak 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 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
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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. …
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 baptised into
Christ.
Robert Roberts, Nazareth Revisited, 1890, Chapter 12, pp 65-66
“Except a man be born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God.” Nicodemus was hoping to see the Kingdom of God, as
a Jew according to the flesh, and perhaps as a result of lending his official influence to the Messiah, if this were he. Christ’s
declaration was therefore of a very pointed application. But Nicodemus did not understand it. He thought he was
speaking literally: “How can a man be born when he is old? Can he enter the second time into his mother’s womb and be
born?” Jesus explains that this is not what he means, but that nevertheless there is a second birth of which a man must
indispensably be the subject before he can inherit the kingdom. “Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he
cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” If we suppose Nicodemus here asking, “Why?” we may see the point of his next
observation. “That which is born of the flesh is flesh, and that which is born of the Spirit is Spirit. Marvel not that I said
unto thee, Ye must be born again.” But again, a question: Why is this fact (that that which is born of the flesh is flesh) a
reason going to show the necessity for being born again? It is as if Jesus had said, “No wonder you must be born again,
seeing that having only been born of the flesh, ye are only flesh, which cannot inherit the Kingdom of God.” Paul, indeed,
uses these latter words: “Flesh and blood cannot inherit the Kingdom of God” (1 Cor. xv. 50). If we ask, why? he answers,
“Corruption doth not inherit corruption.” If we ask, Is man corruption? we do not require to wait for an answer: we know
it. If we ask, “Is the Kingdom of God incorruption?” though we have to wait the answer, the answer is equally clear and
certain. The prophets tell us that the Kingdom which the God of heaven will set up on earth when human kingdoms have
run their course, is to be given to “the saints of the Most High” (Dan. vii. 27)—and that it is not to be left to other people
(Dan. ii. 44)—but will last for ever; shall not pass away. “Of his kingdom, there shall be no end” (Dan. vii. 14; Luke i. 32).
Consequently, a man to inherit the Kingdom must be immortal. Jesus says its inheritors will be so, in saying “They shall
not die any more” (Luke xx. 36). Now, a man merely born of the flesh is mortal and corruptible, as we all know. He has
no element of immortality in him. Therefore, he must be the subject of a great change before he is fit to enter the
Kingdom, which requires a man to be immortal in order to inherit it.
This great change Jesus describes as a being “born of water and of the Spirit.” Why he should so characterise it becomes
apparent only when certain first principles of the truth are understood. It is one of those first principles that men are not
born children of God, but children of Adam and heirs of the death that came by him (Rom. v. 12–19; Eph. ii. 3, 12). It is
another, that God purposes to generate from among this death-doomed race, a family for Himself whom He will glorify
with salvation (Acts xv. 14; 1 Pet. ii. 9; 1 Thess. v. 9). It is another, that the mode He has chosen in the development of
this family is to present the gospel for acceptance, and to require the assumption of the name of Christ in baptism (1 Cor.
i. 21; Acts x. 48; Rom. vi. 3, 4; Gal. iii. 27). It is another, that those submitting to faith in Christ Jesus are considered as
having entered the new family for the first time (2 Cor. vi. 17, 18; Gal. iii. 26; Eph. ii. 13; Peter ii. 10). Begotten by the
Word brought to bear upon their mind, they have, in baptism, been “born of water,” but are not yet finally incorporate
in the family of God. At this stage, they may perish, as Paul recognises (1 Cor. viii. 11). At the return of Christ, they have
to appear before him for judgment, to be dealt with according to the state of the account they will be called upon to
render (2 Cor. v. 10; Rom. xiv. 12).—If this is not acceptable, they are rejected and depart to death. If it be such as the
Lord can approve, they become the subject of that change which Paul calls “the adoption, to wit, the redemption of our
body” (Rom. viii. 23). As the result of this physical change, which is effected by the Spirit “in a moment, in the twinkling
of an eye,” they become finally and unalterably sons of God. “They are the children of God, BEING THE CHILDREN OF THE
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RESURRECTION”

(Luke xx. 36). This consummation of their adoption is figuratively compared to a birth, as in the case of
baptism. Baptism is not a literal birth, but as it is the act by which a man not a child of God becomes such, it is a natural
figure which speaks of it as a birth of water. So the operation of the Spirit of God upon the mortal nature of the accepted
saints (Rom. viii. 11; 1 Cor. xv. 51, 52; Phil. iii. 21) is not a literal birth, but as it is the act by which a son of the earth
becomes a son of heaven (Cor. xv. 49), so it is natural to speak of it as a birth—a being born of the Spirit.
Without this divine birth in two stages, it is impossible that any man can enter upon the possession of the kingdom which
the Lord will establish at his coming. The administration of that kingdom will require powers that do not belong to mortal
man. It will require such a knowledge of the thoughts of men as Jesus evinced, and such a capability of eluding human
observation and control as he manifested after his resurrection. The rulers of the age to come must be as independent
of man as the wind. As Jesus added: “The wind bloweth where it listeth, and thou hearest the sound thereof, but canst
not tell whence it cometh and whither it goeth: so is every one that is born of the Spirit” (Jno. iii. 8)
Robert Roberts – Sentence of Death Phyiscally Operative, The Christadelphian, vol. 29, 1892, p. 24
It does not seem to us possible to be more explicit on the subject of the effect of Adam’s transgression than we have
aimed to be for years past. If we have failed to convey our meaning in the definitions and arrangements already
employed, we cannot hope to succeed by the use of any others. Those who deny that any physical change was produced
in Adam’s sentence of death, forget the physical power of the curse of God. Its power was seen in the effect produced
on Gehazi and Elisha’s simple sentence (2 Kings 5:27). It was seen in the thorn and thistle yielding tendency of the ground
after the curse pronounced (Genesis 3:17-18). It was seen in the land of Israel under the law, in blight and sterility, and
pest and physical derangements of various kinds (Deuteronomy 28:18-22). And it is seen in our corruptible and mortal
state which we inherit from Adam in whom it came by sin (Romans 5:12; 2 Corinthians 1:9). Before transgression, he was
‘very good’ in nature, for so the record declares. After transgression he was no longer in the very good state, but in the
evil state ensuing on sentence of death.
P.R. – A Reply To “Sin and its Removal”, The Christadelphian, 1895, p. 259 – 262 (Editor: Robert
Roberts).
THE Editor of the Sanctuary Keeper has just issued a little pamphlet in which he endeavours to demonstrate that his
teaching regarding sin is identical with that of Dr. Thomas.
The work is liable to give an erroneous impression for two reasons. In the first place, it takes great pains to establish
certain propositions which the Christadelphian does not deny; and in the second place, by giving partial quotations, it
makes the Doctor appear to sanction views which were entirely remote from his mind.
I will, as briefly as possible, take up the various points at issue, and show that the main points of Christadelphian teaching
which constitute our basis of fellowship have remained absolutely unaltered.
The Editor of the Sanctuary Keeper gives a number of quotations from Elpis Israel regarding sin. He deduces as the result
four propositions, which are susceptible of more than one meaning. Three features are involved in the issue:—1. What
is meant by constituted sinner? 2. What is sin in the flesh? 3. Is there any legal guilt attaching to Adamic condemnation
which can be removed apart from physical change, as in the case of infants at circumcision?
When these points have been settled the issue will be decided. I will give some quotations from the Doctor’s works, and
also from back numbers of the Christadelphian.
First, with regard to the application of the word “sinner” to infants, Dr. Thomas gives it as a synonym for unclean (Elpis
Israel, page 116). He says: “They will not be condemned to the second death because they were born sinners, nor to any
other pains or penalties than those which are the common lot of humanity in the present life. They are simply under that
provision of the constitution of sin which says “Dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return’” (p. 117).
“Infants die because they are born of mortal flesh, and not because they have committed sin or are responsible for
Adam’s sin.” (Clerical Theology, page 10.) Brother Andrew in the 1876 Christadelphian, page 64, wrote:—“To say that
human beings who have committed no transgression die not through Adamic condemnation, but because of a natural
law of mortality, is to introduce between two truths an antagonism which does not exist. True death occurs through such
a law; but what is its origin? The decree by which the Almighty has condemned to death the Adamic race.”
Finally I will give a few quotations from the editor of the Christadelphian, taken from the volumes of 1874–5. To E.
Turney:—“Finally, I do not teach that Christ was a sinner either by birth or other means; this is your misrepresentation. I
believe he inherited in his flesh the result of Adam’s sin, not that he was a sinner himself.” “And here I may add, for the
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sake of a few who are wondering what the phrase ‘constitutional sinner’ means, as once or twice employed by Dr. Thomas
in reference to Christ; it means that he stood related to a sin-constitution of things—a state of things arising out of sin
without being himself a committer of sin. . . . Only perversity would suppress the word constitutional, and allege that the
Christadelphians teach Christ to have been a sinner.” (Christadelphian, 1874, page 281.) “He (Jesus) was a sufferer from
the effects of sin in all the items of weakness, labour, pain, sorrow, death; and in this sense (as a partaker with us of the
effects of sin) has been described as a constitutional sinner, or one subject to a sin-constitution of things. But as this
phrase gives occasion to disingenuous cavil, it is well to discard the phrase and look at the meaning which has been
stated.” (1875, page 375.) It is solely for this reason—because some have associated the idea of God’s wrath with the
phrase constitutional sinner that the term has been objected to, and these quotations show that the present attitude of
the Christadelphian is exactly the same as it has always been.
The next point is the meaning of sin in the flesh. The following quotations will show what has always been intended by
the phrase.
“The nature of the lower animals is as full of this physical evil principle as the nature of man; though it cannot be styled
sin with the same expressiveness, because it does not possess them as the result of their own transgression. The name,
however, does not alter the nature of the thing. (Elpis Israel, page 114).
The very clear explanation of the term in Clerical Theology Unscriptural has been quoted before. The editor of the
Sanctuary Keeper says that the succeeding sentences throw a different light upon the portion which was quoted; but if
he thinks so, he must misunderstand our position. There is nothing in the extended passage which he quotes to which I
can take the slightest exception.
Sin in the flesh was defined thus by brother Andrew in the 1874 Christadelphian, page 122: “This knowledge in the sense
of experience came into his (Adam’s) flesh as the result of sin, and became afterwards a cause of sin in the flesh of his
descendants, and on this account it is spoken of as sin in the flesh.”
If brother Andrew will not accept this definition now, then he has completely changed; if he will accept it, then I for one
am not at issue with him with regard to this particular point.
We now come to the third point. Did Dr. Thomas or other brethren teach that the Adamic condemnation involved legal
or federal guilt? or is there a moral aspect to the condemnation which could be removed in the case of infants by a
ceremony designed for that object?
The following words are from Elpis Israel page 115, immediately following a quotation given in the pamphlet under review:
“There is much foolishness spoken and written about ‘original sin.’ Infants are made the subjects of a religious ceremony,
to regenerate them because of original sin. . . . . . If original sin, which is in fact sin in the flesh, were neutralized, then all
baptismally regenerated babes ought to live for ever, as Adam would had he eaten of the tree of life after he had sinned.
But they die, which is a proof that the regeneration does not cure their souls, and is therefore mere theological quackery.”
This is conclusive on the point at issue. If the condemnation were individual, involving legal guilt, then the idea of a
religious ceremony to remove it from infants, such as brother Andrew teaches, would be eminently reasonable. But the
Doctor ridicules the idea, and thereby shows that he regarded the Adamic condemnation purely as a racial, federal matter,
not as a condemnation which required to be individually postponed or warded off in the case of infants.
We now come to the question of sacrifice. In his efforts to show that the Christadelphian has changed its teaching
regarding the sacrifice of Christ, brother Andrew actually quotes a passage from the December number of 1894, which is
itself a quotation from 1873!! It is just an instance of how completely a man may be blinded by his advocacy of a particular
theory.
A greater shock still, however, awaits us on the last page of the little pamphlet. The author says: “It is quite true that
brother Roberts, during the Renunciation controversy, admitted that, as far as Christ was concerned, the shedding of his
blood was not necessary, except as an act of obedience; but I pointed out to him at the time that in making this admission
he was ‘surrendering a citadel to the enemy.’”
Here is an admission! Brother Andrew knew perfectly well that brother Roberts took such a position at the time of the
Renunciation controversy; he actually wrote a letter about the matter; and yet with this knowledge he has been sending
about the country pamphlets which declare that if brother Roberts had taken such a position, the Renunciation
controversy would have ceased! (“The Advocate on Adamic Condemnation,” page 6, and the “Retrospect,” page 4.)
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These words, in fact, constitute a surrender of the whole contention that the Christadelphian has changed. It is no longer
brother Roberts of today versus brother Roberts of twenty years ago, but brother Roberts of twenty years ago versus Dr.
Thomas. The little pamphlet under review ends by saying that so long as the Editor of the Christadelphian “teaches that
our position by birth does not require a justification by blood shedding, he is making a false claim,” in maintaining that
he is in harmony with Dr. Thomas. This is hardly a fair statement of the case.
Dr. Thomas, so far as I am aware, never viewed the case of Christ apart from his mission. It was on the supposition that
Christ was the only one to be saved that the difficulty arose; and it would be difficult to say precisely what answer the
Doctor would have given to such a question. He would probably have replied: “The question is—If the purpose of God
had been entirely different in one particular, would it have been the same in all others? God would have done ‘all His
pleasure.’ What He requires is necessary, nothing else.” This is, indeed, the conclusion to which we are forced. Why was
it necessary for sin to be condemned in sinful flesh innocent of transgression? If brother Andrew takes the same view as
Dr. Thomas, as he claims, he will reply, “No other reason can be given than that God willed it” (see Elpis Israel, page 149).
If we ask why it was that the Holiest of all could not be entered without a perfect sacrifice, the same answer must be
given. If then we ask whether God would have required a declaration of his righteousness if Christ had been the only one
to enter life, we ask a presumptuous question. If God’s purpose had been different His will might have been different. As
it was, He required Jesus to submit to a sacrificial death, consequently a violent death was necessary for his own
redemption.
To say that this involves the idea of substitution is the very height of absurdity. From the standpoint of the new theory,
Jesus was in a state of at-one-ment with God until he came under the curse of the law. Why then did he have to suffer
prior to that? Why was he scourged? Why was he hanged on the tree since the at-one-ment was not destroyed until he
was actually there? Was it not that “it became him by whom are all things to make the captain of our salvation perfect
through suffering?” and was not Jesus’ submission to death an act of obedience? (Phil. 2:8).
Substitution is not involved by the position brother Roberts took against the Renunciationists, but brother Andrew is
running dangerously near it now when he speaks of the violent death “incurred by Adam and inflicted on Christ.” In the
1875 Christadelphian the editor deals with the question of substitution. He says, page 90, “The orthodox notion of
substitution, which is revived in Renunciationism, implies the exemption of those substituted from the operation to which
the substitute is subjected.” Is not the new theory gravitating in this direction to the obscuration of the fact that we have
to pass through much tribulation, and that we are still unredeemed?
At all events the cry that the Christadelphian has changed has been surrendered. It is said the Christadelphian changed
in denying that the descendants of Adam are legally guilty of his sin. If we turn to the 1876 Christadelphian, page 62, we
find brother Andrew denying that the expression “sinners” as applied to Adam’s descendants implies guilt. There is no
legal saving clause; in fact, the statement is made as an accessory to the denial that they are regarded as actual
transgressors of the Eden law.
The denial that God’s wrath is upon all because of Adamic sin has also been regarded as a change; but if we turn to the
Christadelphian for 1873, page 554, we find words infinitely stronger than any that have been employed in the present
controversy. “The wrath of God,” says brother Roberts, “is not revealed against us because Adam sinned (as the apostacy
and Renunciationism teach), but because we ourselves transgress.”
The idea that we are not individually condemned is given in the retrospect as a part of the change; but if we turn to the
Christadelphian for 1874, page 526, the same idea is expressed in the same words: “No one is born under condemnation
in its individual application; that is, no one is condemned as an individual until his actions as an individual call for it.
The refusal to apply the word sinner to infants has also been quoted, but we find that in 1874 brother Roberts made an
exactly similar refusal, and for the same reason, i.e., the wrath of God associated with the idea.
It has been claimed that the denial of a present freedom from the law of sin and death is a change. If we turn to the 1874
Christadelphian, page 304, brother Andrew, in antagonising the Renunciationists, destroys the very idea which he now
enunciates. He says: “The passage which is supposed to support the extraordinary idea that believers die under the law
of the spirit of life is Rom. 8:2. The apostle says, ‘The law of the spirit of life in Christ Jesus hath made me free from the
law of sin and death.’ A little attention to the context and the actual facts of the case will show that this statement is
made prospectively. Later on, in the same page, he says, that the ‘only change’ which a believer undergoes at baptism is
‘one of relationship.’”
Lastly, we have in the little pamphlet under review the statement that “Christ’s death was purely a matter of choice,”
placed as a change from previous teaching. We turn to the Christadelphian for 1874, and find on page 25 these words by
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brother Andrew himself: “No doubt the life which Jesus laid down was a ‘voluntary surrender.’ He laid it down when it
was only half expired.”
I might quote much more, but it is not necessary. These extracts are sufficient to show that there has been a great deal
of misrepresentation, and that the change is really on the side of those who deny the responsibility of the unjustified.
As there has been a certain amount of misunderstanding consequent upon the application of answers to specific
questions to general definitions of faith, I will set forth a few propositions exhibiting the actual teaching of those who
reject the new theory.
1.

The Adamic condemnation is purely a racial, federal matter, which does not imply guilt in Adam’s
descendants.

2.

While men are in Adam, they are under the constitution of sin. When they are baptised into Christ, they
have forgiveness of their sins, and come under the constitution of righteousness, in other words they remain
mortal, but ordered to be immortal with an “if.”

3.

The change which takes place at baptism is purely one of relationship, and the freedom from the law of sin
and death is prospective so far as actual results are concerned.

4.

Christ required redemption from Adamic nature equally with his brethren, and the mode of redemption
which God had ordained was a perfect obedience culminating in a sacrificial death.

5.

Sin in the flesh is the evil animal principle which evolves transgression as well as natural corruption. It exists
in the lower animals as much as in man, but cannot be called sin with the same expressiveness, since in their
case it is not the result of transgression.

These points which have been raised are really mere diversions from the main issue. The actual question is the ground of
resurrectional responsibility. It is contended that “all in Christ” will be raised and no others. Yet Jesus commanded his
disciples to preach in all the world (Mark 16.), and said that those who rejected their teaching should be damned. If this
refers only to the Jewish world, how could rejecting Jews be “in Christ,” since the sacrifices of the old dispensation were
done away and could do them no good, while to baptism, instituted as the only means of justification, they would not
submit? The Pharisees and the Saducees will be raised; were they in Christ? It is admitted that it is impossible to be in
Christ apart from an acceptation of the one faith, and association with the sacrifice of Christ; and they refused both. The
truth is simple when delivered from the refinements of legal metaphysics. “This is (the ground of) condemnation, that
light is come.” The man that knowingly rejects the words of Christ will be raised to condemnation (on Christ’s own
authority.
Robert Roberts, The Blood of Christ, 1895, [2006 Edition]
Christ himself benefited by his own death
Before attempting to exhibit this convergent harmony, let us notice one strong point of contrast between the popular
and the Scriptural views. The popular view is that Christ’s blood was shed that we might go free on the principle on which
a man about to be beheaded has been supposed to go free if some one comes and takes his place. The day of execution
arrives, and some strong lover of the doomed man rushes forward in the crowd, and says, “Behead me instead of him”.
The proposal is accepted; the substitute beheaded, and the other goes free: so Christ’s blood is shed, and we go free
from our condemnation. Now this cannot be the right view for this remarkable reason, that Christ himself is exhibited to
us as coming under the beneficial operation of his own death, thus: Heb. 13:20—“The God of peace, who brought again
from the dead our Lord Jesus, the great shepherd of the sheep, THROUGH THE BLOOD OF THE EVERLASTING COVENANT”.
This is stated perhaps still more clearly in Heb. 9:12, in a passage we have already considered, but it has a new bearing
here: “Neither by the blood of goats or calves, but by his own blood he entered in once into the holy place, having obtained
eternal redemption for us”. You will observe that the two words, “for us”, are not in the original. They are added to the
translation, and they are added in defiance of grammatical propriety. The verb is in the middle voice, and the meaning of
this is remarkable in this connection. We have no middle voice in English: we have passive or active voice: you either do
or are done to in English; but in Greek, there is another voice—a middle voice—a state of the verb in which you do a thing
to yourself. “Having obtained in himself eternal redemption.” In Phil. 2:8 we have the idea more literally expressed—“He
became obedient unto death, even the death of the cross. Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him.” Orthodox
conceptions of this subject leave no room for the idea that Christ was benefited by his own death, and exalted by reason
of his submission (page 5)
The work foreshadowed
Look, then, at Lev. 17, here we get something more than a glimmer through a crevice in the dark wall. Verse 11, “For the
life of the flesh is in the blood: and I have given it to you upon the altar to make an atonement for your souls (lives): for it
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is the blood that maketh an atonement for the soul (life).” And verse 14, “For it (the blood) is the life of all flesh … for the
life of all flesh is the blood thereof.” Here is life as the leading element of blood employed as a ritual agent.
How does this help us? By connecting it with another Divine principle illustrated at the beginning. Paul gives it to us plainly
thus: “The wages of sin is death”. The historic illustration of this statement is this: “Because thou hast done this,”—that
is, sinned—that is, disobeyed divine command—“in the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread, until thou return unto the
ground: for out of it wast thou taken: for dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return”. This is death. And now, had God
closed the book there, with this sentence of death, the only thing left for us would be to die. But God did not close the
book there. He did not leave man to himself. At the very crisis of transgression and condemnation, He provided a shadow
institution, by which, notwithstanding his alienated and condemned position, man might approach God acceptably, in
hope of the rectification of his position in a far-off day. He appointed that he should lay his hands on the head of an
animal, confess his sins, and kill it and take its blood, and offer it to God. The poured out blood was the offered life. It
was the ritual recognition and declaration by the worshipper that he was under condemnation, and had no right to his
life. He acknowledged this in coming to God in this appointed way: and God was pleased (pages 6-7)
The powerlessness of animal blood
Yet Paul says, “The blood of bulls and goats cannot take away sin”, while the blood of Christ can. So here is another
problem which we enquire into. The problem is this, Why could not the blood of bulls and of goats take away sin, seeing
the shedding thereof was apparently as much a confession and abjuration of sin on the part of the offerer as the man
who comes to God through the shed blood of Christ? We find the key to this problem in the expression made use of by
Paul concerning the death of Christ, in Rom. 3:21–22, “The righteousness of God without the law is manifested in Christ”.
Verse 25, “Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood, to declare HIS RIGHTEOUSNESS for
the remission of sins that are past, through the forbearance of God; to declare, I say, at this time His righteousness that
He might be just and the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus”. …. (pages 7-8)
The conditions of forgiveness
… But now comes the question, why is the death of Christ a sufficient foundation for the forgiveness of sin unto life
eternal, when the death of animals was not so? We find the answer in the statement that the death of Christ was “to
declare the righteousness of God” as the ground of the exercise of His forbearance. That is to say, God maintains His own
righteousness and His own supremacy while forgiving us; and exacts the recognition of them and submission to them, as
the condition of the exercise of His forbearance in the remission of our sins. Now as we look at Christ, we find in his death
the declaration of that righteousness. When we look at the killing of a lamb or of an animal of any kind, it is not a
declaration of the righteousness of God that we see except in shadow, in type, in figure: the animal has done no wrong,
and in the abstract, there would be wrong and not righteousness in punishing one for the sin of another. The death of
Christ was “that God might be just” while acting the part of justifier or forgiver. The sacrifice of animals did not illustrate
this, except typically and preliminarily. … (page 8)
How is sinful man reconciled to God?
Now, on Christ we must fix our attention in this character, with the view of being able to see in what way the
righteousness of God was declared in the crucifixion of a guileless and sinless and perfect man. We must first of all ask
who he was. It is a ready and a Scriptural answer, so far as it goes, to say, he was the Son of God. But he was more than
this. His being this alone would not have qualified him for the work of declaring the righteousness of God in being
sacrificed. He was likewise the Son of man through birth of a woman. Although he is called the second or last Adam, he
was not a new Adam: he was not made fresh from the ground as Adam was. He was not of angelic nature; he was not in
any physical sense apart from us. Born of woman, born of our stock, he is introduced to notice in the very first verse in
the apostolic writings, as “the son of David, and the son of Abraham”. As Paul says, “the seed of David according to the
flesh” (Rom. 1:3), or as in Heb. 2:14, partaker of the same flesh and blood, that through death he might annul, destroy,
neutralise, that which is destroying us all.
Now what is that? To see this, we must go back again to Adam in the garden of Eden, and see him condemned to death.
The effect of such a sentence upon a creature we see illustrated in Gehazi as he stood before Elisha. “The leprosy of
Naaman cleave to thee and to thy seed for ever.” That was the sentence, “and he went from his presence a leper as white
as snow.” The words of Elisha took effect and became leprosy. The word of God to Adam took effect, and made him a
death-stricken man; he was not subject to death before, for sin was the door that death came in by. “By one man sin
entered into the world, and death by sin.” “By man came death.” “Dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return.” Not
to be killed straightway—“Thou shalt”. God’s purpose with man required a slow death, because His purpose was to bring
great good out of the evil, and, by two sinners, to bring forth a righteous multitude. Therefore He produced slow death,
by establishing a law that would work it out. It is like fixing an alarm clock, the mechanism of which is adjusted to the
time it is required to go off. The Word of God against Adam made him a mortal man with a mortal body. Look at Adam
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and Eve, mortal; by-and-by, children; what are they? Just the same: they also are mortal. Could a mortal beget an
immortal? Mortal means deathful. The word comes from a Latin word, “mors”—death, and is imported into the English
language, but in plain Saxon, it is “deathful”. Why deathful? Because of Adam’s sin. (pages 9-10)
A simple and reasonable plan
…“By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin, and so death hath passed upon all men for that all have
sinned.” Now, how was this state of things to be remedied? There were three ways of mending it. One way was to
exterminate the whole human species. But this would have been a poor remedy. It would have been to confess failure;—
that God had set a-going an arrangement on this planet for His glory and could not make it work. This was impossible.
God has said that He has not made the earth in vain: that He formed it to be inhabited by the righteous; and that as truly
as He lives, it will be wholly filled with His glory yet. The second way would have been what might be called the tolerationof-sin method—the universal and undiscriminating pity method, by which the wickedness of disobedience should have
been ignored, and mankind allowed to occupy the earth immortally for their own pleasure. But this also was impossible.
It would have meant God’s abdication, and the handing over of man to eternal misery. There was a third way—a middle
way, and that is the way which has been adopted—namely, to enforce the law against sin, and at the same time leave
the door open for mercy to repentant and obedient sinners. How such a method could be made consistent with itself has
been exhibited to us in the birth, death, and resurrection of Christ. (pages 10-11)
He was born that he might die, as the first necessity in the case; for thus was the righteousness of God to be declared,
and sin condemned in its own flesh as the foundation of all the goodness to come afterwards. It may be asked, could not
such a result have been achieved by the sacrificial immolation of any sinner? So far as the mere condemnation of sin was
concerned, no doubt the lesson could have been thus enforced; but as in all the works of God, there were more objects
than one. Not only had sin to be condemned, but resurrection had to come in harmony with the law that made death the
wages of sin; and this resurrection was not merely to be a restoration of life, but the providing of an Administrator of the
glorious results to be achieved—the raising up of one who should be a mediator between God and man, the dispenser of
the forgiveness and the salvation of God through him, and the Judge also of who should be fit to receive these great gifts.
All these aims required that the sacrificial victim should be a perfectly righteous man, as well as a possessor of the nature
to be sacrificially condemned—who should do no sin himself, while “made sin” and treated as sin for us; who should be
just and holy, obedient in all things, while yet “numbered with the transgressors and making his grave with the wicked”.
(page 11)
Begotten of God, yet son of Adam
Consequently, it required God’s interposition in the way recorded by the apostles. “The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee
(Mary); the power of the Highest shall overshadow thee. Therefore also that holy thing that shall be born of thee shall be
called the Son of God” (Luke 1:35). Thus God “sent forth His Son made of a woman made under the law” (Gal. 4:4). Being
made of a woman, he was of our nature—our condemned and weak and mortal nature: but being begotten of God and
not of man, he was in character spotless “holy, harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners”. Sin had hold of him in his
nature, which inherited the sentence of death from Adam: but it had no hold of him in his character: for he always did
those things that were pleasing to his Father. When he died, “he died unto sin once”. But God raised him because of his
obedience, and “being raised from the dead, he dieth no more: death hath no more dominion over him” (Rom. 6:9, 10).
“Wherefore he is able to save them to the uttermost that come unto God by him, seeing he ever liveth to make
intercession for them” (Heb. 7:25). So we may triumphantly enquire with Paul in Rom. 8:33: “Who shall lay anything to
the charge of God’s elect? It is God that justifieth; Who is he that condemneth? It is Christ that died, yea, rather, that is
risen again, who is ever at the right hand of God, who also maketh intercession for us”. (pages 11-12)
It was a spiritual necessity that he should partake of our nature. It is expressly said that he did, and John says that any
man who denies it, as many did in his day and many have done since, denies the truth and is indeed anti-Christ. He is
strong in maintaining that Jesus came in the flesh, that is, the flesh of the children, the flesh of David—flesh mortal
because of sin. Why does he take this strong ground? Because the denial of it cuts at the root of God’s arrangement of
wisdom and righteousness. It destroys the very principle that made it impossible that the blood of bulls and of goats
should take away sin. The object was that God’s righteousness might have full play in advancing to our salvation. Christ
could not righteously die if death had no dominion over him, and it could not have this dominion except through Adam,
through Abraham, David, and his mother, for he had no sin of his own: it was the sin of others that was on him. It was his
mission to take this away: how could he do this if it were not on him? “The Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all”, a
figure of speech, because God proposed to forgive us all for Christ’s sake. Still, in this very real sense, our sins are
considered as being laid on him, and the beginning was made by making him of the same death-inheriting nature from
Eden. The whole process was conducted in harmony with God’s plan of righteousness in every item. The plan required
that the sufferer while himself in the channel of death so far as nature was concerned, should himself not be a sinner,
that he should be the Lamb of God, without spot, undefiled. Such an one could only be provided by what God did. God
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went out of His way to provide such a man. The man produced through Mary, by the Spirit of God, combined the two
essential qualifications for a sacrifice; he was the very nature condemned in Eden, and therefore wrong was not done
when he was impaled upon the cross. “It pleased the Lord to bruise him.” Would it please the Lord to do iniquity? Nay.
Therefore, it was right. But how could it be right unless he were the very condemned stock? (pages 12-13)
The place of forgiveness
… Thus the meaning of the death of Christ falls easily within the definition that has been supplied to us in the words of
inspiration. That definition satisfies all the demands of the understanding, reconciling every apparently discordant
element in the case. It occurs twice in the course of Paul’s letter to the Romans—in two different forms that exhibit the
whole case. Both forms have been frequently on our lips in the course of these remarks; but they bear repeating. In the
first, he says it was to “declare His (God’s) righteousness for (and in order to) the remission of sins that are past, through
the forbearance of God” (chap. 3:25), and in the second, he says it “condemned sin in the flesh” (chap. 8:3). The crucifixion
of Christ as a “declaration of the righteousness of God” and a “condemnation of sin in the flesh”, exhibited to the world
the righteous treatment of sin. It was as though it was proclaimed to all the world, when the body was nailed to the cross:
“This is how condemned human nature should be treated according to the righteousness of God; it is fit only for
destruction”. The shedding of the blood was the ritual symbol of that truth; for the shedding of the blood was the taking
away of the life.
Such a declaration of the righteousness of God could only be made in the very nature concerned; a body under the
dominion of death because of sin. It would not have been a declaration of the righteousness of God to have crucified an
angel or a new man made fresh from the ground. There would have been confusion in such an operation. This is why it
was necessary that Jesus should be “made of the seed of David according to the flesh” (Rom. 1:3), that he might partake
of the very flesh and blood of man (Heb. 2:14). It was that nature that was to be operated upon and redeemed in him. It
was needed that he should at the first “come in the flesh”. This is where the gnostic heresy of the first century condemned
by John (1 John 4:3) was so disastrous to the scheme of God’s wisdom in Christ. They denied that Jesus Christ had come
in the flesh, which obscured the lesson taught and the object aimed at in the sacrifice of Christ. This also is the effect of
the orthodox doctrine of substitution (page 16)
The gracious act of God.
It is the grace of God then,—the act of God—that we see in the introduction of Christ upon the scene to open a way for
mercy conformably with wisdom and justice. This required that he should appear in the nature of Abraham and David,
which was sinful nature. How then, some say, was he, with sinful flesh, to be sinless? God’s relation to the matter is the
answer. God did it. The weak flesh could not do it. Jesus was God manifest in the flesh, that the glory might be to God. …
(pages 18-19).
Sin in the flesh
Some experience distress at the association of Jesus with sinful flesh in any sense. They seek relief in the expression of
Rom. 8, that God sent His own Son “in the likeness of sinful flesh”. Let us consider this. What about this “likeness”? Moses
informs us (Gen. 5:3) that Adam begat a son in his own image and likeness. You would not say the word “likeness” means
that Seth was, in any wise, different from Adam. There is the word “image”. Suppose the word “image” had been used in
this remark of Paul’s: “sent His Son in the image of the earthy nature”. We should then have had this argument—“Ah,
you see it is only the image; it is not the nature itself”. Whereas, Paul says concerning ourselves in 1 Cor. 15:49: “We have
borne the image of the earthy, and shall also bear the image of the heavenly”. Shall we say we have not borne the earthy?
Do not we bear the earthy? Yes. Therefore in apostolic language “earthy” and “the image of the earthy” mean the same
thing. Upon the same principle, sinful flesh and the likeness of sinful flesh mean the same thing. And we shall find that
the same they are.
And now we have to consider in what sense did Christ come in sinful flesh. There are two things involved in these
expressions that require carefully separating in order to understand their bearing on the questions that have been raised.
Sin, in the primary and completest sense, is disobedience. In this sense, there was no sin in Christ. But where is the source
of disobedience? In the inclinations that are inherent in the flesh. Without these, there would be no sin. Hence it is
(because they are the cause of sin) that they are sometimes spoken of as sin. As where Paul speaks in Rom. 7 of “Sin that
dwelleth in me” and “The motions of sin in my members” etc. These inclinations are so described in contrast to the Spirit
nature in which there are no inclinations leading to sin. It is only in this sense that Christ “was made sin”, which Paul
states (2 Cor. 5:21). He was made in all points like to his brethren, and therefore of a nature experiencing the infirmities
leading to temptation: “Tempted in all points like them but without sin”. All this is testified (Heb. 2:17; 4:15).
He has also come under the dominion of sin in coming under the hereditary power of death which is the wages of sin. He
was in this sense made part of the sin constitution of things, deriving from his mother both the propensities that lead to
sin and the sentence of death that was passed because of sin. He was himself absolutely sinless as to disobedience, while
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subject to the impulses and the consequences of sin. The object was to open a way out of this state, both for himself and
his brethren, by death and resurrection after trial. It pleased God to require the ceremonial condemnation of this sinnature in crucifixion in the person of a righteous possessor of it, as the basis of our forgiveness (pages 20-21)
There are those who, without intending it, place themselves in antagonism to the testimony in affirming that, while Jesus
came in the flesh, it was not in flesh “sinful in its tendency as ours”. The testimony is that he was “tempted in all points”
as ourselves, which could not have been the case in the absence of the susceptibilities which our correspondent denies.
The very essence of temptation is susceptibility to wrong suggestion. The victory lies in the opposing considerations
brought to bear. The truth of the matter does not depend upon the word “likeness” or any other single term, but upon
the combination of statements made—which are all in language plain enough to be free from obscurity. At the same time,
it has to be pointed out that the word “likeness” in the Greek has the force of resemblance so complete as to be sameness.
This is illustrated in the statement that Jesus was made in “the likeness of men” (Phil. 2:7). The extent of the likeness is
defined as extending to “all points” and “all things” (Paul’s words—Heb. 2:17; 4:15). What can we say but that he was a
man, and not the mere likeness of a man? (page 21)
But then, it is said, “Surely he was made superior to man in some respects”. Unquestionably. He was not a mere man—
not a mere Jew—not mere flesh. He was the flesh of Abraham in a special form. Objectors well say that “a mere ordinary
man would have failed”. True, but wherein did the extra-ordinariness consist? It is here where they get on to the wrong
line. They make Christ of different stuff—“flesh not sinful in its tendency”. They should rather realise that he was the
same stuff specially organised and specially used, having the same inherent qualities tending to temptation and death;
but qualified to overcome both by the superior power derived from his paternity. (pages 21-22)
… To say that Christ was a man partaking of our sinful nature does not mean to say that he was the same sort of man as
other men. His parentage and education were both Divine; and as it was said, “Never man spake like this man”, so it has
to be said that never man thought as this man, or loved as this man, or felt as this man. He was a special man altogether,
though as to nature the same; just as a special vase, got up and gilt for a royal table, is a different article from a common
mug, though made, it may be, of the same china clay. (page 22)
The final triumph
The final triumph will show us at the end a generation of Adam’s race brought from the grave, belonging to different
ages, having lived in different circumstances, but all related to the same hereditary evil, and who all in their several days
overcame by the same power, the power of the truth testified to them, and the power of God’s will declared to them and
submitted to by them. They pleased God by their faith and submission, and Christ comes and gathers them all to himself.
That is the final aim of the Gospel, and that all the children of God might be gathered together in one, and formed into
one society, one family, all developed on one principle. (pages 23-24)
Robert Roberts – True Principles & Uncertain Details, The Christadelphian, 1898, v35, pp. 182-189
Man
GENERAL PRINCIPLE.—That God made man of the dust of the ground.
Uncertain Detail.—But as to whether it was a direct action of the Father’s formative energy, after the manner in
which sound creates geometric figures in sand scattered loosely upon a tightly extended vibrating surface? or by the
expert manipulation of angelic hands, we cannot be sure. There are grounds for a strong opinion in favour of the latter,
but it would be unwarrantable to insist on the reception of that opinion as a condition of fellowship. It is sufficient if the
brother or sister believe that “God made man of the dust of the ground.”
Man’s State After Creation
GENERAL PRINCIPLE.—He was a living soul or natural body of life, maintained in being by the action of the air through
the lungs like us, but unlike us, a “very good” form of that mode of being, and unsubjected to death.
Uncertain Detail.—Would he have died if left alone, unchanged, in that state if he had not sinned? Who can tell? The
testimony is that death came by sin: but the fact also is that, not being a spiritual body, he was presumably not immortal.
Are we going to insist upon an opinion on a point like this, which no man can be certain about? We shall act unwarrantably
if we do so. It is sufficient if a man believe that Adam after creation was a very good form of flesh and blood, untainted
by curse. The uncertain points must be left to private judgment.
Robert Roberts – The Christadelphian, vol. 35, 1898, pp. 196-200
“If we walk after the Spirit, we shall live;” so Paul assures us in the chapter read (Rom. 8:13). He means, of course, in the
day of recompense. He does not mean now, as some have been mischievously teaching of late. As regards now, his
testimony is “The body is dead, because of sin, though the Spirit is life because of righteousness.” The statement is
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perfectly plain. It combines the two phases of our actual experience. The body continues mortal as ever, notwithstanding
our relation to “The law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus”—a law in Christ and not in us, and a law of immortal life, not
animal life; and a law that will only come into force with regard to us when “Christ who IS our life shall appear.” Till then,
we are waiting for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of the body, as Paul mentions in our morning’s chapter (verse 23).
The body will then be no longer “dead because of sin.” It is so as yet—dead because of ancestral sin—mortal by
inheritance from the first sinner. It will remain in this dead state till changed in a moment when the Lord, our life and
glory, returns from the heavens. Then “this mortal”—this deathful—will put on immortality, if the Lord and Judge think
well to grant this unspeakable privilege. Then we shall finally part company with the first Adam. We are in process of this
redemption, and in process only. The process will be complete with “the redemption of the body.” There has been much
unskilful and obscuring talk on this subject.
But though “the body is dead because of sin, the Spirit is life because of righteousness.” We may understand this if we
consider that, notwithstanding the utter mortality of our body, our spiritual prospects and relations are those of life, and
life only: for “He that hath the Son of God hath life,” because life is in the Son of God for us to receive by-and-bye if he is
satisfied with us. We have the Son of God by the possession of faith. He is ours, he belongs to us, and all that he has is
ours in that sense, if he repudiate us not at the last. And this lively relation of our spirit or mind as distinct from our body,
is due to righteousness—righteousness in its largest sense—righteousness of Christ, as distinguished from the sin of Adam
(for as it is “by the offence of one” that many are dead, so it is “by the righteousness of one” that the way is open for life
to many): and Christ is made to us righteousness in the belief of the Gospel: for “therein is the righteousness of God
revealed from faith to faith” (Rom. 1:17), and finally, believers are called on to fulfil the righteousness of God in
themselves in the doing of His righteous commandments, under the assurance that “he that doeth righteousness is
righteous,” and that the man deceives himself who expects to become righteous in any other way (1 Jno. 3:7). Thus, it is
“because of righteousness” in the most comprehensive way, that our spirit is life, though our poor body be “dead because
of sin.” It is all a process of beautiful evolution which takes time and involves pain, but will bloom in flowers of paradise
at last.
Robert Roberts – Why Did Adam Sin?, The Christadelphian, vol. 35, 1898, p. 343
Adam was in the ‘very good’ state before he sinned. He was not in the state his descendants are in. They are heirs of
death; he was not. They have the sentence of death ‘in themselves’ (2 Corinthians 1:9); he had not. Paul had to say, ‘sin
dwelleth in me’; ‘I see a law in my members warring against the law of my mind’ (Romans 7:17,23); Adam could not have
said this.
You ask why then did he sin? You will see the answer if you consider what his sin was, and what were the motives that
led him to fall into it. He ate of the forbidden tree because Eve believed on the positive assurance of the serpent that it
would make them wiser than they were and place them on a level of equality with the elohim (Gen. 3:5–). It was what
men would call a good motive acting with a wrong belief. They had not had that experience that would have taught them
that the word of God must be true. A want of knowledge through a lack of experience left them open to believe that the
suggestion of the serpent might be correct, and that they ascend to a higher plane of being by eating the fruit which they
were forbidden to touch.
Sin, as obedience, arose in their 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 bought forth that sentence of death that made them mortal, and
all their children with them: that is, this sentence, past because of sin, affected their bodily state 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’.
It may shock you to think that such a condition attached to the Lord Jesus in the days of his flesh. But there is no cause
where a full enlightenment prevails. He partook of our very nature that in him it might be redeemed and perfected. He
did no sin but he was physically ‘made sin for us who knew no sin’. He was sent forth in the likeness of sinful flesh that
sin might be condemned in him: that through death he might destroy that having the power of death. It is so testified (2
Corinthians 5:21; Romans 8:3; Hebrews 2:14) and we have nothing to do but believe the testimony, even if we could not
see through it. But in point of fact, reason discovers a sublime beauty in this the highest of the works of God with man.
Robert Roberts – “Made Sin For Us”, The Christadelphian, vol. 35, 1898, p. 390
Christ was ‘made sin’ in being born into a sin-constitution of things – a state in which evil prevails because of sin, for the
cure of that evil, and the removal of that sin in being treated as a sinner when he was not a sinner. He was “made a curse
for us” (a synonymous expression) in becoming subject on our account to a curse to which he was not individually liable—
namely, the curse of the law to which he was obedient in all things, but under which he came in the mode of his death;
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“for it is written, Cursed is every one that hangeth on a tree” (Gal. 3:13). Undeserving of curse, and guiltless of sin, he
was “made a curse,” and “made sin,” in dying as one under curse and a sinner. He did this for his brethren, who were
sinners and accursed. He did it by coming under the curse himself, for he could not otherwise remove it. “He bare our
sins in his own body on the tree” (1 Peter 2:24), and the testimony that “he died for us” Rom. 5:8) is equivalent to the
affirmation that he was “made sin for us, ” and “made a curse for us.” These elliptical expressions are but another form
of Isaiah’s testimony: “It pleased the Lord to bruise him; He hath put him to grief” (Is. 53:10). He did so to magnify His
own law and exhibit or declare His own righteousness as the basis of our forgiveness. We cannot and need not get nearer
than this. It was an arrangement of love, in harmony with justice and wisdom, for the deliverance of such as come through
that arrangement to God in humility for forgiveness, recognising themselves as crucified with Christ—by whom
nevertheless they live, because he rose again. “God commendeth His love toward us in that while we were yet sinners,
Christ died for us (Rom. 5:8).
Robert Roberts – Law of Moses, 1898, p. 90-91
The type is before us; the anti-type is in Christ. He is the altar, the book of the law, and the other things that come after.
The sprinkling of the typical blood on both by Moses prefigured the operation of divine love and wisdom in Christ’s own
sacrifice. It was a sacrifice operative on himself first of all: for he is the beginning of the new creation, the firstfruits of
the new harvest, the foundation of the new temple. He was the nucleus of a new and healthy life developed among men,
for the healing of all who should become incorporate with it. As such, it was needful that he should himself be the subject
of the process and the reaper of the results. Hence the testimony that ‘the God of peace brought again from the dead
our Lord Jesus, the great shepherd of the sheep, through the blood of the everlasting covenant’ (Hebrews 13:20), and
that by his own blood, entering into the holy place, he obtained (middle, or self-subjective, state of the verb) eternal
redemption (‘for us’ is interpolated) (Hebrews 9:12). The Father saved him from death for his obedience unto death
(Hebrews 5:7-9, Philippians 2:8-9, Romans 5:19).
The common view which disconnects Christ from the operation of his own sacrifice would have required that Moses
should have left the altar and the book of the law unsprinkled. There are parts of what Paul terms ‘the patterns of things
in the heavens’, concerning which he remarks that it was necessary they should be purified with the sacrifices ordained.
The application of this to Christ as the antitype he makes instantly; ‘but (it was necessary that) the heavenly things
themselves (should be purified) with better sacrifices than these’ (Hebrews 9:23). The phrase ‘the heavenly things’ is an
expression covering all the high, holy and exalted things of which the Mosaic pattern was but a foreshadowing. They are
all comprehended in Christ, who is the nucleus from which all will be developed, the foundation on which all will be built.
The statement is therefore a declaration that it was necessary that Christ should first of all be purified with better
sacrifices than the Mosaic: ‘neither by the blood of goats and calves, but by his own blood he entered in once into the
holy place’; ‘not into the holy places made with hands, which are the figures of the true; but into heaven itself, now to
appear in the presence of God for us’ (Hebrews 9:12, 23-24).
Robert Roberts – Law of Moses, 1898, p. 142
Man is an unclean and corruptible organisation, physically considered, living or dead; and his thoughts and actions are of
the same complexion. We see him in his true nature when we compare him as he is, even at his best, with what he is
promised to be – the pure, incorruptible, spiritual, ever living, and glorious nature of the Lord Jesus and the angels.
Robert Roberts – Law of Moses, 1898, p. 160
‘Condemn sin in the flesh’ (Romans 8:3). That he (Christ) was sent ‘in the likeness of sinful flesh’ for the accomplishment
of the work shows that it was a work to be done in him. Some try to get away from this conclusion (and this is the popular
habit) by seizing on the word ‘likeness’ and contending that this means not the same, but only like. This contention is
precluded by the use of the same term to his manhood: ‘he was made in the likeness of MEN’. He was really a man in
being in the likeness of men: and he was really sinful flesh in being in ‘the likeness of sinful flesh’.
Robert Roberts – Law of Moses, 1898, p. 167
There is no counterpart to this (Leviticus 16:33) if Christ is kept out of his own sacrifice, as some thoughts would do. He
cannot so be kept out if place is given to all the testimony – and expressed part of which is that as the sum total of the
things signified by these patterns, he was ‘purified with a better sacrifice than ‘bulls and goats’ – viz. his own sacrifice’
(Hebrews 9:23,12).
Robert Roberts – Law of Moses, 1898, p. 170-173
But the sacrificial blood was applied to everything as well – Aaron and his sons included (see Leviticus 8:14-15, 23-24).
An atonement had to be made by the shedding and the sprinkling of blood for and upon them all (Leviticus 16:33). As
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Paul remarks, ‘almost all things by the law are purged with blood’ (Hebrews 9:22). Now all these things were declared to
be ‘patterns of things in the heavens’, which it is admitted on all hands converge upon and have their substance in Christ.
There must, therefore, be a sense in which Christ (the anti-typical Aaron, the anti-typical altar, the anti-typical mercyseat, the anti-typical everything), must not only have been sanctified by the action of the anti-typical oil of the Holy Spirit,
but purged by the anti-typical blood of his own sacrifice.
This conclusion is supposed to be weakened by the statement of Leviticus 16:16 that the atonement for the holy place,
altar, etc., was to be made ‘because of the uncleanness of the children of Israel and because of their transgressions in all
their sins’. That is, it is argued from this, that the holy things would have had no uncleanness in themselves apart from
the uncleanness of the children of Israel. This must be granted, but it must also be recognised that because the children
of Israel were sinful and polluted, the holy things were reckoned as having contracted defilement in having been
fabricated by them and through remaining in their midst. This cannot be denied on a full survey of the testimony. They
were ceremonially unclean, because of the uncleanness of the children of Israel, and had to be cleansed by the holy oil
and the sacrificial blood before they were acceptable in the Mosaic service.
Now, this is part of the Mosaic figure. There must be an antitype to it. What was it? The holy things, we know, in brief,
are Christ. He must therefore, have been the subject of a personal cleansing in the process by which he opened the way
of sanctification for his people. If the typical holy things contracted defilement from connection with a sinful
congregation, were not the anti-typical (Christ) holy things in a similar state, through derivation on his mother’s side from
a sinful race? If not, how came they to need purging with his own ‘better sacrifice’?”
Great difficulty is experienced by various classes of thinkers in receiving this view. Needlessly so, it should seem. There is
first the express declaration that the matter stands so: ‘It was, therefore, necessary that the patterns of things in the
heavens should be purified with these (Mosaic sacrifices), but the heavenly things themselves with better sacrifices than
these’ (Heb. 9:23). ‘It was of necessity that this man have somewhat also to offer’ (8:3). ‘By reason hereof, he ought as
for the people, so also for himself, to offer for sins’ (verse 3). ‘By his own blood he entered in once into the holy place,
having obtained eternal redemption’ (for us, is an addition inconsistent with the middle voice of the verb employed,
which imports a thing done by one to one’s own self) (9:12).
There was next the necessity that it should be so. The word ‘necessity,’ it will be perceived, occurs frequently in the
course of Paul’s argument. The necessity arises from the position in which men stood as regards the law of sin and death,
and the position in which the Lord stood as their redeemer from this position. The position of men was that they were
under condemnation to die because of sin, and that not their own sin, in the first instance, but ancestral sin at the
beginning. The forgiveness of personal offences is the prominent feature of the apostolic proclamation, because personal
offences are the greater barrier. Nevertheless, men are mortal because of sin, quite independently of their own
transgressions. Their redemption from this position is a work of mercy and forgiveness, yet a work to be effected in
harmony with the righteousness of God, that He might be just while justifying those believing in the Redeemer. It is so
declared (Rom. 3:26). It was not to be done by setting aside the law of sin and death, but by righteously nullifying it in
One, who should obtain this redemption in his own right, and who should be authorized to offer to other men a
partnership in his right, subject to required conditions (of their conformity to which, he should be appointed sole judge).
How to effect this blending and poising of apparently opposing principles and differing requirements: mercy and justice;
forgiveness and righteousness; goodness and severity, would have been impossible for human wisdom. It has not been
impossible with God. We see the perfect adjustment of all the apparently incompatible elements of the problem in His
work in Christ, ‘who, of God, is made unto us wisdom and righteousness, and sanctification and redemption’ (1 Cor. 1:30).
We have only to receive the simple facts testified in the case to reach the end of all difficulty. With immortal soulism and
eternal torments, the solution is impossible. With the doctrine of human mortality, it is otherwise. We see Jesus born of
a woman, and therefore a partaker of the identical nature condemned to death in Eden. We see him a member of
imperfect human society, subject to toil and weakness, dishonour and sorrow, poverty and hatred, and all the other evils
that have resulted from the advent of sin upon the earth. We see him down in the evil which he was sent to cure: not
outside of it, not untouched by it, but in it, to put it away. ‘He was made perfect through suffering’ (Heb. 2:10), but he
was not perfect till he was through it. He was saved from death (verse 7) but not until he died. He obtained redemption
(Heb. 9:12) but not until his own blood was shed.
The statement that he did these things ‘for us’ has blinded many to the fact that he did them ‘for himself’ first—without
which, he could not have done them for us, for it was by doing them for himself that he did them for us. He did them for
us only as we may become part of him, in merging our individualities in him by taking part in his death, and putting on
his name and sharing his life afterwards. He is, as it were, a new centre of healthy life, in which we must become
incorporate before we can be saved.
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The antitype of the cleansing of the holy things with blood is manifest when we look at Christ as he now is, and contrast
him with what he was. He was a mortal man: he is now immortal. He was a sorrowful man: he is now ‘full of joy with thy
(the Father’s) countenance.’ He was an Adamic body of death, corruptible and unclean: he is now a spiritual body,
incorruptible, pure and holy. What lies between the one state and the other? His own death and resurrection. Therefore,
by these, he has been purified, and no one else has been so purified as yet. Any one else delivered will be delivered by
him, as the result of what he did in himself.
Robert Roberts – Law of Moses, 1898, p. 178-179
This is the whole principle: redemption achieved in Christ for us to have, on condition of faith and obedience. It is not
only that Israel are saved from the law of Moses on this principle, but it is the principle upon which we are saved from
the law of sin and death, whose operation we inherit in deriving our nature from Adam. Christ partook of this nature to
deliver it from death, as Paul teaches in Heb. 2:14, and other places: “Forasmuch as the children are partakers of flesh
and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same that through death he might destroy him that had the power
of death, that is, the devil”, Understanding by the devil, the hereditary death-power that has reigned among men by
Adam through sin, we may understand how Christ, who took part in the death-inheriting nature, destroyed the power of
death by dying and rising. We then understand how “He put away sin by the sacrifice of himself”. We may also understand
how “our old man is crucified with him, that the body of sin might be destroyed” (Rom. 6:6), and how he “died unto sin
once”, but now liveth unto God, to die no more (verses 9–10).
Robert Roberts – Law of Moses, 1898, p. 230
The sin offering represented and ritually prophesied that aspect of the death of Christ by which he atoned for sin. Christ
himself did no wrong, and was never alienated from God, but always did that which pleased Him, both prior to and after
his baptism. Thus was foreshadowed in this beautiful type, the cleansing of the human nature of Christ by his own death,
and of our cleansing on account of the same, by the favour of God through faith.
Robert Roberts – Law of Moses, 1898, p. 237
That the second bird (in leprosy cleansing) should be dipped in the blood of the first bird is, therefore, in harmony with
what has since been revealed concerning Christ as the anti-typical sacrifice. He was cleansed by his own death from the
stain of death to which he was subject in common with us, as the descendant of the first sinner, and as the appointed
sufferer from it that he might take it away.
Robert Roberts – Law of Moses, 1898, p. 246
Now these things (offerings for defilement through death) were shadows, of which we see the perfect object projecting
them when we see Christ as a partaker of condemned human nature for its emancipation and purification on the
principles and with the object already fully indicated. Away from this, all is confusion.
Robert Roberts – Law of Moses, 1898, p. 264-265
From this ceremonial shadow, we easily go to the substance. The ashes of a slain heifer applied to a man defiled by death,
was a curing of death by death. This is precisely what happened in anti-type: Christ, “through death, destroyed that
having the power of death, that is, the devil” (Heb. 2:14). How could he do this if he had not in himself the power of
death to destroy by dying? He has destroyed death. But in whom? In himself alone as yet. Believers will obtain the
benefit by incorporation with him at the resurrection: but, at the present time, the victory is his alone. The fact is plane
to everyone. Some who admire Christ are horror-struck at the idea of his having being a partaker of the Adamic
condemned nature – a nature defiled by death because of sin. Their horror is due wholly to too great a confinement of
view. They fix their attention on the idea of “defilement” without remembering that the defilement was undertaken
expressly with a view to removal.
We must have God’s revealed object in view. The power of death was there that it might be destroyed. If it was not there,
it could not be destroyed. This is the mischief of what may be truly called the Papal view. By denying that Jesus came in
the very dying flesh of Adam, it changes the character of the death of Christ into a martyrdom or a punishing of the
innocent for the guilty: instead of being what it is revealed to have been—a declaration of the righteousness of God that
he might be just, while the justifier of those who have faith in it for the forgiveness of their sins (Rom. 3:24–26).
The mischief of this lies in its mental effects. Reconciliation with God with a view to worship and everlasting communion,
is based on a right discernment of His ways. A wrong idea of God’s objects would unfit a man to be an acceptable
worshipper, for God finds pleasure in our worship in proportion as we recognise our mutual relations. This is in fact the
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difference between one class of mankind and another, as revealed in all that has been written. A man who comes to Him
with the idea that he has a right to be heard and to be saved, because his sins have been compounded for substitutionally
in the death of Christ, as one man may satisfy the debts of another, is not in the frame of mind that is acceptable to Him.
We must recognise that ‘grace reigns through righteousness’ (Rom. 5:21), and that we are forgiven not because another
has been punished for our sins, but because we recognise this righteousness in the operation that put the Lord to death
for the declaration of that righteousness and in the condemnation of sin in the flesh (Rom. 3:25; 8:3).
Robert Roberts’ reply to J. J. Andrew, question 269
No. ‘Sin in the flesh’ is physical; justification from that is by the change that is to come at another stage, viz., at the
resurrection. Justification is moral first, physical afterwards.
Robert Roberts, on the effects of Adam’s Fall – Christadelphian November 1944 – by John Carter
In the disputations on this subject there has been reference to an article by Brother Roberts in 1869. This article contains
some ambiguous expressions, and on more than one occasion “those of a contrary mind” have quoted it. In searching for
something else, we have come across an explanation of his meaning in the Christadelphian, 1877, page 471. A man has a
right to explain what he meant and to admit the obscurity in his terms; but if we want to quote him, we must quote what
he says he meant. Here then is his explanation in 1877: “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 idea 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, column 2, line 15,
in the statement that death ran in the blood of Mary. 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.”
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WD Jardine [1860s]
A. On Creation
Jardine, W D, The Christadelphian, vol. 1, 1864, p. 93, 94
Between the revelation of nature and those of scripture, there is no opposition; but though this is the case, neither reveal
the other’s facts. Hence, to search in nature for that of scripture is like to searching in scripture for that of nature which
no thinking man does, yet it is done in the former case, and true theology is in consequence snuffed out. The inconsistency
spoken of between nature and scripture, arises not from antagonism, but from the misinterpretations of both. It is man’s
interpretation of the one set against man’s interpretation of the other. It is not nature versus scripture, but false science
against true theology, or false theology against scientific fact. Some scientific men, we believe, view the Scriptures
through the distorted medium of ‘confessions of faith’ and doubt them, and theologians view science and call it false,
because it does not take to their turnpike road.
Jardine, W D, The Christadelphian, vol. 2, 1865, p. 115
Coming now to man himself, we find in him a subject common to both revelations—an object in nature subject to her
and a subject of scripture inseparable from it. And in the reasonings of the geologist concerning him as opposed by the
antagonisms which are imagined between geology and scripture, and of the incapacity of the theologian as the artizan of
a school philosophy, to set the other right or aid him in arriving at a definite conclusion regarding the antiquity of man in
harmony with the Mosaic record, the geologist is justified from the discovery he has already made as to other animals,
in presuming to think man’s origin is of remoter antiquity than is set down in the preambles of confessions of faith. There
is nothing in scripture to exclude the opinion, or condemn it—far otherwise; there is much to recommend it, and yet
retain the record unsullied; ay, more than this, open it, give it force, reason, embellishment. It must be remembered, if
not remarked, that the Bible in its historical accounts takes note only of man in his relationship—for or against—to certain
designs—and takes no note of him outside the arena in which the conflict between the two relationships as the
antagonising forces by which these designs are wrought out, takes place. This arena was originally a contracted territory—
the garden of Eden and its vicinity. Beyond this the Bible gives no account, but this is no reason to presume that all that
was exhibited under the dominion of Adam here were the all of the whole globe, or that all that was transacted here was
the origin of all that then did exist on the face of the earth or even now exists, but that it was the all and the origin of all
as pertaining to a new creation yet to be revealed, as the beginning of the world to man in this relationship, as the
beginning of the purposes of God to both him and his habitation in view of a higher and nobler destiny—is without
dispute. And from this point of view the seven days of creation may have been but seven days—a week—to set in order
this territory as the earth on which to begin those purposes. But we do not say this was the case; we merely at present
suggest it.

B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
WD Jardine, Trinitarianism and the Truth, The Christadelphian, vol. 4, 1867, pp. 190-196, 216-22, 295301, Vol. 5, pp. 6-13
Jesus was in all points tempted like as we are, but he could not have been tempted like as we are, had he not possessed
the name sinful instincts. If he had been of immaculate flesh, if any good thing had dwelt in his flesh, more than in any
other man’s flesh, that good thing would have had no relation to the law. It would have been necessarily good, and
therefore of necessity without law. It would have been more than sinless; it would have been rather the governor than
the governed; and besides, such good flesh would never have been condemned. In his flesh, sin was condemned on the
cross; his flesh was condemned as representing the flesh of all his brethren. Sinless in his moral nature, he was a pure
offering; he was not defiled by transgression, but sinful in his fleshly nature; he was burned without the camp: while his
moral nature remained a perpetual incense before the Lord After his resurrection, his body was changed, but not his
moral nature; that which he had begun in the flesh continued, but the flesh itself was annihilated; everything pertaining
to sin was destroyed. But this moral nature was a thing of growth, and owed its existence to the leading out of the mental
qualities of his fleshly nature into the course for which they were designed. The mentality of his fleshly nature was trained
in obedience to the precepts of God, and this obedience developed the power he acquired over his fleshly instincts. He
rose to perfection in commanding and restraining all his passions. He was like Paul, he delighted in the law of God after
the inward man, and like him too, saw another law in his member’s warring against the law of his mind; but he differed
from Paul in this respect, that his inward man, or moral nature, had kept pace with the growth of his outward man, or
fleshly nature, and had all along been so much the superior in power of the two, that “the good he would” he did, and
“the evil he would not” that he did not. It is in this we see the bearing the manner of his conception had on his character
…
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When Adam came new from the hands of his Maker, he was pronounced “very good,” (Gen. 1:31.) but “good” only as
related with everything else—the product of his Maker’s hands. He had then no character for either good or evil. …Well,
so long as he kept the law he was without sin, and for the time possessed a character for good -a goodness quite different
from the goodness with which his framework and ‘make’ reflected the skill of the hands which made him—a goodness
which fell to his own credit. He was then spotless, pure, undefiled. But when he transgressed, then he sinned; his
character changed from good to bad, and his passions ceased to act in harmony with his enlightened reason. The yielding
to the temptation destroyed the balance of his mental and physical functions, and reversed the order in which they had
previously stood to each other. He sinned and degenerated. But nevertheless, body and blood were not changed by his
transgression, his organisation was unaltered. His passions and instincts remained the same, save that they had increased
in power, and become his masters in place of his servants. He was the same man as before, only fallen—fallen from the
power of commanding his instincts to the service of Deity. Until then, sin had not come into the world, that is, into the
present constitution of things called ‘the world.’
… IN the second Adam, we have another man of the same flesh and blood with the first, but in its degenerated nature.
He was miraculously conceived, yet was he conceived in sin, shapen in iniquity, and therefore, naturally born. To presume
that the miraculous conception interfered with the law of man’s degenerated nature as inherited from the first Adam, is
to presume his body was formed in the womb by a miraculous formation apart from the life blood of Mary herself, or in
other words affirm, with the Mother of Harlots, that “his mother was immaculate as well as himself.”
… All the acts of Jesus show the man. They separate him from the fiction attached to the Romish tradition respecting
him. The sting of death is more to be feared than death itself. He resisted unto blood, striving against sin. The sin he so
resisted was no doubt the contradiction of sinners against himself, the sin surrounding him in its many phases apart from
himself. But this does not imply he was without sin in his members though he was without sin in his actions. He had all
along mastered himself, and therefore did not need to resist what was powerless in himself, but had he failed to resist
the sin surrounding him, had he not resisted it unto death, his non-resistance would have been a disobedience of his
Father’s will, a transgression of the law, and therefore a sin of which he himself would have been guilty. Consequently,
the resistance he made, as referred to in the passage we have quoted, was as much a condemnation of his own fleshly
nature as it was a condemnation of those whose contradiction he endured. … Being born of sin’s flesh, or of Adam’s
degenerated nature whose motions are in never ceasing conflict with law, he was, from the sufferings it entailed on him,
inured to fighting with it, but not being born of the will of man, but of the will of God, we here have the first link of the
chain which connects the victory he achieved with the manner of his conception. ….. “Forasmuch as the children” or
those that are tempted “are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same”—that is, of the
same flesh and blood, sin’s flesh, Adam’s degenerated nature.—Rom. 2:16, 17, 18 and 14.
… His [Jesus’] body was formed in the womb by his mother’s blood, and, as she was of sin’s flesh, necessarily, in his
formation, he became contaminated with her degenerated blood—his blood one with hers. Had she been immaculate,
necessarily he would have been immaculate too, but as she was of the seed of fallen Adam, of Adam’s depraved fleshly
nature, she could not have been immaculate.
… All the desires of the flesh are not necessarily sinful. Those only are sinful which from the nature of the blood dispose
the person whose blood it is, to pursue the instincts of his particular blood, such as to fight for his country, glory in his
rank, and despise the man of another colour, shade, or race, or rebel against a king whose throne he feels he has a right
to. These are necessarily sinful, but nevertheless, a man does not commit sin, in their so prompting him, if he fights
against them. But there are other desires of the flesh such as to eat, drink, and such like, which are related to sin, when
the person whose flesh it is, is drawn away by them to commit an act of disobedience. Hence, there was nothing sinful in
seeing “the tree to be good for food, and pleasant to the eyes.” This was natural to the senses of a pure fleshly nature,
not sinful. It was the being drawn away by these promptings of the flesh to eat of it, in opposition to God’s will, that
created the sin, and when once the sin was committed, the flesh became defiled, not by the food it ate, but by the action
of a disordered function, the moral, on all the other functions of the body, as every function has its physical organ. The
whole flesh therefore became defiled, leprosy-like, by the touch of sin on one part, and thence degenerated into desires,
properly lusts, not at first natural to it. The moral faculty of Adam to constrain the flesh then became impotent, and
hence from this, he and his posterity fell to being its slaves. Its lusts became his master, and hence its own corruption
and destruction. Properly restrained it would have remained “good” until the Almighty pleased to change it, but in thus
becoming defiled, it became ready for the burning. Now, in place of Jesus being of pure flesh, such as Adam was before
he sinned—and as we have already said, had he been even of such flesh, he nevertheless would have been human, and
had he been of a superior flesh he could not have been human at all—in place of Jesus being of the flesh identical with
Adam’s before the fall, he was of the flesh of Adam after the fall, he was formed of Adam’s sinful flesh, and therefore
from the flesh point of view was in circumstances less able to resist temptation than Adam was. Adam in regard to
temptation had therefore this advantage over Jesus Christ—a physical advantage. Adam had not the lusts of a depraved
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nature to overcome, but on the other hand Jesus had this advantage over Adam—he had an educational advantage. The
physical advantage with Adam simply lay in the no obstacle the flesh presented to his obeying, but being ignorantof sin
and its results, he could not reason with himself as Jesus was taught to reason. His flesh and blood were pure, but his
education was imperfect. He had not the experience of a long past history of man to reflect on as Jesus had. He did not
know good from evil.—(Gen 3:5, 22.) What goodness he had was purely instinctive. It was but the natural result of the
happy organization of his being. It was not a character derived from moral culture. His character only began when he was
put under restriction. This restriction did not necessarily mar his happiness, for had he never transgressed he would have
continued in the enjoyment of the natural harmony of his being. His sinning however brought a blight upon his whole
system, his moral and intellectual faculties fell from the sphere in which they had moved; and from being a man, the lord
of creation, he became much more like the animals around him, a prey to disease, mutual destruction, and death. And
inasmuch as all this, is the antithesis of happiness, and inasmuch as happiness is the fruit of health; we here see how
Adam, in sinning,
“Brought death into the world, with all it woes,”
and how Jesus in obeying has brought life. By the very same portal in man through which sin entered into the world, so
is it cast out. “As by the disobedience of one all are made sinners so by the obedience of another all are made righteous.”
And as this portal in man, through which disease and death entered at first, is that through which it still enters, or now,
rather, rushes and surges, there is no difference in the principle of sin’s action on the whole system of man now, from
what it was in the beginning.
… They show how death came by sin, and how life is produced by obedience. They show the contrast between Adam the
first, and Adam the second. They show that the depraved nature of man will be reclaimed by the very faculty it became
depraved.
… As the first sin lowered the intellect, and corrupted the flesh into many foolish and hurtful lusts, and as these by the
natural forces of hereditary law and association have depraved man to the level of the brute, and converted the world
into one great charnel house, so will the first obedience by the power with which it will be infused into the hearts of men
in the future age, elevate the intellect, purify the flesh, destroy its unnatural desires, and by force of hereditary tendencies
and social influences, impart health, beauty, and tenacity of life to the person, delight and satisfaction to the mind, purity
to the thoughts, peace and happiness around, and bring back the earth to fructify again as the garden of the Lord.
.. The tendency of Adam’s being at the beginning was pure and lasting, but after he sinned it became impure and declined.
Jesus, therefore, in being bone of Adam’s bone, and flesh of Adam’s flesh, as after he sinned, partook of Adam’s sinful
nature, and as the tendency of this nature is to continue in sin, he in obeying that which he had been taught went in
direct opposition to his fleshly nature, and hence suffered.
… Hence in Adam’s case it is easily perceived how his flesh became corrupt after his sinning. He by his transgression,
destroyed the harmony of his threefold nature, by diminishing the power of his moral faculty.
… The devil who tempted Jesus was his flesh; the impure flesh; the flesh he inherited of Adam’s sinful nature. This was
the devil. Every man carries about with him his own devil. There is no necessity for man fearing another devil. If a man is
not led away by his own fleshly desires, he will not be led away by any other devil. Resist the flesh and the devil will flee
Mortify every lustful desire which warreth against the soul, sow to the spirit and not to the flesh, and the devil will be
harmless. Repress every sinful instinct, improve the moral faculty with the knowledge of God and obedience to his
precepts, and leave Trinitarians to exorcise their own devil as they please. They do so by smoking incense, lighting candles,
beating the air, and praying all manner of vengeance upon some imaginary being, but this was not the devil whose works
Jesus came to destroy. Jesus did not come to destroy the devil, but to improve him. He came to destroy the works only
of the devil not the devil himself. He came simply to destroy the works of sinful flesh, not the flesh itself. He came to
improve the flesh as he improved his own by applying the mighty power of God’s written word to repress his lustful
desires and so purify his flesh. The flesh of man is not in its essence impure. It is only degenerated by hereditary sin, and
in the age to come it will be regenerated by God’s word. Hence, the devil in that age will be bound a thousand years. He
will be bound hand and foot, neck and heel, by the very faculty he was let loose—the moral faculty—the faculty which
Adam could not use because of his ignorance, but which the men in the age to come, will know how to use by the aid of
their knowledge. In that age therefore, the devil, the flesh, will be greatly improved by his being bound. He will be
repressed, mortified, kept down. He will be always a devil, but not so mischievous a devil as he is at present. In plain
language the flesh will be under moral restraint: and when that age is done, it will be destroyed. The devil then will be
cast into a lake of burning fire. Those whose names are not found written in the book of life, whose characters are not
formed by the subjection of the flesh to the word of God, will be consumed, and all others will be made immortal, in
bodies spiritual. Death then, will have no work, and the grave no followers. In the simple destruction of only one thing,
namely, the flesh; the devil, death, and hell (the grave) will be as a matter of course destroyed In the casting of the flesh
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into the lake of fire, death and hell will be necessarily cast along with it. The existence of death and hell depends on the
existence of the flesh. When it is consumed therefore, death and hell can exist no longer. Death is not a being, neither is
hell a burning fire: fire cannot consume fire, neither can it consume that which hath no being, but in the consuming that
which causes death, and necessitates a grave, it, in the burning of the one, consumes all. All this therefore, reflects a light
on the nature of Jesus Christ. His flesh was earthly, his nature sensual, and both were devilish, antagonistic, contrary to,
and hence the very opposite to the character he exhibited. On the other hand, the character he exhibited was holy,
harmless, and undefiled.
Naturally disposed to receive the truth by reason of the purity, or uncontaminated nature of the former, he was as
naturally tempted to evil by the contaminated nature of the latter, and had he been left to himself. he would have grown
up like other men, upon the same principle Adam became depraved. Adam had a superior advantage to Jesus Christ, in
being pure in all his parts, and from this we might judge that Adam should have been the less likely to transgress. But no,
the purity of his flesh was of no advantage to him, and hence, much less was a partial purity to Jesus Christ. Adam was
left to himself, as if it were to show how impotent the flesh is to produce moral goodness, no matter how pure it is; but
Jesus in being trained and educated by means of the written word of God, grew in wisdom as he grew in years, and from
thence suffered, fought, and conquered. The contaminated nature of the flesh and blood as exhibited in the lustful desires
it gives rise to, was that with which he had fought. The uncontaminated nature of the seed had been that which had
rendered him so susceptible of instruction: but his education was the weapon, the double-edged sword by which he had
obtained the mastery. Hence, had his flesh and blood not been contaminated, he could have exhibited no moral grandeur,
nor illustrated the power of the written word to make a man holy, harmless, and undefiled.
… He entirely depended upon the Word of God, and hence offered himself freely, first for himself, and then for his
brethren; though what he did for himself was not in propitiation of sins committed. He was without sin, yet sin was latent
in him. He was of sin’s flesh, and all the passions of his nature would have readily turned to lust, had he chosen to satisfy
them. In his flesh dwelt no good thing any more than in any other man’s flesh, but this sin-power was powerless against
the resistance he made to it. And in his death it was condemned, and the nature of fleshly things prospectively annihilated.
How could sin be condemned in an immaculate body? To condemn the body is to pronounce the body sinful. Thus, in
striving against his nature to the very death, Jesus fulfilled the law, and confirmed the testimony. The sole object of his
life was to do his Father’s will.
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LB Welch [1890s]
A. On Creation
LB Welch, The Christadelphian, vol. 28, 1891, pp. 343-345
KNOWLEDGE.—NO. 12:. GEOLOGY
… I have now given a geological view and classification of the great divisions and respective sub-divisions of the ages of
the earth’s crust formation, so far as geological knowledge extends at present. The earliest rock formations are crystalline
in character, and do not contain fossil remains of plants and animals; at least the earliest rocks of the Azoic period do
not. The rocks of that age are, therefore, called “non-fossiliferous.” The rocks of the other three great divisions, or ages,
of the earth’s history in rock formation do contain such fossil remains, beginning with the lowest and simplest marine
organisms, and are called “fossiliferous.” It is found that the fossil remains of both vegetable and animal organisms
become more and more perfect as we ascend through the ages till we reach the post-pliocene and recent ages, where,
for the first time, we find in alluvial deposits remains of man. This post-pliocene age is also the age that embraces the
“great drift,” “the glacial age,” or the “diluvium age.” Now, I want you to pay special attention to the fact just mentioned,
as these geological facts will be made the basis or foundation of an argument or line of reasoning to follow shortly. Of
course, the study of fossil remains in rocks belongs to another branch of science called “paleontology.” In this article I
have, as before stated, grouped them, as I have a far different object in view than either the geologist or paleontologist.
I write as a believer and defender of the Bible.
It has only been since the beginning of the 16th Century of the present era that geology has received much attention
from scientific men, and only in later years that the knowledge obtained has been systematized and classified as we now
have it. The same is true of its companion science paleontology, to which Darwinism belongs. It is both amusing and
painful to behold the contortions of the so-called “clergy” over the discoveries of geological and paleontological research
in the crust repositories of old mother earth. They seem to have a pious dread of science contradicting the Bible; and,
finally, believing that it has, they are busy heaping their maledictions upon science, or else twisting the Bible-teaching
into a supposed harmony with science, in either event very much hampering the geologist in his search after Nature’s
truth’s. Their pious dread, however, comes from their needless gross ignorance of the Bible. Old mother earth will reveal
no secrets that will hurt the Bible, for the same God is the author of both, and He is no liar, if the “clergy” are, in their
intemperate pious zeal in behalf of the Bible as against science. Go on, therefore, ye scientists, but be very careful that
you stick close to what mother earth tells you, and do not seek to draw from your imaginations, and then attempt to hold
the good old dame responsible therefore. And, ye “pious clergy,” let the scientists alone, and go search the Bible and
learn, in simplicity of heart, what it really does teach. You need not seek to divide the creation week of Genesis into so
many long periods of ages in order to have the Bible agree with what you know, in your hearts, are scientific truths of old
mother earth, inscribed upon her outer crust. Let me prove to you how foolish you are in your self-satisfied wisdom. You
admit that the six creation days of Genesis are each of equal duration in point of time; at least the more sensible ones of
your class do so. Very well: then God worked these six equal periods of time. God never does His work in a
disproportionate manner. He is methodical and harmonious and proportionate in all His labours; yet we find that in the
fourth day of these equal periods of time, He creates the sun, moon, and the stars! How out of all proportion was that
day’s labour with any or even all the others! No, good “pious clergy,” you are foolishly wrong. The days of the creation
week of Genesis were days of twenty-four hours, each embracing the “evening and the morning.” The trouble is that you
are not willing to believe God; but delight in the traditions of your forefathers who departed from the truth. Your
traditions render you powerless and simpletons before the keen, polished blade of scientific truth when flashed before
your faces.
LB Welch, The Christadelphian, vol. 28, 1891, pp. 416-418
GEOLOGY (Concluded from page 45). THE ARGUMENT
I am now entering upon the presentation of my real object in writing this paper. I have not the slightest doubt concerning
the truths revealed in the strata of the earth’s crust. There can be no reasonable doubt that long ages have passed away
since the matter of the earth first took existences by the fiat of its Almighty Creator. There can be no reasonable doubt
that when the non-fossiliferous rocks were first formed the heat of the earth’s matter was too intense for vegetable and
animal life to exist. There can be no reasonable doubt that it was only in a later age that the lower forms of plant and
animal life could exist. And there can be no reasonable doubt that the succeeding ages allowed the creation of still higher
and more perfect forms, till we reach the age called the “Tertiary,” and the “Post-pliocene” period of that age, when we
are told remains of man are found for the first time. All of this, I say, I do not doubt. The facts of old mother earth’s
storehouse are too convincingly inscribed upon her crust to allow me to doubt. At the same time, and amid it all, I have
the most implicit faith and unbounded trust in God and His sacred word.
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Now for my argument. Has the Bible given us no hint of a pre-Adamic history of the earth? Let us see. The Apostle Peter
refers, in his epistle to the ecclesias, to three epochs of judgment, in the following order: First, the angels that sinned;
second, the Noahic deluge; third, the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah. Two of these judgments took place upon the earth
and involved the inhabitants of the earth, and took place in the order enumerated. It is fair and legitimate inferential
reasoning to assume that the other, and first, took place upon the earth and involved inhabitants of the earth, and in the
order enumerated. Again, Adam and Eve were commanded to “multiply and replenish (fill again) the earth.” This implies
a previous filling of the earth; and it is the same term used towards Noah and family in the command to “multiply and
replenish the earth,” after the deluge. The presumption, or inference, of a pre-Adamic inhabitancy of the earth by beings
similar to, or like, Adam in organic structure is apparently irresistible from these Bible hints, and from the hint thrown
out by the Elohim at the creation of Adam respecting his form and likeness. I do not doubt it, nor do I see how any
intelligent person can doubt it. It was “In the Beginning” that God created the earth, or gave it material existence as the
earth. Beyond that statement He has vouchsafed us no information respecting the earth’s primary creation, or even an
antecedent creation of living organisms upon the earth. We are next informed that the earth is in a certain state, “without
form and void.” This would be beautifully illustrated by assuming that the entire surface of the earth in all its parts was
covered and hidden by an overwhelming flood. It would thus appear “without form and void (empty).” How long the
earth had been in this condition is not stated. It may have been for many years or ages for aught we know. The next thing
in order was to prepare it for new inhabitants, vegetable and animal and man. This was the work of the six creation days
of Genesis. There was nothing disproportionate in those six days’ work. The fourth day of the series was the work of
bringing the earth, or dry land and the waters, into such a condition that the sun and moon and stars would appear to an
observer upon the earth for the first time during the creation week. God, as before stated, has not condescended to tell
us anything about His creative work upon the earth in the preceding ages, it vegetable and its animal organic forms and
the man (angel) organisms. Why should He? We do not belong to their age. Ours is the Adamic, with its vegetable, and
animal, and man organisms and life. He has left the record of His work in preceding ages engraven upon the earth’s rocky
strata. Go, search for it there, ye curious ones.
Let us now refer to the Post-pliocene age, which includes, as Lyell and others say, the period of “glacial drift,” or the
puzzling “Drift Age.” There can be no doubt that the Post-phiocene period embraces the drift age. The Post-phiocene
comes next to the last age of the Tertiary period, and may be said to extend to the beginning of the Adamic age, and even
extending into it. Now, this is the period, as before said, embracing the “Drift Age,” the “Glacial Age,” or the “Diluvium
Age.” In this drift age, great glaciers and rocks and vegetable and animal debris drifted over the face of the earth; and, in
the alluvial and gravelly and rocky deposits thereof, it is said remains of man are found. This drift or glacial age has been
a perplexing puzzle to the geologist. He has been at a loss to account for it. It was a frigid age, an age of extreme cold,
preceded by a torrid or tropic age, and then followed by a warm age again. Great rocks were rolled over the earth’s
surface by the glaciers and waters, grinding them against each other, and wearing them smooth and round and driving
them wedge-like into or between other rocks, and depositing the detritus of the rocks and the alluvial and vegetable and
animal remains over various portions of the earth’s surface where they are found to-day. Some have’ attempted to
explain all this by the work of the Noahic deluge, but have had to abandon it because the time of that deluge was too
short to account for the records furnished by our mother earth. There is, however, an explanation, and that explanation
is the mighty catastrophe that overtook the earth and its vegetable and animal and man (angel) living organisms of the
pre-Adamic judgment. That overwhelming flood shut out the sun, its cold and its glaciers appeared with frigid
development, and the mighty tide caused by the earth’s revolution upon its axis rolled and ground the rocks, and swept
to the places of their final deposit the rocky detritus and alluvial matter, and the remains of vegetable and animal
organisms. Do “the remains of man found with the alluvial deposits, glacial and modified gravel, and extinct fossil
mammalia,” belong to the Adamic creation? This is an important question. In the geological dispensations between
scientists and so-called “theologians,” it was so held by the latter party, but denied by the former, they holding that the
epoch of their deposit was long anterior to the Bible account of the Adamic creation and Noahic deluge, especially as to
the animal fossil remains. They were willing that the remains of man found in the alluvial deposits might be assigned to
the Adamic race and to the Noahic deluge, but not the fossil mammalia. It was at least clear that they were connected
with a period of great drift over the earth’s surface. With the disputations mentioned, I will not have anything to do. They
can fight it out on their own line.
Let us again revert to the “Modern” and “Tertiary” period of the earth’s geological history. This period is, in paleontology,
divided into or called “Post-tertiary,” embracing “Recent” and “Post-pliocene” periods. Bear in mind that periods often
slightly overlap each other. An exact line of demarcation cannot always be drawn. Now, according to Lyell and others,
the “diluvium, glacial, or drift age” belongs to the “Post-pliocene” period, which is next to the “Recent” and may be said
to extend slightly into it. Among the alluvial deposits of this age (either recent or post-pliocene) are found the remains of
man for the first time. These remains belong to a drift age. Was that drift age the Noahic deluge or a previous and longer
and more overwhelming deluge? If the former, then the remains belong to those of the Adamic race. If the latter, then
they do not. It is, however, possible that they belong to a pre-Adamic race in part, and to the Adamic race in part; for the
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glacial or drift age merely preceded the Adamic age, and the Noahic deluge was the next great catastrophe that overtook
the inhabitants of the earth. To answer the question propounded above with certainty is at present very difficult, and, in
fact, impossible. In my judgment, however, I think the evidence leans as strongly, if not more strongly, to the pre-Adamic
judgment, and therefore to a pre-Adamic race. This is simply a point of personal judgment, based upon imperfect light,
and, therefore, carries with it a strong element of doubt. In regard to the great glacial or drift age of polar temperature
over the earth’s surface, being the epoch of the terrible judgment upon the pre-Adamic creation, I am not a doubter, for
it fits in the right place both by the teachings of old mother earth’s crust secrets and the Bible account of epochs of
judgments and other Bible hints thrown out to us.
Good reader, I am through. The preparing of this paper has been a great burden to me, and I am glad that I am through
with it. If the perusal of it affords you any pleasure or interest, then I am amply repaid for my labour in its preparation. It
is no particular pleasure to me to go back to the labours of past years, and delve into the records of the dead past of a
pre-Adamic creation of organic matter, searching out the facts of the earth’s fossiliferous records of such a creation. It
was only my great love for the Bible and its Author, that induced me to go to those records in this case. I prefer to deal
with the things that pertain to the Adamic race, and which are recorded in the Holy Oracles, or in the word of our God.
All my joy is there; and I am fully persuaded that all yours is there also, at least, the believing portion of my readers.
However, it is well to be able to meet all cavillers against the Bible, when they come scoffing into our presence panoplied
with the light of scientific research. We will meet them panoplied with the light of the Bible, and on the plane of old
mother earth’s true records.

B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
LB Welch, The Christadelphian, vol. 29, 1892, pp. 139-142
THE DEVIL: WHAT IS TRUTH?—NO. 4
IN approaching this third pillar of the temple of “Popular Christianity” in a threatening manner, I am not afraid of giving
as much offence as in the two preceding ones, as the Devil has not been as popular with the believers in his immortal
personality in these latter days as formerly. He is still retained in the ecclesiastical systems of “Christendom,” but is
admittedly the weakest of its pillars. He is apparently having a sorry time of it in the house of his friends (for surely those
who claim his immortal existence and doctrinally support the claim are his friends), for many are turning their backs upon
his immortal personality.
But, honest learner, do you ask: “Is there not a devil?” Yes; there is a devil, and a very bad devil, too, so far as the interests
of Adam’s race are concerned. He has been meddling with the race throughout all the days of its existence up to the
present time, and will continue to do so for some time to come. He began his work in the parental existence of the race
in Eden, and the first fruits of his work was a lie and a murderer (Gen. 3:4; 4:8). Ever since then much evil fruit has sprung
from his workings. Since he began his work in Eden, will it not be a wise step to betake ourselves to Eden to find him out?
True, we cannot personally go to Eden at the time he first began his work with our race, but, fortunately for our search,
the history thereof has been given us by the Creator, and we can go to it. Now, honest learner, it will be just as easy to
learn who the devil is by going to the first record of his manifestation of himself as it was to learn who and what man is
by the first record of his creation. Bear that in mind.
When we go to the Edenic record, we find a very innocent pair in the persons of our first parents; as innocent, confiding,
simple, and chaste in their minds and person as the little, simple, confiding child, with the exception that their nature
never would have felt the motions of sin had they remained obedient, which the child will in time because it has inherited
the nature of Adam after sin had been implanted in it by transgression. How happy were they in those the days of their
innocency and companionship of the angels, or Elohim! But danger was lurking in the pure air of Eden. A law had been
given that guileless pair to test their obedience and thus develop character by the test. There was one kind of fruit
forbidden to them. It was a fruit that would open their eyes and inflame passion. They knew nothing but good, but could
not mentally realize it as good, for they were thus far ignorant of a standard of comparison. The forbidden fruit would
give them that standard. The standard of comparison is necessarily the antithesis of that with which it is to be compared,
and, in this case, is “evil.” For this reason the tree was named “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.” As before
said, they already experienced good, but did not comprehend it as such, for they were without the standard of
comparison. When they became possessed of this standard, they then knew both good and evil. Their eyes were opened
thereto, and a very shameful opening it was to them. They then had knowledge of good and evil, and the evil was the
fruit of disobedience of law. Now, honest learner, just grasp that idea, for it is very important in the way of understanding
our subject. The disobedient act by which came the knowledge of evil is called “sin” in the Bible (John 3:4). Sin is thus the
transgression of law, and gives knowledge of evil. It is something then pertaining entirely to human nature, and is not
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extraneous thereto. The Scriptures say that it (sin) also causes death (Rom. 5:12; James 1:15). It therefore has the power
of death. We now have one side of the subject, as learned from the Edenic history of our first parents, and from the
Scripture records relating thereto in explanation thereof. By the testimony we learn that sin opened the eyes of Adam
and Eve (Gen. 3:7) to the knowledge of good and evil by introducing them to a personal experience of evil, by developing
in them fleshly impulses not before felt, and expressed by a consciousness of disobedience of law, and, therefore, an evil
conscience (Heb. 10:22); and also bringing upon them a still greater evil, the cutting-off of their life, or the bringing upon
them of the sentence of death (Gen. 3:19). Sin, evil, death! Such was the picture before their minds. Sin, or transgression
of law, was the procurer of it all. What brought evil and death into the world? You will answer, from the testimony before
us: “Sin.” What, then, has the power of death? By the same testimony, you will answer: “Sin.” To what does the sin
pertain? You will answer, according to the testimony: “To the nature of our first parents, and is expressed by a
conscieusness of wrong-doing, or an evil conscience.”
Now, for the other side of our subject. The Edenic record tells us, that among the creatures created, there was one that
was very subtle (Gen. 3:1); that is, one that was very keen, shrewd, and alert in its intellection. It was created out of the
same material that Adam was, that is, of the dust of the ground. Its brain or intellect differed from his in this respect, to
wit: It was entirely without that feature of brain organisation which is the seat of moral sentiment. It could not respond,
therefore, to precepts of right and wrong, and was, and must forever remain, a characterless creature. It could not,
therefore, be placed under any law requiring moral obedience. It was thus free to indulge in the cogitations of its own
flesh-brain, and act accordingly, being without any responsibility to law for its acts. Subtlety implies quick observing
powers of the brain, keen perceptions. Give such a creature the power of speech to express its thoughts as excogitations
of its subtle brain, it would say many smart, pert things, and things very much to the point in many cases. Now, such was
this creature which was named the “Serpent,” and its shrewdness has passed into proverb—“Be ye wise as serpents.” It
seems, from the record, that this shrewd, observing, alert creature had free access to the Garden of Eden. No doubt it
was a very observant and evidently interested listener to the pleasant conversations of the Elohim (Angels) with Adam
and Eve, and heard the announcement of the law to them; but, being destitute of moral brain qualities, it would not
comprehend the ideas of obedience and disobedience, of right-doing and wrong-doing. No doubt it was also a listener to
the conversations of the Elohim concerning what would happen to Adam and Eve when permitted to eat of the tree of
knowledge of good and evil after their obedience should be fully tested, or what would happen to them in the way of
opening their eyes should they at any time eat of the forbidden fruit. Perhaps, also, the Serpent was a listener to
coversations of the Elohim wherein they related to each other their own experience when they came to know good and
evil (Gen. 3:22). Be this as it may, the Serpent had gained knowledge of what would be the result to Adam and Eve should
they eat of the forbidden fruit, especially what would happen in the way of opening their eyes to know things they did
not then know. Now, being destitute of all moral qualities of mind, not knowing right and wrong, but being full of this
newly-acquired knowledge, and recognising its importance to the simple, guileless pair in Eden, the Serpent seeks an
interview with Eve to impart to her the facts it had learned, so that she might be like the Elohim to know good and evil.
The Serpent had not the remotest idea of the wreck of happiness and life to which it was inviting the woman. It was
simply seeking an opportunity to display its brain-flesh smartness. It wished to render the woman a service by imparting
important information to her, not to bring evil upon her, of which it had no conception. It had not the remotest idea of
the fearful consequences of the act to which it was inviting the woman; but the woman did know that to disobey would
bring death (Gen. 2:17), though, doubtless, ignorant of the full import of death. Her brain was so organised that she could
distinguish between obedience and disobedience, doing right and doing wrong. Here were two brains dealing with the
question of duty as involving God’s law and the knowledge of good and evil. One (the Serpent’s) was a brain keen, subtle,
alert, but without any consciousness of moral responsibility; the other (the woman’s) was a brain so organised that the
person could respond to moral precepts, recognise right and wrong, and fully conscious of moral responsibility. Now,
shall the precepts of God’s law or the mere reasonings of the flesh, as expressed in the Serpent’s thoughts and suggestions
to the woman prevail? The woman listens to the serpent’s specious pleadings, and these pleadings being altogether of
the flesh—fleshy, her carnal desires are inflamed, she hesitates, is pleased, forgets her moral obligation and responsibility
to God’s law, yields to the temptation, and is lost in transgression. The serpent reasoning being implanted in her brain,
she now becomes the tempter appearing before the guileless, simple man, and, by the same serpent pleading, serpent
reasoning, inflames his fleshy desires, he yields to her entreaty and loses himself in transgression by eating with her (Gen.
3:6). The sin was now complete in the overt act of transgression. The serpent had done its work, and no doubt thought
it had rendered the now guilty pair a great service. Its reasoning, transferred to the brain of Adam and Eve, became
metaphorically, the serpent in the flesh, and all who reason as the serpent did and follow that reasoning into
transgression of God’s law, become thereby the seed of the serpent, of whom Cain was the first.
The parties in this transaction were soon called to an account. The Lord began with Adam in the giving of an account of
the transgression, and ended with the serpent. Adam and Eve excused themselves, but the serpent was not called upon
to render an account, for it was an irresponsible party in the transgression, not being under law; and, being unable from
brain-organization to respond to moral precepts of law, it had merely given the woman what it considered good advice,
the advice of mere fleshy wisdom. Nevertheless, it had arrogated to itself the prerogative of being the woman’s instructor,
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and had counselled her to walk in the path of disobedience of God’s law, and must therefore be punished for its
presumption in meddling with the affairs of God’s establishing. God, therefore, rebuked and punished the serpent by
degrading it to the grovelling position of feeding upon and crawling in the dust all the days of its life, which is characteristic
of both its natural and figurative seed to this day. The Lord then proceeded to pass judgment upon the transgressors in
the order of their transgression (Gen. 3:16, 19.) Here, then, we have the tempter, the temptation, and the transgression
(sin), and its result to all concerned in it. Now, if we ask the question: “Who was the tempter, the party causing the
woman to cross over the line of the commandment, and fall by transgression?” You will, from the testimony before us,
answer: “The Serpent.” If we ask the question: “What are we to call the reasoning of the serpent as transferred to the
woman’s brain and bringing her into the same line of reasoning, and finally leading her into open transgressions.” You
will, from the same testimony, answer: “It is the reasoning of mere flesh in a line of opposition to God’s law, in the channel
of disobedience, or sin in the intent, and when consummated in the overt act of transgression, completed or finished sin;
or, as Paul says, by way of personification, ‘The Carnal Mind’” (James 1:14, 15; Rom. 8.) All reasonings, then which counsel
disobedience of God’s law, are serpent reasonings, or sin’s reasonings. The serpent-mind in any one of Adam’s race is,
therefore, the tempter; and the serpent-mind is the mind of disobedience, or transgression of God’s law, which is sin (1
John 3:4.) Sin and the serpent-mind are thus synonymous terms, according to the testimony before us.
The only escape from the stern logic of the foregoing Bible facts is in one of two lines of reasoning, one or the other of
which is pursued by those who claim an “Immortal personal Devil” as the tempter and great enemy of the human race.
One line of argument is that a pre-existent devil transformed himself into a serpent to tempt Eve; and the other is that
such a devil used the serpent as an instrument in the temptation. These are the only lines of argument that can be used
to overthrow the foregoing plain, clear, explicit facts of Bible record of the Edenic transgression. Let us examine them. If
we can show both lines of argument to be false, then our case remains proved, or we will at least have no trouble in
establishing who the Bible devil is from the foregoing record of the Edenic transgression and associate Scripture teaching
on the subject.
First, a pre-existent immortal devil transforming himself into a serpent for the purpose of tempting Eve. It seems to me
that so cunning a person as this popular devil is supposed to be would, had he the ability to transform himself into another
shape, have appeared before Eve as a beautiful woman, claiming wonderful knowledge of good and evil like the Elohim,
and would have told her that she could also attain to the same by simply stretching forth her hand and plucking the
forbidden fruit. Certainly the chances of success would have appeared better in such a form than in that of a serpent.
Also, it appears from the record that God was entirely ignorant of the serpent being a transformed “immortal Devil,” for
He proceeds to deal with it as a mere serpent, one of the creatures He had created, that had been meddling with affairs
that did not concern it, and in opposition to God and His law. The severe realism of the whole affair and of the parties
concerned in it is so pronounced that to affirm that the serpent was a transformed “immortal devil,” stamps the party
making the affirmation as an idiot. No wise man uses that line of argument in this age of the world, so we may dismiss it
as unworthy of further thought. Second, a pre-existent immortal devil, using the serpent as a passive instrument, through
whom he tempts Eve. If the serpent was a mere passive instrument in the hands of “the Devil,” as this claim logically
requires, it was altogether superfluous, and even foolish, to affirm the subtlety of the serpent as a mental property of its
own in relation to the temptation, and does not speak well for the sagacity of the devil in the selection of his instrument;
for it would have been wiser for the devil to have selected one who had less subtle individuality than the serpent in which
to take up his abode and do his work, so that there would have been less risk of failure. Subtlety was needed as a property
of the devil, not of the serpent, a merely passive instrument. Again, when God pronounced sentence upon the serpent
for its part in the transgression, there is not the slightest hint that it was simply a blind passive instrument in the hands
of a superior power. The sentence upon it shows a sole individual responsibility for its work. This shows that one of two
conditions existed, to wit: Either the serpent was actively alone in its part of the transaction, and therefore deserving of
its sentence; or else that God did it an injustice by pronouncing sentence upon it for a work over which it had no control,
being merely a passive instrument in the hands of a superior power. Or, to put the matter in another form, God either
knew that the “devil” used the serpent as an instrument in the temptation, assuming that such was the case, or He did
not know it. If He did know it, then He was unjust in meting out punishment to a helpless serpent handled by a superior
power to itself. If He did not know it, then He was very hasty in His work, for He should have enquired into the matter
and found out who the really guilty party was, and acted justly. A strange Judge, indeed, was He! Now, which horn of the
dilemma will you take, ye believers in an “immortal personal devil” using the serpent as a mere instrument in the Edenic
temptation? Better do as God did, recognise the serpent as the sole agent in the tempting process, and solely responsible
for its mental acts. Be wise, honest learner, and stand with God and His record in this matter, even if it does overthrow
the treasured doctrines of an “immortal personal devil.”
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LB Welch, The Christadelphian, vol. 29, 1892, pp. 171-174
THE DEVIL: WHAT IS TRUTH?—NO. 5
“SINCE you make sin, or the serpent mind, or the mere fleshly reasonings in opposition to God’s commands the devil of
Scripture teaching, do you deny a personal devil, and thus set at naught those Scripture passages that teach such a devil?”
By no means, honest learner. I acknowledge a personal devil, yea, many personal devils, but sin will be found to be the
basis of the devil element in all of them. It now becomes necessary to investigate the meaning of the term employed in
the Bible, which is supposed to countenance the idea of an immortal personal devil as the powerful agent of evil towards
the human race. Devil is from the Greek diabolos, being the substantive form of the verb diaballein, which is composed
of the preposition dia and verb ballein. Dia, in composition, means “through,” “asunder,” “separated,” and also conveyed
to the Greek mind the same idea as trans in the Latin, thus signifying “over” or “across.” Ballein means “to cast,” “to
throw,” diaballein thus means “to cast or throw over or across.” The noun diabolos would thus mean the thing causing
“to cast or throw over, or across.” Render certain circumstances, especially when used intransitively, the verb means “to
fall or tumble”; and the noun would then mean “that causing to fall.” To the English mind, and according to English idiom,
the full import of the noun diabolos would be expressed in the following terms: “That which causes to cross over,” “that
which causes to fall.” It may be illustrated in this way: If a line of obedience be laid down, and one be forbidden to cross
over it, then whatever would cause one to cross over and thus fall from obedience would be a diabolos. Such is the Greek
idea conformed to English idiom. But the term diabolos has other significations, not so much philological as the character
of whatever or whoever is employing the first characteristic of the term, thus: “traducer,” “culminator,” “accuser.” These
terms are not really radical significations of the term diabolos, but they show the real and true attitude of that or him
acting the part of a diabolos, so that they come to be inseparably associated with the term as secondary significations.
There is another term employed in the Bible, which is supposed to signify an “impersonal devil.” The term is Satan, and
is purely Hebrew. It is the term used in the Old Testament, diabolos (which is Greek) not being found there. Satan or
Satanas, means “an adversary,” “one who stands against or opposes.” Anyone giving adverse counsel would be a satan,
as Peter was to Jesus (Matt. 16:23). Anyone who opposes or stands against another would thus be a satan, as the angel
of the Lord was to Balaam (Num 20:22—translated “adversary”) and even the Lord was Himself a satan to David (see 1
Chron. 21:1, compared with 2 Sam. 24:1). Hence the term satan does not, of itself, import or mean an immortal personal
devil as an agent of evil, as claimed, though properly used to designate one who gives adverse counsel in relation to God
and obedience of His commands, or one who stands against another in any undertaking whether involving disobedience
of God’s commands or not. It could also be properly used to designate the promptings of the flesh in the line of
disobedience or the counsels of another in the channel of transgression of God’s moral law, or the adverse attitude of
any politically-constituted power seeking to oppose anyone in his obedience of divine law or discharge of duty towards
God. Although not of the same philological import as diabolos, yet, as just said, it has been employed to signify the same
agency or agencies in the line of disobedience of God’s commandments, or sin in the impulses, workings, and counsels
of sinful flesh whether manifested in self-promptings of the flesh or through other parties. The term “serpent” is also
used in the same sense, because it is the name of the agent first inciting to transgression or sin, but is more particularly
applied to serpent-minded flesh as expressed through the machinations of corporate or embodied power politically
enthroned in governments based upon mere fleshly promptings, thinkings, reasonings, or wisdom. The serpent-mind is
thus emphatically the mind of mere flesh (“Carnal mind,” of which Paul speaks,) expressed in the channel of disobedience
of God’s law, whether individually or politically manifested in Adam’s race. The sin-power of the world, incorporate in
mere human governmental function, is thus designated “that Old Serpent called the Devil, and Satan” (Rev. 12:9), in this
case referring to the Pagan Roman Government which was overthrown by “Constantine the Great” to establish the Papal
Rome of an Apostate Church, which, when accomplished, was the Lord’s spewing of an Apostate Church out of His mouth
in its Laodician state; after which he proceeded to gather from the nations another camp of Spiritual Israel’s tribes (Rev.
12:7–13; 3:14–16; 7:1–8). This Pagan power, which represented enthroned sin, or enthronement of the Serpent-Mind,
or “Carnal-Mind,” was the great and inveterate calumniator, traducer, slanderer, accuser of God and His anointed, and
the great accuser of the Lord’s brethren through its agents who were busily employed in accusing them and casting them
into prison (Rev. 2:10), thus well earning the secondary titles of calumniator, traducer, slanderer, accuser. The Pagan
Dragonic sin-power, or serpent-power, was truly the devil (diabolos) going about through its numerous agents or
emissaries like a roaring lion seeking whom it might devour (1 Peter 5:8).
You thus perceive, honest learner, that the entire development of diabolical and satanic power in all its channels of
manifestation, whether racially (in individuals of the race) or politically (in governmental function) expressed, is enrooted
in the serpent-mind, serpent-reasonings in the channel of disobedience of God’s law, and carries us back to the Edenic
transgression for its origin. All who reason as the serpent reasoned, unto disobedience, are the serpent’s seed; and all
who resist those reasonings, and reason in harmony with God’s law, unto obedience, are the woman’s seed, of whom
Jesus anointed was and is The Seed. One (the serpent’s seed) is a generation of vipers; and the other (the woman’s seed)
is a generation of dutiful children of God. The Scriptures personify great or important principles. Wisdom is personified
thus: “Wisdom hath builded her house, she hath hewn out her seven pillars, &c.” (Prov. 9:1). The serpent-mind, or serpent
reasonings (which were sin in the intent when suggested, and finished sin when carried out in the overt act of
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disobedience), is also personified in the Scriptures (Rom. 7:13). The Greek terms translated “exceeding sinful” in this
verse, best represent to the English mind what was in Paul’s mind as a Greek scholar, by rendering the terms into English,
thus: “pre-eminently a sinner” or “exceeding great sinner.” Such, in English, was the idea present in Paul’s mind thinking
in Greek. For an English mind to get the full import of Greek terms, the person must think in Greek, and then conform
the Greek thought to English idiom. This is what so many Greek-English minds fail to do, and, therefore, often err in their
transfers of Greek ideas to English. Paul was really and truly personifying sin in this verse, and gives personified sin its
mental expression in the term “Carnal mind” in the succeeding chapter (Rom. 8:7). Sin thus becomes an exceeding great
sinner. Wonderful and disastrous to the race are the works of this great sinner. He is truly a terrible devil to the human
race, whether he appears individually as a tempter or comes in his political form. Jesus, however, will destroy his works—
(1 John 3:8); yea, he will destroy this great sinner (Sin, or the Devil) himself (Heb. 2:14). Since he (Sin, or the Devil) belongs
exclusively to human nature, or flesh and blood nature, Jesus was the Spirit-Word’s manifestation in that nature that he
might destroy him (Sin, or the Devil) by cleansing the nature of sin, and redeeming it from death caused by sin. If the flesh
and blood nature of Adam ceases as such, then the serpent-mind in that nature must also cease to exist; and there could
then be no serpent reasoning, no sin, no devil, and no death. The devil and all his works would then be destroyed. Now,
this is just what the death and resurrection of Jesus is to accomplish when his work is completed in his presenting to the
Father an immortal family of children, developed from Adam’s race through faith and obedience in him and his sacrificial,
atoning blood which was poured out to destroy him (Sin, or the Devil), having the power of death (Heb. 2:14.)
“How about the temptation of Jesus,” perhaps you will say, honest learner. Whatever view we may take of the temptation
of Jesus, you surely will not demand that it shall break the harmonious chain of Bible facts forged thus far from the
serpent’s work in the Edenic transaction? “But, there is the temptation of Job, too.” Certainly; and you will not insist that
it also shall break the chain, will you? Do you say, “Why not?” I will tell you why. Sin and obedience were two opposing
principles governing the race after the Edenic disobedience. The law of obedience, expressed by “the law of the spirit of
life” in the promise of the woman’s seed (Jesus), governed one class; and the law of disobedience, expressed by “the law
of sin and death,” governed the other class. The former were the seed of the woman by faith in the promised seed (Jesus),
and the latter were the seed of the serpent. The former called themselves by the name of God (Gen. 4:26, see margin),
and were thus “the sons of God;” and the latter could have properly (as the Bible really does) called themselves by the
name of the serpent, and would thus be the children of the devil, of the serpent, of sin (John 8:44; Matt. 13:38; 1 John
3:8). Such was the situation in Job’s day. And, upon a certain occasion, when “the Sons of God” had met together, there
appeared among them a respresentative of the children of the serpent, or of the devil, who showed himself to be an
adversary (satan) of good, patient, faithful, obedient Job. It seems that the angels or Elohim were in the habit of meeting
with these faithful Sons of God; or, at least, that the Eternal Spirit was represented at these gatherings of His sons by one
or more of the Elohim. As to who the adversary or Satan was I do not know. His character, and not his personal name, is
alone given. He evidently was very envious of the great prosperity of Job, and wished to injure him to the full extent of
his ability. Perhaps he was one of the chiefs of the serpent’s seed or marauding bands. At least the suggestion is plausible
when we read the history of his first active effort to injure Job (Job. 1:15). This adversary traduced Job before the Lord in
the matter of his personal integrity and voluntary loving obedience of God’s law, being all out of love for his Creator. The
adversary affected to disbelieve that Job was governed by pure motives of love for his Creator, and was so persistent in
his claim that the Lord was moved to lift His hand against Job in a severe test of his pure, unselfish, loving obedience.
Such is Job’s temptation. The whole affair is but another link in the chain instead of a break as suggested.
In regard to the temptation of Jesus, of which Job seems to have been a type, we find that the Spirit led him into the
wilderness for the express purpose of subjecting him to a temptation by the devil (diabolos). He was required to undergo
a forty days’ and nights’ fast as a preparation for his temptation. Never before was the flesh put in a more favourable
condition for the success of a temptation or severity of test than in the case of Jesus. The degree of resistance is thus
measured by the awful severity of the temptation. No wonder angels speedily appeared to him thereafter, to minister to
his pressing wants. Being thus prepared by the Spirit, or the Father, for the temptation, “the tempter came.” Who he was
I do not know. Some have suggested that probably the adversary (satan) was an angel. It is possible, but I do not think so,
as angels were afterwards sent to Jesus to minister to his wants. He was at least some one possessing special power for
the occasion. At all events the real tempter, so far as Jesus was concerned personally, was the terrible promptings,
longings, and desires, born of the imperative cravings of his flesh, prepared, therefore, by a long fast. He was exposed to
the three channels of temptation belonging to the flesh (1 John 2:16), and the temptation returned to him again in the
terrible agony of Gethsemane when He prayed to be delivered from the fearful scourgings and ignominy before him. It
matters not who the adversary or external tempter was in the temptation in the wilderness, as his character is alone
given. He was at all events a satan, for he gave Jesus adverse counsel, as Peter also did sometime afterwards. He was a
devil also, for he laboured hard to get Jesus to yield to the promptings of his flesh and cross the line of obedience, and
fall in transgression. Being for the occasion a representative of the serpent-power, or sin-power of the world, he could
appropriately offer Jesus all the kingdoms of this world, founded upon the thinking of the flesh, or the sin-principle, or
the fleshy serpent-principle, if Jesus would submit to a worship of sinful flesh, as headed up representatively in the
external tempter. He was not as successful, however, as the serpent was with Eve, for Jesus resisted every pleading of
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the flesh with a “thus it is written.” Having triumphed over the promptings, cravings, and reasonings of the flesh, urging
to disobedience, he returned in the power of the Spirit to Jerusalem, after angels had administered to his wants created
by his long fast. Such is the temptation of Jesus. It all fits in with and forms another link in the chain, whose first link was
forged in Eden.
Be patient, honest learner, as I am not yet through with this feature of our subject, for I am aware that the temptation of
Jesus is usually put forward by believers in an “immortal personal devil,” as a crushing testimony against those who deny
such a personality to the devil. They generally reserve it for the crowning effort in their argument, expecting by it to have
the extreme satisfaction of witnessing their opponents utter discomfiture. They appear more anxious for a victory over
their opponent than for the real triumph of the truth. Did it ever occur to you, honest learner, that the temptation of
Jesus is a very remarkable and incongruous affair, on the assumption that there is an immortal personal devil external to
the human race? This devil is supposed to be the arch-enemy of God and man, ever seeking to prevent God from saving
the human race. Now, in the case of Jesus, we find God, by His Spirit, leading His beloved Son into the wilderness,
subjecting him to a forty days’ and nights’ fast that the devil might have the greatest possible chance to lead him into
disobedience. It thus looks like a pre-arranged matter between the Lord and the “devil,” thus making them co-partners
in the temptation, and yet God tempts no man (James 1:13.) The assumption that there are in the universe two supreme
powers antagonistic of each other,—one (God) representative of all that is good and engaged in saving Adam’s race from
the clutches of the other; and the other (the devil) representative of all that is evil and engaged in trying to thwart God
in his efforts to save the human race—is a monstrous doctrine; and, when we find God aiding this “immortal devil” in his
efforts to secure the downfall of His own beloved Son, it is both monstrous, wicked and absurd. Also, the proposition that
the Spirit-word was clothed with or made frail, weak human flesh as a necessity for the destruction of an “immortal
personal devil” of another nature, and to destroy him by death, too, is so preposterous a proposition that idiocy would
be wisdom along side of it (Heb. 2:14). But, if it is all a matter pertaining to human flesh, then there is force, beauty,
propriety in the temptation of Jesus as given in the record thereof, and also propriety in his death as a sin-sacrifice to
cleanse the nature from sin, to redeem it, and thus destroy sin which holds over the nature the power of death.
“But, look at the devils Jesus cast out of the Jews during his ministry.” Very well; we will take a look at them, but must
reserve our search for another article, as this one is already longer than intended. And, honest learner, I shall, in that
search, strive to make the believers in subordinate devils as the agents of the supreme devil, ashamed of themselves for
ever giving credence to such a belief, as I was myself made ashamed when my eyes were opened thereto, even to the
Bible doctrine destructive thereof. There is nothing so effective in casting out devils and putting a man in his right mind
as “the truth as it is in Jesus,” the Great Physician.”
LB Welch, The Christadelphian, vol. 29, 1892, pp. 372-376
GOD’S FINISHED WORK UPON THE EARTH: WHAT IS TRUTH?—NO. 7.
WE have been wandering for a long time through the aisles of the “Temple of Christendom” where darkness reigns
supreme. Let us now seek a more congenial retreat, to the writer at least, in the Temple of Israel’s God, even His Word,
where Light reigns supreme. True, in our previous wanderings, we often caught refreshing rays of light from the Bible;
but let us now search more deeply into the purpose of that light, and study the sum total of its rays.
We can prosecute our search in one of two ways, to wit: First, we can begin with our race in Eden, trace its history and
the unfolding of God’s purpose step by step through the Bible to the consummation of the purpose and ultimate estate
of the race as recorded in the last chapters of Revelation: or, second, we can first look at the ultimate of God’s purpose
as recorded in those concluding chapters, obtain therefrom a clear understanding of His finished work, then go to the
beginning of His unfolding of that purpose in Genesis and trace the various steps of His working it out. The latter will be
the better course, since the steps taken in carrying the work to a consummation will be more clearly comprehended if
we know beforehand what they lead to as the finished design. The clearest presentation of the ultimate design that I
know of is that outlined by Dr. Thomas in “Elpis Israel,” beginning on page 150. In this the Doctor is remarkably and
refreshingly clear, as he always is in all his expositorial efforts in the field of eternal truth. I would advise you, honest
learner, to read what he says, by all means. No one has been able, and no one will be able, to improve his presentation
of the matter.
When we turn to the last chapters of the Apocalypse and there (Rev. 21:1–8) read the finished purpose of God, we see
what He has elaborated as the ultimate of His purpose, worked out as the completed design of all His labours extending
throughout all the years of the ages. We behold a spiritual earth elaborated from the natural or physical earth of Genesis,
and an immortal or spiritual race elaborated from the natural or physical race which had its parental beginning in Eden.
What a glorious consummation! At the head of these two races stand two Adams: One, the natural Adam, from whom
the natural race springs; the other, the spiritual Adam (Jesus), from whom the spiritual race springs. Out of the side of
the natural Adam the natural Eve was taken; and out of the side of the spiritual Adam the spiritual Eve is taken. From the
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natural Adam and the natural Eve as his bride came, by natural generation, a natural race to people the natural earth;
and from the spiritual Adam and the spiritual Eve as his bride comes, by spiritual generation, a family of immortal or
spiritual children to people a spiritual earth in the consummation of God’s purpose. How wonderful the works of God!
Who could have fathomed His purpose had He not revealed it! Ah, truly, “Who hath directed the Spirit of the Lord, or,
being his counsellor, hath taught him? With whom took he counsel, and who instructed him, and taught him in the path
of judgment, and taught him knowledge, and showed him the way of understanding” (Isa. 40:13, 14). Or, as Paul says:
“O, the depths of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How unsearchable His judgments, and His ways
past finding out! For who hath known the mind of the Lord? or who hath been His counsellor?” (Rom. 11:33, 34). Or, as
it is again written: “Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered into the heart of man, the things which God
hath prepared for them that love Him. But God hath revealed them unto us by His Spirit” (Isa. 64:4; 1 Cor. 2:9, 10). “For
the Spirit” (of God, in His Word) “searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of God.”
Just look at the picture, honest learner! two races and two earths! We will now go to the beginning of the natural race,
study the principle of developing the spiritual race from it, and follow the stages of its elaboration till we end with the
finished design just outlined above, not by me, but by Dr. Thomas, whom all the faithful delight to honour because of his
great work in behalf of God’s truth. Our work is made easy from what has been written in preceding articles in overthrow
of the three leading dogmas of “Christendom” and subordinate dogmas growing out of them. Hence we need not go over
the ground covered in our remarks when dealing with the immortality of the soul, “Trinity,” and the devil, except so far
as is necessary in presenting the truth as a whole. We will simply use the light then obtained as an aid to our
understanding of the truth as a whole. While firmly believing that the earth was inhabited by a race of intelligent beings
previous to the Adamic race, yet, since the Bible deals directly with Adam’s race in relation to God’s purpose, we will
confine ourselves in our search for an understanding of the steps taken in working out that purpose to our own race.
We have seen how utterly our first parents failed in their obedience of God’s law, and the result of their sin. We also see,
from the sacrifice in Eden to secure a covering for their sin, that sin can only be covered, blotted out, passed over, by the
shedding of blood and the use of the sacrificial victim as a covering for the sinner. Why this principle was adopted as a
means of covering sin and restoring to God’s favour and heirship to future life, we do not know, beyond the fact that it is
of God’s appointment. We do know that “the blood is, or is for, the life of the flesh,” and that God’s law demands “life
for life,” and that the sin of our first parents worked a forfeiture of the life of their nature. From this it seems that, in the
wisdom of God, the sin of the flesh which transgressed in Eden can only be blotted out, or covered, and future life secured
by the shedding of blood. It also appears from a fuller development of the principle, as is laid down in the Sinaitic law,
that the shedding of blood that was required was that of the flesh that was involved in the transgression, or Adam’s
nature. The substitution of the blood of animals was, however, continued under the law for the very good reason that
another important feature of the principle could not obtain with any member of the race; that is, a sacrificial victim who
is himself innocent of personal transgression. Another reason why the blood of animals was used was, that a sacrifice of
a high priest for the sins of the people as a type of Christ’s sacrifice would have been inconvenient, as it would have
necessitated the death of a high priest every year (Heb. 9:25); and still another reason is, that the blood of animals would
have to be used in the Kingdom restored (Ezek. 43:18–27; 45:21, 22). Hence this feature of substitutionary blood has a
double signification in the working out of God’s purpose. Before the death of Jesus (the true sacrifice), it was simply
typical of his sacrifice, reaching prospectively into the future when Jesus should be offered up, and so used before, and
under the Sinaitic Law; but it will be restored under the law of the Kingdom restored, or under the New Covenant,
reaching retrospectively into the past to typify and memorialise the past sacrifice of Jesus. God has a purpose in all He
does, and His purpose, as well as His laws and ordinances established to carry out His purpose, is known only as He reveals
it in the Bible. Now, this feature of the principle (the sacrifice of one innocent of personal transgression), was not brought
out clearly till the birth, death and resurrection of Jesus obtained among the race that was under the condemnation of
sin. Since then it has become brightly apparent in the working out of God’s purpose in the covering of sin, and elaborating
from Adam’s race a family of immortal children for future inhabitancy of a finished earth. It seems to me that any one of
ordinary intelligence ought to see in all this how beautifully God destroys sin and its works, and recovers from the race a
family of children such as he intended before sin entered into the world by the Edenic disobedience. God lays the
foundation of recovery in Jesus anointed, and it will be our pleasure and our joy to trace the manner of His working it out
as unfolded in the Bible. The three facts learned in relation to the covering of sin, the blotting out of sin, and the final
destruction of sin in the disobedient nature of Adam, are as follows:—First, the shedding of blood; second, the blood
must be the blood of the nature that transgressed; and third, it must be that nature possessed by one who is himself free
from or innocent of personal transgression or sin. All three of these requirements in an atonement obtained in Jesus
anointed, and in him alone among all the members of Adam’s race. In all this we see God’s righteousness, truth, justice,
and mercy meeting together and kissing each other in Jesus anointed, the Son of His love, even His love for our race.
….. Does it not look, at this point, as if God would never be able to develop from Adam’s race a family of obedient children
for an eternal occupancy of the earth? Yea, and it would have been so, too, had not God at this point taken a step which
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showed that there was to be a time in the future of the race when He would actively interfere with the affairs of the race.
Now for our digression.
… We further find that God selects the portion of the earth’s surface upon which He proposes to establish His Kingdom
of the woman’s seed, for the furtherance of His preliminary and final work of developing from Adam’s race a seed (plural)
of the woman who should for ever inherit the earth as His immortal children.
LB Welch, The Christadelphian, vol. 32, 1895, pp. 219-224
REFLECTIONS ON THE TRUTH
… Of late I have been pondering over the two phases “in Adam” and “in Christ,” in connection with which it is said, “in
Adam all die,” and “in Christ shall all be made alive.” There is a very beautiful truth embodied in those two phrases, but
an amount of haze has recently been developed around them. A few simple reflections may tend to dissipate it.
There is a certain fate awaiting all who abide in Adam. That fate is death and dust. We learn from the Bible that what
constitutes our being in Adam is the being of his nature. We learn from the same source that the sentence of death rests
upon the nature; that it is therefore a nature of death, or a body of death, and finally returns to the dust. We also learn
that all begotten in and born of that nature are but propagations of it, heirs of all belonging to it, and therefore in Adam.
It is not necessary to our purpose at present to enquire why death is the fate of Adam’s nature, and therefore the fate of
all who are of his nature. It is enough to know that being of his nature they are in him and suffer all the consequences
arising out of being in him. The nature is Adam, and there is no escape from Adam as long as one possesses his nature;
nor is there any escape from the consequences of his transgression in Eden, as long as we are of his nature, or in him.
Though saints are “in Christ,” it is only in a preliminary sense. Christ is glorious nature. No one can be in Christ as he is in
Adam till he is of Christ’s nature. This is a self-evident truth. The inference to be drawn from it would clearly be that the
phase “in Christ” cannot have the same import as the phase “in Adam” until a future event takes place. “In Christ shall all
be made alive.” This is yet in the future. We must therefore be in Christ as we are now in Adam (that is by nature) before
we are truly alive. It is in Christ we are made alive; that is, by being of his nature. The nature Christ now has is a lifenature, while Adam’s is a death-nature. It is clear that at present we can be made alive in Christ only prospectively. Our
being actually made alive can be only when we are in Christ as we are now in Adam, or of him as we are now of Adam.
Surely this ought to be clear to the simplest mind. At present our being in Christ is, and can be, only a state or condition
of relationship. By baptism into his name we are brought into a relation of reconciliation, or favour, with God, whereby
we stand related to a full adoption in Christ by the redemption of our nature and its exaltation to the nature Christ now
has.
It is a serious blunder to interpret the phrase “in Christ” otherwise than simply one of relationship; that is, it would be
wrong to interpret it as expressive of present results, or to say that as soon as we are baptized into the name of Christ,
we have entirely left Adam and entered Christ. It is true that at our baptism our moral relation has changed by our coming
under God’s arrangements of salvation in Christ. We are, then, no longer in a state of alienation from God, from
righteousness, and from the hope of eternal life, for our faith and obedience have placed us in a state of reconciliation
with God, and given us hope of eternal life in Christ when our bodies are redeemed and made like unto his. Until this
redemption and perfecting of our nature takes place, we have neither escaped from Adam nor are we in Christ as in
Adam. Neither do we have life except as a prospective possession in Christ, and to be realised in our complete escape
from Adam and our entrance into Christ. Then are we in Christ and made alive.
As regards moral relations, the case is plain. No one can transmit his act, but he may transmit in his nature the effect of
it. This was the case with Adam. He committed the sinful act, and its effects were transmitted to his offspring. Adam’s
fleshly reasoning, which was finished or perfected in the sinful act, was his moral guilt, or personal sin. This could not
descend to his offspring without making them sharers with him in his sinful act, and that would make them personal
sinners at birth. This would either lead to the denial that Christ came in Adam’s nature, or else to the claim that he was
a personal sinner at his birth—both of which would be absurd. Personal sin or moral guilt is not transmissable. A guilty
or defiled nature was all that Adam could transmit to his offspring, and all moral guilt, or personal sin in them, is of their
own reasoning and acting in disobedience to the will of God. It seems that this feature came up in some form in the days
of the Apostles, as is evidenced from what John says in 1 John 4:2, 3.
As long as one is thinking and doing the evil works of the flesh, he is morally and physically in Adam, and in a state of
alienation from God. As soon as he believes and obeys the Gospel by baptism into the name of Christ, he enters a state
of reconciliation, or has become reconciled to God in Christ, his past sins having been forgiven for Christ’s sake. The
righteousness of Christ covers him as a robe, and God looks at him through the righteousness of Christ, commanding him
to abide in Christ and work out for himself a moral righteousness, or a righteousness of character that will secure to him
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the redemption of his nature, or that will place him fully in Christ until we are changed. We are only in Christ by being
within God’s saving arrangements, which are in Christ and nowhere else. As long as we remain in those saving
arrangements by continued obedience, we are reckoned as being in Christ, and in him for the purpose of developing a
moral character, or righteousness, conformed to his; but when the redemption of our nature is effected, we are then
morally and physically in Christ because we are of like character and like nature.
Being in a state of reconciliation to God in Christ by our belief and obedience of the Gospel, the great work before us is
to root out of the flesh the old Adam moral characteristics by developing within us the moral character of the new Adam.
This new moral character is the new man of the heart of which Paul speaks. The work of overcoming the old moral Adam
by the new is a work in which many fail. Only through the power of the truth working in us can it be done. It is called
working out our salvation with fear and trembling. It is also called abiding in Christ; for whosoever doeth not the works
of righteousness, that he may be righteous therein, abideth not in Christ. When baptised into the name of Christ our faith
is counted unto us for righteousness, but if we do not from thence bring forth the fruit of a personal righteousness, the
righteousness imputed to us by faith at the time of our obedience in baptism will avail us nothing, seeing that we have
ceased to abide in Christ. No one need think he can abide in Christ without doing the works of righteousness, for it is the
doing of those very works that constitutes our abiding in him.
There is a great blunder made by some at this point in our probation, by some who teach that Christ’s righteousness is
imputed to us at our baptism. Christ’s righteousness secured the salvation of his nature, and if imputed to us as sharers
therein, our nature would at once be saved; and there would be no need of our working out our salvation with fear and
trembling, or no need of our working out a personal righteousness in Christ. What is Christ’s righteousness? It is his
perfect belief and obedience of the will of God. There has been none like it with any other member of Adam’s race. There
is no flaw in his righteousness. It was, and is, his pure and spotless and holy character. Because of it God forgives the past
sins of all begotten in Christ by the word of truth. It is Christ’s, and no one can share in it with him, but others may share
with Christ in what was accomplished by his righteousness; that is, in the cutting-off of their sins on account of the
righteousness of Christ, and the redemption of their nature, or bodies, and in the promised inheritance.
It should be clear to the simplest mind that salvation is a process composed of various steps, first moral and then physical.
The process is not completed till in the resurrection, when those of an approved righteousness, of an approved moral
character, in a moment, in a twinkling of the eye, pass out of the old Adam into the new Adam. It is then they are
completely freed from the condemnation resting upon the old Adam nature; free, forever free from the death
pronounced upon that nature, and alive for evermore in Christ because they are then of his nature.
Often and often have I pondered over the many beautiful figures, or similitudes, presented to us in the Bible in connection
with God’s great plan of salvation for a race perishing in Adam. The figure comes out in all its beauty where we have
Christ presented to us as the spiritual Adam, and his brethren as the spiritual Eve taken out of his side; then the marriage
relation of a long espousal consummated at the resurrection when the spiritual Eve is perfected and presented to him in
his own immortal nature, bone of his bone and flesh of his flesh; then the taking of children for the new or spiritual
Adamic race out of Israel, and the nations being blessed in Abraham and his seed. Again, we have Jesus and his brethren
presented to us under the figure of a living temple, in which the father dwells; also as a mystical man, head and body, of
which Jesus is the head, and his brethren is the body; also as the Lord’s tabernacle or sanctuary, comprising the holy and
the most holy, of which Jesus is the most holy, and his brethren the holy at present. There are still other figures, or
similitudes, presented to us in the Bible, which enable us to see the great force and beauty of truth when presented in
symbol.
Let us look closely into those similitudes. We find that they all bear upon God’s arrangements for the salvation of the old
Adamic race. They are thus figures or similitudes of salvation. They bear in no other way, and possess no other
characteristics than those of salvation. Condemnation is not an element in them. Hence those similitudes, in their
consummated form, are expressive of a perfected salvation out of the old Adam nature or race. Condemnation stands
related, not to those beautiful similitudes, but to a disobedience of God’s arrangements of salvation, even those
arrangements that make the similitudes a possibility. Those arrangements are the gospel of the kingdom, or the things
of the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus Christ, or the covenants of promise, or the great plan of salvation. We thus
see that disobedience on the part of Adam’s race, which causes the condemnation, stands related to God’s after-dealings
with that race, or to the dealings subsequent to the condemnation of Eden, and implies an enlightened state of mind in
the disobedient ones, even a knowledge of God’s purpose in the earth, and the command to yield obedience and become
elements in those beautiful similitudes. It is true that salvation is very restrictive, very narrow, but judgment is as broad
as knowledge and disobedience, and disobedience towards the arrangements of salvation can occur with enlightened
ones outside as well as with those within.
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The two most prominent errors in the religious system of “Christendom” are “The Trinity” and “The Immortality of the
Soul,” and they are fatal to a comprehension of the Bible. A belief of them shuts out from the mind all light of truth. No
one believing the doctrine of the Trinity can understand the doctrine of Christ till the mind is freed of that fatal error. Let
us look at the doctrine of Christ. Who is Christ? He is the Son of God, but not the eternally begotten Son of God. No one
can understand who Christ is until he first understands God’s purpose with Adam’s race, and how He proposes to carry
out His purpose. The Bible tells us how the race has its origin in Adam, and how it has been condemned to death and dust
in him. The Bible further tells us that God’s purpose is to take out of that condemned race a people to inherit the earth
for ever. We also learn from the Bible that not one of that condemned race is able to deliver himself from sin and from
the condemnation under which he rests. In this helpless state of the race, and for the carrying out of His purpose, God
puts forth His own hand to bring salvation to a perishing people. He does it by begetting a Son in the sinful and condemned
nature from which he is developed, and out of which he is born, in due time, a member of the race. To the commands of
God he rendered a perfect, a sinless obedience. In his nature, God condemned sin by his death in the shedding of his
blood. This was the redemption of the sinful and condemned nature from sin and death and dust. It was all accomplished
by the power of God manifested in and through the condemned nature. Afterward, in three days, the nature was brought
from death and the grave, and changed to spirit nature. That was redemption and glorification of Adam’s sinful and
condemned nature. The person through whom this was all accomplished is called the Son of God, and his name is the
very embodiment of his great work. We behold him in two states, to wit: That of the flesh, and in the state of great
humiliation; and that of the Spirit, and in the state of the exaltation and glory.
In what I have said thus far I have dealt in bare facts only. There are many correlative truths concerning Christ, the Son
of God, that might have been incorporated in what I have written above, but it was not in my purpose to bring them in
at present. We see who Christ is, and in the simplest form of presenting the matter. We see the Adamic nature redeemed
and glorified through Christ Jesus. Now what? Why, we see God offering a like redemption and glorification to all bearing
Adam’s nature, who accept redemption in Christ, the bearer of the redeemed and glorified nature. The conditions
whereby others of the race can avail themselves of God’s offered salvation in His son, Jesus Christ, are laid down in plain
terms in the Bible. Those conditions are found in the Gospel, or in the things concerning the kingdom of God and the
name of Jesus Christ (Mark 16:15, 16; Acts 8:12; 4:12). We thus see that it is all a matter of saving Adam’s nature from
sin and death and the grave.
But what about the immortal soul of man? The Bible knows nothing of such a thing. To save from death is to make
immortal; and if a man possesses such a thing as an immortal soul, it needs no saving, seeing that it is already immortal.
Such a thing as an immortal soul in mortal man is a myth.
… On the other hand, when we see that disobedience produced a state of sin, and that the wages of sin is death, then we
can see the force of condemning Adam and his race in him to death and dust in the way all go to death and dust. A state
of sin exists with the race by reason of Adam’s sin, into which all are born. But how is the race to escape the sinful state
and the condemnation to death and dust? God shadowed forth the escape in the sacrifice in Eden. He promised the seed
of the woman as the destroyer of sin, but that he would have to be first bruised in the heel (put to death in the flesh of
sin) by sin. To typify this shedding of his blood for the condemnation of sin, animals were slain in Eden. The shedding of
blood in the animals slain pointed out to Adam how sin would be condemned in the seed of the woman, and thus atoned
for. It was a sacrifice in type prophetically pointing to Christ’s sacrifice; …
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CC Walker [1900s to 1920s]
A. On Creation
CC Walker, “In the Beginning”, The Christadelphian, vol. 45, 1908, pp. 5-8
Then we come to the beginning of the world Adamic: this it is that is revealed in Genesis, and not the beginning of the
planet, as some suppose. The Mosaic record contemplates the earth in existence at “the beginning” spoken of, but
“without form and void” (the same expression is used metaphorically in Isaiah to represent the overthrow of the Jewish
State), having been apparently the scene of some great world catastrophe that destroyed all previously existing life upon
earth. The Genesis account is God’s testimony by Moses endorsed by Christ, who is the second Adam, and whose Bride
is the second Eve. If we deny this literal account of Genesis, or allegorise it into a mere parable without literal basis, we
upset the divine plan and purpose altogether, and take away the foundation upon which the dominion of Christ and the
Bride in the Kingdom of God is based.
We know that the popularly received doctrine of evolution scorns a literal interpretation of the Genesis account; but
philosophical speculation is of little weight as against the divine revelation attested by the facts of history. It has been
supposed that life came at the first by spontaneous generation, but more careful study and more refined experiment
have altogether discredited this philosophy, and left us with the idea expressed in Christ’s own doctrine, that the Father
“hath life in Himself,” and that out of Him has all life come. The divine manipulation of human affairs is altogether
opposed to the doctrine of evolution. The “survival of the fittest,” as men reckon fitness, is no part of God’s plan, as may
be seen plainly in the cases of Esau and Saul, who were rejected in favour of the comparatively undesirable Jacob and
David, undesirable that is, from a merely human notion of fitness.
The creation of Adam and Eve was God’s beginning of the race. There the direct divine work ceased, and the beginning
of the human family was upon a different principle, namely, that of natural reproduction. Here is a sad beginning, the
multiplication of sin’s flesh through sorrow, which is continued in such vastly increasing proportions down to our own
day, and which presents a problem which appals merely natural thinkers. Not so, however, with those who are
enlightened by the word of God. They know the Father’s purpose, and the end that He proposes in Christ.
The beginning of the reign of sin and death brings with it, by divine grace, the introduction of the remedy in the beginning
of sacrifice, and this connects directly with the symbols upon the table; for when God rejected the fig-leaf device of our
first parents, and appointed the sacrificial covering of coats of skins, it was with Christ in view, the Lamb of God, whose
name was the appointed covering for sin, as we have been made to realise.
CC Walker, The Christadelphian, vol. 46, 1909, pp. 400-405
Take, then, the Bible view, and begin at the very beginning—the account of the creation. We are fully aware that this is
scoffed at by Mr. Blatchford, in common with many thousands of others, who have espoused the contradictory doctrine
of evolution. He puts it exceedingly bluntly, and even offensively, talking of “our ancestors the beasts.” We are well aware
that that doctrine has become current, and has been widely received almost as gospel, but we nevertheless attach no
weight to it, and many first-class minds are expressing their dissatisfaction with the doctrine now, even apart from the
scriptures, so we need not be considered so ignorant or “behind the times” when we prefer Christ and the Bible.
We look at the Bible, and have the account of the creation, not, as we understand it, the account of the birth of this
planet, but of the creation of the world Adamic, written for men according to their understanding. Many things are
intelligible now that would not have been intelligible to the first generations of mankind. These records of the creation
were written by Moses, based doubtless upon previous oral tradition, by the Spirit of God and for the people of God at
that time, and at all subsequent times. That accounts for the form of them.
“In the beginning, God created the heaven and the earth”; and it goes on to record the various stages of the creation of
day and night, firmament, sea, and vegetation, and animal life. But this creation does not so particularly concern us now.
We want to come down to the creation of man, for that is where the conflict between the Bible and modern philosophy
comes in upon this particular question. “God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness, and let them have
dominion. . . . So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him, male and female created he
them.” The “us” and “our” in this passage are not the Trinitarian “us” and “our” that the clergy would like to introduce
here. The Bible doctrine is that the Most High operates through the angels of His power, that His name is in them, and
their deeds, bearing His name, are His deeds, and it is in harmony with this that angels are recorded in Bible history as
frequently appearing to men, and always in the likeness of men.
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And in the second chapter, more particularly, we are told in the 7th verse, that “The Lord God formed man of the dust of
the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and man became a living soul.” If we are content to be
instructed by the scriptures, we shall not pervert these verses, and base upon our perversion of it the doctrine of the
immortality of the soul. That doctrine is not contained there, nor in all the holy scriptures. Man “became a living soul,”
which is not the same thing as if it had been said, “He became an ever-living, or immortal soul.” Living soul simply denotes
living creature, and as for the expression “breath of life,” it is not associated with a higher or divine life; it is animal life,
although we are aware that it is otherwise interpreted. The illustration of the meaning of this phrase is found in Isa. 2:22:
“Cease ye from man, whose breath is in his nostrils, for wherein is he to be accounted of?” Thus the possession of the
breath of life is only associated with an animal and mortal life of low degree; and similarly it is said that man and animal
have “all one breath” (ruach or spirit), “so that a man hath no pre-eminence above a beast” (Ecc. 3:19).
This, however, does not say that man is not superior to the beasts—far from it; but in the matter of his animal life, he is
not superior to them, and that agrees alike with scripture, observation, and experience, for we all die alike. So we must
not misinterpret these scriptures, and read into them a doctrine that gives these men their handle; for if man has an
immortal soul, and is doomed to everlasting punishment on account of the sins of a short lifetime, there arises occasion
to blaspheme, but if, as the scriptures declare, “the wages of sin is death,” and in death there is no consciousness of any
kind, although death is indeed dreadful, the case is not so bad as in the other doctrine. That misinterpretation of Gen.
2:7 has largely occasioned that dreadful doctrine; and, in fact, agnostic philosophers are frequently not so much in revolt
against the Bible itself, as against the terrible perversions of scripture that have become current.
Adam being thus created, it was the creation of God, “in the image and likeness of God”; more than that, it was so with
Eve afterwards. In the latter part of the chapter we read, verse 18, that the Lord God said, “It is not good that man should
be alone, I will make him an help meet for him;” and verse 21, “The Lord God caused a deep sleep to fall upon Adam, and
he slept, and he took one of his ribs, and closed up the flesh instead thereof, and the rib which the Lord God had taken
from man made he a woman, and brought her unto the man. And Adam said, This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of
my flesh; she shall be called woman, because she was taken out of man.” Whereas in the case of the other creatures,
both male and female had been created directly from the dust, it was not so in the case of man. Upon this, Dr. Thomas
has the following excellent remarks:—
“In the formation of a companion for the first man, the Lord God acted upon a different principle. She was to be a
dependent creature, and a sympathy was to be established between them by which they should be attached inseparably.
It would not have been fit, therefore, to have given her an independent origin from the dust of the ground. Had this been
the case, there would have been about the same kind of attachment between men and women as subsists among the
creatures below them. The woman’s companionship was designed to be intellectually and morally sympathetic with ‘the
image and glory of God,’ whom she was to revere as her superior. The sympathy of the mutually independent earthborns
of the field is purely sensual, and in proportion as generations of mankind lose their intellectual and moral likeness to
God, and fall under the dominion of sensuality, so the sympathy between men and women evaporates into mere
animalism. But such a degenerate result as this, was not the end of woman’s formation. She was not simply to be ‘the
mother of all living,’ but to reflect the glory of man, as he reflected the glory of God” (Elpis Israel).
Thus Eve, together with Adam, was, indeed, the direct creation of God, and here it may be remarked that we have the
first allegorical intimation of “the will of God in Christ.” We take this record as Christ himself took it, as divine, and worthy
of all acceptance. These things are not only the history of a literal transaction, but also (in allegory) they point to another
Adam and another Eve, who, in a certain mystical sense, which the New Testament explains, is derived out of the
wounded side of the second Adam. This, of course, will seem only moonshine to uninstructed and unsympathetic agnostic
souls; but it is there, engraven in divine history, and divine literature, and it cannot be expunged from the earth. It is,
indeed, one great mark of the divinity of the Scriptures, that there should be this coincidence of allegorical design and
accomplishment some 4,000 years afterwards in Christ; and further accomplishment to come some 2,000 years
afterwards in Christ, in what is called in his last Revelation, “the marriage of the Lamb” (Rev. 19:7),—“The marriage of
the Lamb is come, and his wife hath made herself ready.”
Under these circumstances, then, the first human pair, the direct creation of God, were placed under probation by reason
of God’s command contained in the 16th verse of this 2nd chapter of Genesis—“Of every tree of the garden thou mayest
freely eat, 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.” There was an opportunity, then, for the man to obey or transgress that command; how
otherwise could he be put to the test?
CC Walker, The Christadelphian, vol 47, 1910, p. 401
As with fishes, so with birds, many remains are found in the rocks, of a kind not now found upon earth. Our museums
contain footprints of gigantic birds impressed in sand now turned to rock, and remains actually embedded in rock. If we
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understand Moses as teaching that the earth and all that therein is came into existence some 6,000 years ago, we shall
scarcely be able to account for these evidently very ancient remains of creatures that do not now exist. If we suppose a
sudden and absolute break some 6,000 years ago, or before, resulting in the destruction of all life, and that the creation
account of Genesis describes a new creation following, we ought to find some evidence of the break, and we cannot well
account for the apparently close relationship that obtains between extinct and existing forms. There are forms becoming
extinct in our own day from slow and natural causes. May it not have been so in pre-Adamic times? The professors tell
us for instance that some of these ancient birds, whose strides we can see for ourselves from their footprints were from
four to six feet long, were like gigantic ostriches. Supposing that it were ever established that they were the actual
progenitors of our smaller forms (“There were giants in the earth in those days” might apply to the birds and beasts),
would the credibility of the Mosaic narrative suffer? Not at all, in our estimation. We should indeed have to revise
somewhat our interpretation of the brief cosmogony of Gen. 1.; but should not waver as concerning its divinity, nor await
with less faith and patience the reappearance of Moses in the land of the living.
CC Walker, The Christadelphian, vol. 48, 1911, p. 450
THE AGE OF THE EARTH.—Modern theories of geologic time occupy the attention of Mr. H. S. Shelton. The method of
estimate based on secular cooling has been entirely destroyed by the discovery of terrestrial radio-activity. Ten years ago
the average scientist would have asserted that our habitable globe had not existed for more than a hundred million years.
Now it would be hard to find a competent physical specialist who would fix a definite maximum below a thousand million
years:—We know that sometime in the remote past a crust first formed on our incandescent globe, that water
condensed, and earthly time began. But whether this event occurred 100,000,000 years ago or 1,000,000,000 years, or a
time longer still ago, we are as yet ignorant. The balance of present evidence points to sometime greatly exceeding the
100,000,000 years, but such knowledge as we have does not amount to certainty. This great cosmic problem is still
unsolved. Meanwhile there is the Bible revelation of Creation and the promise of eternal life upon Earth. The immortals
will understand the glories of the Father’s Universe better than mortal investigators of the present day.
CC Walker, The Christadelphian, vol. 50, 1913, p. 348
The language of appearance is indeed used, just as we use it now, but there is no clash with truth. Moses’ testimony is
not so ‘plain’ that it cannot be misinterpreted or misunderstood. He speaks of ‘the heaven and the earth’ as being in
existence ‘in the beginning;’ and therefore it does not seem to be inadmissible to suppose that ‘the host of heaven’ was
likewise then in existence. Moses’ testimony was given to Israel in what might be called the infancy of the world, when
men did not know the extent of the earth, let alone that of the sun, moon, and stars. And, as we believe, it was given (by
God through Moses), not so much to instruct Israel in cosmogony in detail, as to impress upon them the idea that the
Most High God is the Possessor of Heaven and Earth (Gen. 14:22). And this against the claims of the gods of the nations,
as was abundantly proved in Israel’s history.
CC Walker, The Word of God – Creation, The Christadelphian, vol. 58, 1921, pp. 194-196
The Word of God opens with a brief pronouncement on “creation.” There is nothing like it elsewhere. It has become
fashionable to regard it as a kind of distillate from the old Babylonian legends; but the true view would rather appear to
be that these are a corruption of the original divine traditions. The Bible is Monotheistic, and reveals God as the One
Father and Source of all Creation, The Babylonian legends are polytheistic, and represent the present cosmos as the result
of titanic warfare between the gods of good and evil. The Babylonian creation and Deluge Tablets may be studied in the
British Museum with the help of translations provided by the learned. They are really interesting only in so far as they
testify to the existence of widespread traditions somewhat akin to the Bible in those early days. But so far from Babylon
being the source of the writings of Moses, these condemn Babylon out of hand as the centre of Confusion, from which
the friend of God (Abraham) must be taken out, and to which he would on no account return. It was only when Israel
sinned against God that they were sent back to Babylon in punishment of their sins.
Very erroneous ideas have gathered round the term “create” in Gen. 1. It has been supposed to mean the manufacture
of all things out of nothing, and thus has encountered the contempt of those who were wise in their own conceit. But no
such meaning attaches to the word, as a study of its divine usage will show. The radical meaning of the original word is
said to be “to cut, to carve out, to form by cutting,” certainly not to produce out of nothing. The spirit of God is
represented in the Bible as the Source of all creation. “By his spirit he garnished the heavens” (Job 26:13). “The spirit of
God moved upon the face of the waters” (Gen. 1:2). “To us there is but ONE GOD, the Father, of whom are all things” (1
Cor. 8:6). As to how “all things” are “in God the Father,” we cannot understand it. It is sufficient to note that here we
have an adequate source of all creation, and no contradiction of the maxim that “Out of nothing nothing comes.” Nor is
the view here expressed to be considered pantheism, or the doctrine that God and the universe are identical; a view that
has led to such enormities as the statement that a corpse is but “a God-kissing carrion.” God is distinct from His works,
and nothing is clearer than the Lord’s recognition of this in the prayer he taught the disciples, beginning, “Our Father who
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art in heaven.” The same doctrine of the Father’s personality in heaven runs through the Old Testament Scriptures, as
for instance in Solomon’s prayer at the dedication of the Temple: “Hear thou from heaven thy dwelling place” (2 Chron.
6:30). And there are many similar passages.
The “beginning” spoken of in the opening of Genesis is quite indefinite in relation to the present time. All we know is that
it was some time in the immensely distant past, and that the characteristics of this world of ours then were chaos and
darkness. “The earth was waste and void and darkness was upon the face of the deep.” The Babylonian legends reproduce
in a crude and distorted form this vision of original elemental chaos. So also in a more reasonable way do the speculations
of modern science.
Laplace’s celebrated Nebular Hypothesis (1796), whatever may be its demerits, has at least this merit, that it agrees to
some extent with the opening verses of Genesis.
“Laplace was struck with certain remarkable characteristics of the solar system. The seven planets known to him
when he wrote, revolved round the sun in the same direction, and such motions of rotation of sun, planets, and
satellites about their axes as were known followed the same law. There were thus some 30 or 40 motions all in
the same direction. If these motions of the several bodies were regarded as the result of chance, and were
independent of one another, this uniformity would be a coincidence of a most extraordinary character, as
unlikely as that a coin when tossed the like number of times should invariably come down with the same face
uppermost.”
“These motions of rotation and revolution were, moreover, all on planes but slightly inclined to one another;
and the eccentricities of all the orbits were quite small, so that they were nearly circular.”
“From these remarkable coincidences Laplace inferred that the various bodies of the solar system must have
had some common origin. The hypothesis which he suggested was that they had condensed out of a body that
might be regarded either as the sun, with a vast atmosphere filling the space now occupied by the solar system,
or as a fluid mass with a more or less condensed central part or nucleus; while at an earlier stage the central
condensation might have been almost nonexistent.”
“Observations of Herschel’s had recently revealed the existence of many hundreds of bodies known as nebulae,
presenting very nearly such appearances as might have been expected from Laplace’s primitive body. The
difference in structure which they showed, some being apparently almost structureless masses of some
extremely diffused substance, while others showed decided signs of central condensation, and others again
looked like ordinary stars with a slight atmosphere round them, were also strongly suggestive of successive
stages in some process of condensation.”
“Laplace’s suggestion, then, was that the solar system had been formed by condensation out of a nebula; and a
similar explanation would apply to the fixed stars, with the planets (if any) which surrounded them.”
“That Laplace himself, who has never been accused of underrating the importance of his own discoveries, did
not take the details of his hypothesis nearly as seriously as many of its expounders, may be inferred from the
fact that he only published it in a popular book, and from his remarkable description of it as ‘these conjectures
on the formation of the stars and of the solar system, conjectures which I present with all the distrust (defiance)
which everything which is not a result of observation or of calculation ought to inspire.”—Hist. Astron., ch. 11.
The speculation here referred to presents the idea of some common origin of earth, sun, moon and stars with a nebula
as the suggested source and some undefined power behind it all. The Bible revelation is a common origin with the spirit
of God as the source and “the power of the Highest” behind it all. The speculation is therefore rather in the direction of
revelation than against it.
Leplace (like Newton), in his last words, was free to confess the paucity of human knowledge and the colossal ignorance
with which it is accompanied, and this presents him in a more amiable light than that in which he is often placed by
apologists for the Scriptures.
It has been well remarked as contrasting Babylonian legends with the Scriptures that whereas Babylon was the home of
astrology and a pseudo-scientific stargazing, the Bible roundly condemns the whole system and practice and challenges
comparison with the revelation of the Lord God of Israel. Thus the word of God by Isaiah against Babylon (ch. 47.): “Stand
now with thine enchantments, and with the multitude of thy services, wherein thou hast laboured from thy youth; if so
be thou shalt be able to profit, if so be thou mayest prevail. Thou art weared in the multitude of thy counsels. Let now
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the astrologers, the stargazers, the monthly prognosticators, stand up and save thee from these things that shall come
upon thee. Behold they shall be as stubble; the fire shall burn them; they shall not deliver themselves from the power of
the flame” (verses 12–14). And so it came to pass. Babylon fell before Cyrus at the time and in the manner predetermined
in the Word of God, and the astrologers did not deliver themselves. Yet astrology has survived from that day to this
notwithstanding this striking combination of prophecy and history. It is a remarkable testimony at once to human
ignorance and presumption on the one hand and on the other to the unspeakable superiority of the Word of God.
CC Walker, The Word of God – Creation, The Christadelphian, vol. 58, 1921, pp. 241-244
THE harmony between the Bible (rightly interpreted) and Nature is perfect. It is only where there is misinterpretation of
either of these works of God that discord is introduced. Unhappily for the present the proximate interpreter of both is
sin’s flesh, so it is not to be wondered at that much discord prevails. To paraphrase the saying of the Samaritan woman:
“We know that Messias cometh who is called Christ; when he is come he will tell us all things” (John 4:25). She had the
great honour of speaking to him face to face (at first incognito), and of receiving from him the first plain declaration of
his office and mission: “I that speak unto thee am he.” When he is upon earth again, no longer in the flesh, but in the
spirit, and surrounded by the immortals, the interpretation of the Bible and Nature will be lifted on to a higher plane.
“For now we see through a glass darkly; but then face to face; now I know in part; but then shall I know even as also I am
known” (1 Cor. 13:12).
It has often been remarked that the order of creation in Genesis is in harmony with what is discoverable in nature by
science. On the first day there is light, and the division of day and night. On the second the expanse, and the division of
seas and clouds. On the third the division of sea and land, and the sprouting of herbage. On the fourth the revelation of
“lights” in the expanse—sun, moon, and stars. On the fifth the waters bring forth fish, and the earth fowl. On the sixth
the earth brings forth beasts, and by a special creation man in God’s own image. On the seventh is the sabbath.
It seems to be fitting that light should come first. Although, as Dr. Thomas points out in Elpis Israel, “the Mosaic account
is not a revelation to the inhabitants of other orbs remote from the earth of the formation of the boundless universe, but
to man as a constituent of the terrestrial system,” there appears to be a majestic harmony between that revelation and
the ascertainable facts relating to light and the Sun and “the other orbs and their inhabitants.” Thus “God is light, and in
him is no darkness at all” (1 Jno. 1:5). And although the apostle’s reference here is primarily to mental and moral “light,”
it does not exclude that other apostolic testimony that God “dwells in light that no man can approach” (1 Tim. 6:16). “The
Lord God is a Sun,” and just as the Sun enlightens with his unspeakable brilliance all the orbs of the solar system and their
inhabitants, so in the higher physical and mental and moral sphere the Lord God enlightens, governs, and sustains all
creation. Attentive students of the Bible will know how its wonderful symbolism from Genesis to Revelation thus takes
hold upon the literal and harmoniously carries out the figures into the Kingdom of God and the perfect state beyond.
“The city had no need of the sun, neither of the moon to shine in it: for the glory of God did lighten it, and the Lamb is
the light thereof” (Rev. 21:23). Thus John by the Spirit describes the glory of the new Jerusalem; and Revelation is but the
natural complement of Genesis.
“Day” is where the earth’s face is turned towards the sun; and “night” is where it is turned away from it. That is the
natural. How apt is the harmony between that and the spiritual.
“Sun of my soul, thou Saviour dear,
It is not night if thou be near.”
That is to say, it is not night if the disciple’s face is steadfastly turned to the Lord; but it is if his face be averted. And the
condition of Christ’s “nearness” in light is the disciple’s obedience, as he said: “If ye keep my commandments ye shall
abide in my love; even as I have kept my Father’s commandments, and abide in his love” (John 15:10). The real “day of
Christ” is when he returns to earth and turns man kind to God. Now it is “night.” But “the night is far spent, the day is at
hand; let us therefore cast off the works of darkness, and let us put on the armour of light” (Rom. 13:12).
Another beautiful harmony is traced by Dr. Thomas when he refers to the creation of light on the first day, and adds: “So
on the first day of the week ‘THE TRUE LIGHT’ came forth from the darkness of the tomb.” The resurrection of Christ is as it
were the sunrise of a new day, and similarly the resurrection of his people as “the first fruits” will usher in “the day of
Christ.”
“Let there be an expansion” (firmament) (Gen. 1:6). This is the mandate of the second day. And here the superiority of
the word of God is manifest even in the comparison of the Hebrew original with the Greek and Latin and English
translations. Mistaken ideas of nature introduced the idea of a crystal “firmament,” but there was no mistake in the
original. The revelation was far in advance of all scientific discovery and speculation. Expansion of water is dependent
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upon temperature; and the temperature of the earth is dependent upon its own internal heat and that of the sun. “As
for the earth, out of it cometh bread; and under it is turned up as it were fire” (Job 28:5). This fire it sometimes pours out
in volcanic fury and destruction. Everywhere, as we descend into the bowels of the earth, there is a rise of temperature
as we descend; and it is quite evident that the earth is losing heat. It is quite natural therefore to look back to a time
when the temperature of the earth would for the first time allow the condensation of seas and an expansion for the
formation of clouds. Modern telescopic views of Mars with its polar snows, and clouds and markings are very suggestive
of a similar “creation” to that of the earth. “The heavens declare the glory of God; and the firmament showeth his
handiwork” (Psa. 19.). Turning from the natural to the spiritual, we remember the striking citation of this psalm by Paul
in Rom. 10:18: “Have they not heard? Yea, verily, ‘Their sound went forth into all the earth, and their words unto the
ends of the world’” (compare Psa. 19:4). So here the voice of the heavens declaring the glory of God, and of the firmament
showing His handiwork, is by Paul applied to “the word of God” (Rom. 10:17), to the perfect “law of the Lord converting
the soul” (Psa. 19:7) as ministered by God in Christ and his holy prophets and apostles.
“And God called the firmament heaven.” Beyond earth’s atmosphere is the illimitable expanse with the other worlds of
light and beauty in the Father’s House of Glory. Of these we earthborns can know but little in this mortal estate. But the
promise of life in Christ Jesus opens up great potentialities, for as the angel told Daniel, a man “greatly beloved” of God,
“they that be wise shall shine as the brightness of the firmament; and they that turn many to righteousness as the stars
for ever and ever” (Dan. 12:3). Pre-eminent over all these is the Lord Jesus Christ himself: “I am the root and the offspring
of David, and the bright and morning star” (Rev. 22:16). We wait the rising of that Star and the “creation” of the new
heavens and new earth wherein dwelleth righteousness (Isa. 65:17; 2 Pet. 3:13).
The formation of sea and land, or rather the division between sea and land, is revealed as the work of the third day,
together with the subsequent appearance of herbage on the land. Again the order is perfectly natural. Nothing is more
familiar than the distortion with the contraction of cooling bodies. Islands and mountain ranges and at last whole
continents would naturally be thrown up in the process, and the water would as naturally find its own level. Of course,
the natural does not in the least degree obscure the spiritual in the case, or imply that the whole process was any the
less a creation of God. In passing it may be noticed that “natural” and “supernatural” does not indicate a Bible antithesis.
There the contrast is “natural” and “spiritual,” but the “natural” (in the physical sense) is always regarded as subordinately
embraced by the spiritual. Thus there are natural bodies and spiritual bodies—men and angels—men of God in their
mortal state are “a little lower than the angels,” but shall at last be “equal unto the angels, and die no more.”
The appearance of herbage naturally preceded that of the creatures which fed upon it. Some of their fossil remains have
even contained herbal remains within the wreckage of their gigantic ribs, strongly suggesting some primeval cataclysm
in which the great hearts suddenly perished.
It will be perceived that this view regards the third day as ages before the creation of man, and the cataclysm in question
as of incalculable antiquity. It is very evident from geology that such upheavals have been many in earth’s remote past,
but there does not appear to be any evidence at all that some six thousand years ago an existing cosmos was reduced to
such a chaos as is described in Gen. 1:2. The “hints casually dropped in the scriptures,” to which Dr. Thomas refers in Elpis
Israel (that is Peter and Jude’s allusions to the angels that sinned—2 Pet. 2:4; Jude 6), are susceptible of another
interpretation than that which he put upon it, and one that is not open to the objection that it makes even the angelic
state insecure from sin, and consequent “chains of darkness and reservation unto judgment,” even “the judgment of the
great day, ” as Jude expresses it, an expression that is strongly suggestive of the Judgment seat of Christ, and that the
“angels” in question were men who were subject thereto—as much so as Noah’s generation and the cities of Sodom and
Gomorrha. For, as Jesus reminded the Jews, “He called them gods (elohim—Psa. 82.) to whom the word of God came”
(John 10:35). And these human elohim, all of them “children of the Most High,” were nevertheless to “die like men, and
fall like one of the princes.” The “two hundred and fifty princes of the assembly, famous in the congregation, men of
renown” (Num. 16:2), who were concerned in the rebellion of Korah, Dathan and Abiram, were cast down to Tartaros by
a new and singular judgment of God (verse 30). Possibly, as has been suggested, this is the incident referred to by Peter
and Jude. It was evidently something well known in Israel, which was certainly not the case with sinning angels of a PreAdamic era. But we cannot be sure over “hints casually dropped,” and no moral damage results from a mistaken
interpretation here. Let those who prefer Dr. Thomas’ view stick to it; but let them not condemn others who can no
longer do so.
As to the fourth day, it was a very remarkable revelation that there should be light before the sun, and one which implies
the divine character of Moses’ writings. But as to the “lights” of verse 14 in distinction from the “light” of verse 3, it would
appear that the sun, moon, and stars themselves were for a long time invisible through the mists of the expanse. Still,
there would be a division of light from darkness, as declared in verse 4; but not that more evident division that obtained
when the motions of sun, moon, and stars in the sky could be clearly seen.
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We have already (p. 209) referred to the early view that the sun was, as it were, hung out in the sky by the Almighty “to
give light upon the earth,” in contrast with the later and true view that the sun is lord of the solar system. And as
concerning the moon also, early ignorance was slow in giving way to later knowledge. In this connection it is a curious
thought that professing Christian views have been wrong and contemporary or even earlier pagan views right. Thus
Irenaeus, Bishop of Lyons, in A.D. 177, “declared certain things to be beyond human understanding, including the phases
of the moon and the source of the Nile” (Conder’s Rise of Man, p. 6). Yet the phases of the moon were understood by
Aristotle (B.C. 384–322), Hist. Astron., p. 29. And the source of the Nile has been discovered in our own day. Augustine,
Bishop of Hippo, in his City of God, ridicules the idea of the Antipodes, though the spherical figure of the earth had been
known for centuries. Chrysostom also ridicules the idea of the earth turning on its axis. No such scientific blunders are
found in Genesis. The language of appearance is indeed used, just as we use it now, but there is no clash with truth. It is
to be presumed that the Roman Catholic Church is now ashamed of its persecution of Galileo in the seventeenth century,
but the historical fact remains. All the time the misinterpretation of scripture was with “the Church,” while the word of
God plainly declared that “he hangeth the earth upon nothing.”
So also with other merely human views of Nature, as contrasted with those of the Word of God. The ancients supposed
that earth, air, fire, and water were “elements,” but the Bible makes no such mistake. There are miracles recorded with
regard to earth, air, fire and water, but nothing in contradiction to true science. In fact the record has anticipated modern
science in many ways. We hear of fire so intense that it consumes stones (1 Kings 18:38). And now such a phenomenon
is a commonplace in the electric furnaces. We hear that the darkness and light are both alike to God, “whose eyes in
darkness see” (Psa. 139:12); and now as a regular thing men photograph through opaque matter with invisible light. We
hear that God spoke from Mount Sinai to all Israel “with a great voice” (Deut. 5:22). And now a woman sings a song to
multitudes in a circle of a thousand miles radius. So in a hundred other things—the Word of God is the word of the Creator
and Possessor of heaven and earth, and is free from the blemishes of ignorant human philosophy and speculation.
CC Walker, The Word of God – The Sabbath, The Christadelphian, vol. 58, 1921, p. 387
The unquestionable facts concerning the Sabbath are these. After the work of the six “days” of creation (of whatever
length) God “rested” the seventh day. The literal Sabbath memorialised this, and pointed forward to a rest of God that
remaineth. Proximately other typical rests were included in this divine idea. There was the “rest of Israel” in the Land of
Promise under Joshua, after the long servitude in Egypt. There was the personal “rest” of Jesus, the antitypical Joshua,
after his “walk (and work) to-day and to-morrow and the day following,” as he told Herod (Lu. 13:33). There is his
“glorious” (Isa. 11:10) millennial “Rest,” in which his redeemed “rest from their labours, and their works do follow them”
(Rev. 14:13). And finally there is the perfect Rest of the post-millennial age when there shall be “no more death, neither
sorrow nor crying” (Rev. 21:4). In all this we agree enthusiastically with Dr. Thomas in Elpis Israel, though we cannot agree
to restrict the “days” of creation to literal days, and the original “rest” of God likewise to twenty-four hours. Critics will
please be merciful to us, as they are to others who still more strenuously differ from Dr. Thomas. Paul said to the
Corinthians: “Ye suffer fools gladly, seeing ye yourselves are wise” (2 Cor. 11:19). “I say again, Let no man think me a fool;
if otherwise, yet as a fool receive me” (verse 16).
CC Walker, The Christadelphian, vol. 74, 1937, p. 402-403
In the little book The Word of God it is pointed out that
“Our word ‘day’ (and the corresponding word in other languages) is commonly used in two senses, either for
the time between sunrise and sunset (day as distinguished from night), or for the whole period of 24 hours, or
day-and-night. The Greeks, however, used for the latter a special word, nuktheemeron.” (See 2 Cor. 11:25: “A
night and a day I have been in the deep.”)
In the Bible, or, rather, in the Old Testament Scriptures, “time” is often represented by the word for “day.” There are
other words, the most common being eth in the sense of appropriate time, season, etc. Yom (day) stands for “time” in
fifty or sixty places in the Old Testament, beginning with Gen. 4:3. “In process of time . . . Cain brought an offering”; that
is to say, “after certain days.”
But “hours” are never mentioned in the Old Testament as fractions of the day, and when interpreters of Moses’ writings
emphatically affirm that God created the heavens and the earth in “six days of 24 hours” they are speaking without the
Book, and without regard to the elementary facts indicated. As a matter of fact, “hours” are only mentioned about five
times in the Old Testament, and then only in the book of Daniel, chapters 3., 4., 5.; and even then not in the modern
definite sense.
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Moses wrote nothing about “hours,” long or short, variable or invariable, but he did write about “days,” long and short.
Of the former we believe that Genesis, chapter 1., furnishes the most remarkable and most controverted example. Of
the latter there are multitudes of illustrations in the regulations of the Law.
On one occasion a speaker (the present writer) was endeavouring to show the superiority of the Genesis record of
“creation” over the polytheistic speculations of the heathen when he was roundly accused of “blasphemy” for stating his
belief above indicated. He replied that he firmly believed that “in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea and
all that in them is” (Ex. 20:11; Gen. 2:2), and that he as firmly believed that the Lord did it all in one day, as it is written.
“These are the generations of the heavens and of the earth, in the day that the Lord God made the earth and the heavens”
(Gen. 2:4). It was merely a matter of interpretation to reconcile the two statements, and the true interpretation he
believed was to be found in the elastic meaning of the term “day.” In the last case it obviously covered the whole period
of “creation,” and could not possibly be restricted to “twenty-four hours.” Why not, therefore, in the former cases,
especially in view of Scripture usage?
CC Walker, The Christadelphian, vol. 77, 1940, p. 109
… Frequently he [Jesus] punctuated his teaching with that pointed question, “Have you not read?” In the matter of divorce,
introduced in the 19th of Matthew, “Have you not read, that He which made them at the beginning, made them male
and female. For this cause shall a man leave father and mother, and cleave to his wife”; which sets the seal of his
attestation on the record of creation, and eliminates the modernist idea of evolution. Likewise, the Apostle Paul says:
“The first man Adam was made a living soul”, eliminating that same doctrine, which says there never was such a being,
but he evolved from the anthropoid apes; and you cannot put your finger on anyone, and say, This is the first man. Paul,
like Christ, worked miracles. He was a real man of God, to whom we should listen. And Jesus says: “He that made them
at the beginning”.
May I be pardoned for introducing an incident here. It was in Jerusalem of all places, and a friend of mine, a coreligionist,
was present. There was also present a highly-placed religious leader. My friend got into conversation. The subject of
evolution arose, and my friend quoted the words we have mentioned, “He that made them at the beginning, made them
male and female”. “I do not believe Christ ever said such a thing”, was the reply. My friend turned it up in the New
Testament and showed it to him. Now it was a perfectly logical attitude on the clergyman’s part. His evolution led him to
deny something in the New Testament. We must make our choice.

B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
CC Walker, The Christadelphian, vol. 43, 1906, pp. 502-503
BRIERS AND THORNS
“The sons of Belial are as thorns, . . . and they shall be utterly burned with fire” (2 Sam. 23:6–7).
Throughout the Word briers and thorns are a constant symbol. They stand for the wicked, the useless, wild world-growth,
to be rooted up, burned, and destroyed (Nahum 1:10). There is a fitness in the parallel that impresses the mind, from the
beginning; even from the garden of the Lord in Eden to the garden of the Lord shown in the apocalyptic revelation.
Between these periods runs the time of briers and thorns. Before sin was in the earth there grew none of these noxious
weeds; and when sin is finally destroyed, the briers and thorns will have gone for ever. The sin-brought curse of God fell
alike upon the ground and the man who came forth from it. Vegetable briers and thorns were its fruit in the one case,
and moral briers and thorns--disobedience and rebellion growing up as a root of wickedness in the hearts of men, in the
other.
There and then began the world-old struggle. The man, to preserve life, had to combat the tendency of the earth to choke
the good fruits with useless, harmful growth; and, in himself, began that grievous fight that is with us yet, against the
luxuriant growth of that which lifts itself against the mind of God: the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eye, and the pride
of life; the principle of sin in the flesh, the briers and thorns of the natural uncultured, undisciplined mind. Without
tendance or care grow these, springing up on any neglected ground, and the better the soil the more will they flourish;
flowering, seeding, and spreading fast.
To Ezekiel, styled so often “Son of Man,” came warning and encouragement from God regarding these terrors by the way,
“Though briers and thorns be with thee, be not afraid or dismayed” (Ezek. 2.). God knew the path of His servant was to
be a thorny one. The wicked compassed him about even as they did the greater Son of Man and Son of God who came
so long after, and whom he typified as did Isaac, long before. He was a son of promise, and born out of ordinary course.
The word went forth that he was to die, and at the hand of his father. In the spirit that informed Christ, he submitted as
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a lamb to the slaughter. And at the sacrifice is found the element of brier and thorn. The angel forbad the sacrifice of the
man, and a ram tangled in the briers and thorns of the thicket, helpless and defenseless, shed his blood in his place. So,
tangled in the briers and thorns of his day, we see the Lamb appointed of God from the foundation of the world,
enmeshed by the wiles and wickedness, the ferocity and falsehood of men, and taken in the serpent growth by the
children of the curse. And then, strange and awful symbol of that which he came to destroy, is pressed upon his brow the
crown of thorns. Like serpents, it is written, they hissed at him in his agony, but strangest of all is this affixing of their own
mark and symbol, the thorns and briers of the curse that he died to destroy. Surely this Mount of Calvary was both Ebal
and Gerizim, for from its crest was shown the blessing and the curse in horrid contrast, and the curse for the moment
triumphant, the thorns and briers enthroned, the King of Glory dead.
The triumph was short in Christ’s case, but it has been long to his brethren; the briers and thorns have gathered thickly
on the way they tread, and on their heads the crown of thorns has lain for long painful years. But it nears its end. The
briers and thorns are uplifted in the world to-day. They fill the thrones and high places of the earth, they choke the growth
of the spirit in the hearts of men. Yet they work out their own punishment even now. It is written that with briers and
thorns, Gideon “taught the men of Succoth.” This is symbolic of a principle of God. He uses the wicked, the briers and
thorns, to scourge the wicked, and when the work is done the scourge itself is destroyed. The nations destroy each other
now, and will until the end, till that great day of the wrath of God, as told in Isaiah 9:18: “Wickedness burneth as the fire,
it shall devour the briers and thorns, and shall kindle in the thickets of the forest, and they shall mount up as the lifting
up of smoke.”
How often, too, in the household, have we seen the fulfilment of that sad phrase of Christ’s: “And thorns sprang up and
choked them.” And who shall thrust them away? Who shall deliver the children of men? “Such a one,” says the Psalmist,
“must be filled with iron and the shaft of a spear.” Who could this be but Jesus, the Christ; the crucified, pierced, thorncrowned, and now glorified future king of Israel? No other can do it. The serpent growth of brier and thorn wounded the
heel in those sad few days, but now the Crown of Life stands where the serpent circlet left its mark. O thou Son of Man,
though briers and thorns were with thee then, now is the day of thy exaltation, and soon to be shown forth before the
eyes of men, when they shall see the marks of the wounds, received in the house of those who should have been friends.
Woe, then, to the briers and thorns; burning and fuel of fire is their portion.
And with the passing of the serpent seed in man, will pass the serpent seed of actual brier and thorn. The curse shall be
lifted, the earth shall yield her unhindered increase. “Instead of the thorn, shall come up the fir tree, and instead of the
brier shall come up the myrtle tree.” The thornless rose of Sharon, the lily of the valley, no longer among thorns (Song
2:2), shall be king over all the earth. Then every plant that the Heavenly Father hath not planted shall be rooted up. The
rod of the stem of Jesse will be paramount, the tree of healing for the nations will dip its branches in the stream of the
water of life.
But yet the time tarries, and we must fill the days with fruit. Fruit bearers, or briers and thorns, what shall we be in the
eyes of the Lord of the harvest? By our fruits shall we be known. What those fruits are Paul tells us. Figs are not gathered
from thorns, or grapes from thistles. If we are of the true vine, we shall bear the true fruit, and only by abiding in the vine,
as Christ has said, can we hope to do this. The briers and thorns are beautiful at times with a passing beauty; so are the
leaves of autumn, but it is the beauty of decay. “As the days of a tree”—not of a leaf, shall be the days of God’s people,
even in the partial blessing of the millennial reign. There briers and thorns shall have no place, “For as the earth bringeth
forth her bud, and as the garden causeth the things that are sown in it to spring forth; so the Lord will cause righteousness
and praise to spring forth before all the nations” (Isa. 61:11).
CC Walker with Robert Roberts. (1907). The Ministry of the Prophets: Isaiah (p. 215).
Man has no rights before God. It is true that Adam was “Son of God,” but he sinned; and “the wages of sin is death.” Our
natural birthright from Adam is only evil and death. Even to the elite of the chosen nation when they were in rebellion
against the Father, Jesus said, “Ye are of your father the Devil.” We must realise our true estate before we can appreciate
the goodness and condescension of God in providing a Saviour to whom nations shall seek, and whose rest shall be
glorious.
CC Walker, “Current Controversies”, The Christadelphian, vol. 44, 1907, pp. 556-557
Brother J. Y., strongly condemning the attitude of the Christadelphian on the subjects of Adam, Mortality, Condemnation,
The Nature and Sacrifice of Christ, specifies what he calls our “heresies” as follows:—
(1) That Adam was not created mortal but became mortal as the result of transgression. That God punished him
by implanting sin in his physical constitution as a law of his being inherent in his flesh and all his posterity,
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rendering them, from their birth unclean, filthy, condemned sinful flesh, being thus condemned, cursed, for
original sin, as all were in Adam’s loins when he sinned.
(2) More a Christadelphian heresy of many years growth. . . . That Jesus, because he was identically the nature
of the race, he also was condemned sinful flesh, defiled, unclean, needing justification, therefore, if considered
alone apart from the race, must die, and that for himself, be cut off for himself as well as for the people. That
God condemned him with the Eden and Mosaic curses. That He forced the crucifixion, using those who put him
to death as His instruments, or executioners, to satisfy all the claims of the law, saying this is a declaration of the
righteousness of God in condemning sinful flesh in the person of Christ its representative, the head of the
serpent bruised, the body of sin destroyed. That Christ was not holy, harmless, undefiled and separate from
sinners in his mortal lifetime. Putting this all together, we cannot but regard it as a damnable heresy, even
denying the Lord that bought us (2 Peter 2:1).
ANSWER.—We give brother J. Y. credit for perfect sincerity in his outspoken criticism, and acquit him of all suspicion of
malevolence. And we assure him that we are not given to despising “the poor man’s wisdom,” though we are naturally
careful to make sure that what any “poor man” may present is“wisdom” before accepting it. We regard this case as an
illustration of the evil wrought by men who begin to speculate in print on things too high for them.
As to Adam and mortality, Paul says: “By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin.” If Adam did not “become
mortal as the result of transgression,” then is not “death by sin.” We use the word mortal in the Bible sense—subject to
death—having the sentence of death in oneself (2 Cor. 1:9), or the law of sin and death in one’s members (Rom. 7:28).
Those who teach that Adam was created “mortal” have foisted another meaning on to the term, namely, “capable of
dying,” but not necessarily “subject to death.” We have nothing to do with this. It is not Bible doctrine, and we repudiate
it.
As to God “implanting sin in (Adam’s) physical constitution as a law of his being,” brother J. Y. and others entirely
misrepresent the Christadelphian and its late and present editor over this matter. They put it as if we believed and said
that God personally and individually inserted some physical element into Adam after transgression. Nothing of the kind
has ever been said or meant. As to the chemistry of the subject, if we may so speak, we are not called upon to speculate
upon it. But as to Bible definition, we point to the form of sound words of the apostles. Could you say that Adam had a
law of sin and death “in his members” before transgression? You could not. Could you help saying that he had such a law
in his members afterwards? You could not if you followed Paul and inspiration. So here was a change in physical
constitution consequent upon sin, which at last resulted in death. No man understands the balance of life even in
mortality. We cannot hope, therefore, this side the Kingdom of God to understand the precise interference with the
balance of life that was Adam’s before sin entered the world. All we know (because we are told it by God through an
apostle) is that death in relation to man is “by sin.”
Brother J. Y. repudiates some scriptural terms as “heresy.” Such as “unclean,” “condemned,” “sinful flesh.” “Who can
bring a clean thing out of an unclean? not one” (Job. 14:4). “Judgment came upon all to condemnation” (Rom. 5:18).
Christ sent in the likeness of “sinful flesh” (Rom. 8:3). These things are written of Adam’s posterity in general, and it is a
serious matter to brand them as “heresy.”
With regard to J. Y.’s second schedule, it must be remarked that we cannot and must not attempt to “consider Christ
alone apart from the race.” The Bible does not present him “alone, apart from the race.” The Bible presents him as “the
Son of Man made strong by the Father for himself,” and the Lord Jesus was always insisting on the fact that he was “the
Son of Man.” Great confusion has arisen from the earliest days of Christianity through speculations over Christ considered
“alone, apart from the race.” No Christadelphian ought even to look at such considerations. They are outside the divine
philosophy.
It is scripturally declared that God sent forth His Son “in the likeness of sinful flesh” (Rom. 8:3); that is as being a partaker
of flesh and blood (Heb. 2:14), which flesh and blood is under condemnation to death because of sin (Rom 5.). It is testified
that God “gave him for a covenant,” commanding him to lay down his life that he might take it again (Jno. 10:17) that
thus through death, he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is the devil (Heb. 2:14), or in other words
put away sin by the sacrifice of himself (Heb. 9:26) and so obtain eternal redemption (Heb. 9:12) for himself first and then
for “his people.”
We do not say that “God condemned Jesus,” for that would imply moral reprobation, which is unthinkable; but we do
say that God raised him up in the already condemned line of Adam and David “to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself.”
God certainly used the Jews and Romans as His instruments in the Crucifixion, which was a pre-determined necessity, as
Jesus so often declared, saying, “The Son of Man must be lifted up.” “They shall crucify him.” “He must be slain . . . and
rise from the dead the third day.” We showed this clearly in an answer in the August issue on “Given for a Covenant,”
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and cannot well understand a “poor man” professing “wisdom” even calling it in question for a moment, let alone
branding it as “heresy.”
J. Y. and others ought not to say that the Christadelphian holds and teaches “that Christ was not holy, harmless and
undefiled, and separate from sinners in his mortal lifetime.” He ought to know, for he says he has read all sides, that the
Shield quoted Heb. 7:26 to attempt to prove that Jesus was “undefiled in every sense,” i.e., in nature as well as character!
It is true that this particular expression has since been dropped; but the idea remains, or at any rate is not repudiated.
We believe and teach that the Lord Jesus, in the days of his flesh, was holy, harmless, and undefiled in character, though
burdened with the sin-nature from which he was to be delivered “through death.” “The flesh” is a “vile body,” or, if the
expression be preferred “a body of humiliation” (Phil. 3:21). We can assure J. Y. that we shall never give place to the
teaching that it is a clean and honourable thing. We know better, both from the Scriptures and our own distressed
experience, internal and external. The present controversy in certain parts of the world is only a recrudescence of the old
Renunciationist ideas slightly modified. These things are repeated in every generation. We advise all to cleave to the
scriptures, and those standard Christadelphian writings as Elpis Israel, Eureka, Christendom Astray, &c., by which the
scriptures have been opened up to them. Attention is directed to a series of scripturally attested propositions on the
Nature of Man and the Sacrifice of Christ appearing on another page of this issue.
CC Walker, The Christadelphian, vol. 44, 1907, pp. 556-557
THE SENTENCE OF DEATH
L. A., under the same postmark as above, writes as follows:—
“Dr. Thomas says, in Elpis Israel, on the formation of man, that the apostle Paul, when writing about the body, says,
‘There is a natural body, and there is a spiritual body.’ But he does not content himself with simply declaring this truth;
he goes farther, and proves it by quoting the words of Moses, saying, ‘For so it is written, the first man Adam was made
into a living soul,’ and then adds, ‘the last Adam into a spirit giving life.’ Hence, in another place, speaking of the latter,
he says of him, “Now the Lord is the spirit. And we all, with unveiled face, beholding as in a mirror the glory of the Lord,
are changed into his image from glory into glory, as by the Lord the Spririt.” The proof of the apostle’s proposition that
there is a natural body as distinct from a spiritual body, lies in the testimony, that “Adam was made into a living soul;”
showing that he considered a natural or animal body, and a living soul, as one and the same thing. If he did not, then
there was no proof in the quotation, of what he affirmed. A man then is a body of life in the sense of his being an animal,
or living creature. As a natural man, he has no other pre-eminence over the creatures God made, than what his peculiar
organization confers upon him.’ Is not Dr. Thomas correct in teaching that Adam was created mortal?”
Answer.—Dr. Thomas does not teach that Adam was created mortal. It may be that here and there he says things on the
subject that are somewhat difficult to reconcile with each other; but the following questions and answers, written by Dr.
Thomas, and extracted from Catechesis, leave nothing to be desired:—
37.

What relation did the first man sustain to mortality and immortality?
That of a candidate for the one or the other. If obedient to the law, he would obtain the right to eat of the
tree of life, and live for ever (Gen. 3:22; Rev. 22:14). If disobedient, he would incur the penalty of the law,
which consigned him to the dust from which he was taken (Gen. 2:17: 3:19).

38.

Having come under the penalty of the law, when did it begin to take effect?
After he had given account of himself at the judgment which sat upon his case, and sentence of death was
pronounced upon him.
What is Death?
The cessation of the life of an earthy body.
What is Corruption?
The returning of a lifeless earthy body to its primeval dust.

39.
40.

Further, as to the question of Jesus in relation to Adam, Dr. Thomas is equally explicit, thus:—
Question. Was the flesh of Jesus from his birth of Mary pure, holy, spotless, undefiled?
Answer. No.
Question. Had he not been put to death violently, would he have lived for ever?
Answer. No.
Question. Did he stand in the same relation to “the law of sin and death” as Adam did before he transgressed?
Answer. Answered above.
Question. Can a man be justified who believes the things implied in these questions concerning the nature of Jesus?
Answer. The Lord will settle this question at the judgment.

By One Man – Supplementary Material

CC Walker

P a g e | 146

Christadelphian, 1873, page 364.
Brother Roberts was in harmony with this.
Question. Was Adam immortal before he broke the Eden law?
Answer. He was neither mortal nor immortal, so far as declared destiny was concerned: he was in that state in
which death would come with disobedience (Gen. 2:17; Rom. 5:12).
Question. Did this condemnation to death fall on Adam only, or on all his posterity also?
Answer. On all his posterity also (Rom. 5:12, 19).
Christadelphian, 1873, page 316.
Question. Do you think Adam was created mortal?
Answer. No; he was created neither mortal nor immortal, but capable of becoming either.
Question. Was there any difference in nature between Adam when created and (Jesus) before baptism?
Answer. Yes. Adam was “very good”; Jesus, who refused the application of the term “good” to himself (Matt.
19:17), was Adam’s nature the worse for a four-thousand years’ sin-wear.
Christadelphian, 1874, page 526.
The present controversy in the Australian Colonies is only a modification of that in Britain in 1873–1874
Recorder of Birmingham Ecclesia, The Christadelphian and the Constitution of the BIrmingham
Ecclesia, The Christadelphian, vol. 48, 1911, pp. 471-472
A brother in New Zealand, having written to the Arranging brethren of the Birmingham ecclesia complaining about the
omission of certain intelligence, and asking for some enlightenment concerning a clause of the constitution, the following
reply was sent by the Recording brother:—
DEAR BROTHER TINGEY, —Your letter, February 26th last, was duly laid before the Arranging Brethren of this ecclesia, and I
was directed to send you the following reply:—
The Christadelphian is a private undertaking, and is not in any way conducted by the Birmingham (Temperance Hall)
Ecclesia, though the magazine is in full sympathy and harmony with our Constitution and basis of fellowship.
The ecclesia is not in any way responsible for the acceptance or rejection of any correspondence addressed to the Editor,
to whom all complaints on this head should be directed.
The Arranging Brethren very much sympathize with the editor (who is one of their number) in the bewildering
complications arising through ecclesial cross currents throughout the world.
With regard to your request for an explanation of Clause V. of our Constitution, we submit it in the following terms. The
clause in question reads as follows:—
V.—That Adam broke this law, and was adjudged unworthy of immortality, and sentenced to return to the ground from
whence he was taken—a sentence which defiled and became a physical law of his being, and was transmitted to all his
posterity (Gen. 3:15–19, 22–23; 2 Cor. 1:9; Rom. 7:24; 2 Cor. 5:2–4; Rom. 7:18–23; Gal. 5:16–17; Rom. 6:12; 7:21; John
3:6; Rom. 5:12; 1 Cor. 15:22; Ps. 51:5; Job 14:4).
The expression “a sentence which defiled and became a physical law of his being” receives illustration from the scriptures
quoted. Paul speaks of himself and his fellows as having “the sentence of death in ourselves” (2 Cor. 1:9); that is, they
were not only mortal, but “despaired even of life” (5:8), by reason of the troubles and persecutions of the times. Paul
speaks in Rom. 7:24 of “this body of death.” Such was Adam after transgression, but before transgression he was not “a
body of death,” and had no “sentence of death in himself.” The case of Gehazi and his leprosy is an illustration. Before
Elisha’s word there was no leprosy in Gehazi; but after he had pronounced the sentence the word took effect in Gehazi’s
body, and he went out of the prophet’s presence “a leper, white as snow” (2 Kings 5.). So Adam had no “law of sin in his
members” (Rom. 7:23), until he transgressed, but after he had transgressed, the sentence took effect upon his body as
really and physically as in the case of Gehazi. Paul says “In this earthly house, we groan . . . earnestly desiring . . . that
mortality may be swallowed up of life” (2 Cor. 5:2–4). Adam before transgression could not say this, having no experience
of “groaning” and “mortality.” After transgression he had both. It is this truth that brother C. C. Walker is insisting on in
The Christadelphian, 1906, p. 320. No one, so far as we are aware, has said that “sin” is a literal element, that was, as it
were, hypodermically injected by God into Adam after he had sinned; but evil in the flesh being the result of sin, flesh
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itself is metonymically called “sin” as we see in 2 Cor. 5:21. “He (God) hath made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin.”
David says, “Behold, I was shapen in iniquity, and in sin did my mother conceive me” (Psa. 51:5), and Job says, “Who can
bring a clean thing out of an unclean? Not one” (Job 14:4). These are some of the scriptures quoted in support of our
clause V. When some in Sydney thought fit to substitute “degraded” for “defiled,” and to suggest that their statement
should be “THE Christadelphian Statement of Faith,” in our estimation they acted unwisely. In saying, as the Shield did
say, that the Lord Jesus was “undefiled in every sense” (a saying which we believe has been modified), they appeared to
be taking a step, at least, in the direction of denying that “Jesus Christ came in the flesh.” And we think that no ecclesia
has authority to set forth a statement as “THE Christadelphian Statement of Faith.” The statement appended to our
constitution has done duty for this ecclesia (and for many others) for many years, and in our estimation does not need
revision. But we have willingly given this explanation in hope that it may be of some assistance to you in the trouble that
has arisen.

CC Walker – The Christadelphian, vol. 50, 1913, pp. 259-261
SIN AND SACRIFICE
WE have received from brother Wm. Smallwood, of Toronto, Canada, a pamphlet of 92 pages on “Bible Teaching
concerning Sin and Sacrifice” and we find ourselves in entire agreement with the matter set forth. Although the pamphlet
is controversial, the writer exhibits a good spirit, and strives only for the preservation of the truth in its integrity.
It is not our purpose to enter upon this controversy here and now; but, perceiving how much confusion has arisen from
misunderstanding of terms, we have thought it might be of service to point out again (what has very many times been
pointed out before, and in the above-named pamphlet most recently) the primary and other meanings of the word “Sin.”
The dictionary may give us a start. SIN, in The Century Dictionary, is thus defined:—
1.—Any want of conformity unto or transgression of the law of God (West-minster Assembly’s Shorter
Catechism). The true definition of sin is a much-contested question, theologians being broadly divided into two
schools of thought—the one holding that all sin consists in the voluntary and conscious act of the individual; the
other that it also includes the moral character and disposition of the race—one that all moral responsibility is
individual, the other that there is also a moral responsibility of the race as a race. To these should be added a
third school, which regards sin simply as imperfection and immaturity, and, therefore, requiring for remedy
principally a healthful development under favourable conditions. Theologians also divide sin into two classes—
actual sin and original sin. Actual sin consists in the voluntary conscious act of the individual. Original sin is the
innate depravity and corruption of the nature common to all mankind. But whether this native depravity is
properly called sin, or whether it is only a tendency to sin, and becomes sin only when it is yielded to by the
conscious voluntary act of the individual, is a question upon which theologians differ. . . .
2.—A serious fault; an error; a transgression; as, a sin against good taste.
3—An incarnation or embodiment of sin.
Thus far the dictionary, which illustrates popular understanding and misunderstanding of the term, for which reason we
quote it. But how come theologians to be divided into these two or more schools of thought? Is it not because in the
Scriptures they have found the term used in two or more different ways, and with two or more different meanings, and
their theology has not enabled them satisfactorily to reconcile these. That is the fact. But these things should not be so
among Christadelphians; who should be “of one mind,” and whose leaders and teachers should be of sufficient
intelligence and faithfulness rightly to divide the word of God, so that all its parts are harmonized, and no passage of
Scripture is set against another.
Divine usage is the basis of scriptural language, to which all true interpretation must conform. For lack of observance of
this principle endless confusion has been wrought over such terms as “soul,” “God,” “heaven,” and “hell.” And it is so
with this term “sin.” The dictionary definitions given above conform more or less accurately to the divine usage of the
term; but this can be discovered direct from the word of God itself. Let us turn to the Scriptures.
1.

“Sin is the transgression of the law”; literally “Sin is lawlessness.” This is the primary definition that is given by
the apostle John (1 Jno. 3:4). “All unrighteousness is sin” (1 Jno. 5:17). This lawlessness and unrighteousness is
made manifest by the law of God, which is “holy, and just, and good.” This is the doctrine of Paul (Rom. 7:12–
13). “By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men” (Rom. 5:12).

By One Man – Supplementary Material

CC Walker

P a g e | 148

Since that time sin has been so inveterately ingrained in human nature that in divine usage it signifies “an
incarnation or embodiment of sin” that is “the flesh.”
2.

“Sin is a synonym for Human Nature” (Dr. Thomas). Metonymy is that figure of speech by which, as the Greek
term signifies, one name or noun is put for another to which it stands in a certain relation. There is a metonymy
of cause, of effect, of subject, and of adjunct.

Sin is the cause of punishment and death and hence is sometimes put for these. “Arise, lest thou be consumed in the
iniquity (margin, punishment) of the city” (Gen. 19:15). “I will pour their wickedness supon them” (Jer. 14:16), that is the
punishment thereof. “This shall be the sin (margin), of Egypt” (Zech. 14:19), that is “punishment,” as in the text.
Sin is both the cause and the effect of the flesh, so much so that even the man after God’s own heart exclaims: “Behold
I was shapen in iniquity and in sin did my mother conceive me” (Psa. 51:5). Hence the flesh is called “a body of sin” and
“a body of death” (Rom. 6:6; 7:24). “Is the law sin?” (Rom. 7:7), that is, Is sin the effect of the law? The Lord Jesus Christ
being, as he so often declared himself to be, Son of Man, was equally “a body of sin” with David and Paul, though sinless
in character. And it is because of this that he is said to have borne our sins in his own body on the tree (1 Peter 2:24). He
bore the effects of sin in his own body, and so put sin away by obedience unto death and consequent resurrection unto
life eternal in harmony with the will of God who had so commanded him.
“Sin” is used with reference to Christ by the apostle Paul in a way that is a stumbling block to some: “He hath made him
to be sin for us who knew no sin” (2 Cor. 5:21). That is, God revealed himself in Christ, a member of a sin-stricken race,
who was nevertheless sinless in character. If it be suggested that “sin” should be read and understood as “sin offering,”
it must be replied that that offering was “his body” (Heb. 10:10); and that αμαρτια (sin) is never rendered “sin offering”
in the New Testament. “Sin” is applied to the golden calf which Aaron made (Deut. 9:21); to the idol sacrifices and high
places of Israel (Hos. 4:8; 10:8), because these were the products and associations of the sin of Israel.
Sin is personified. He is a Master who has “servants” (John 8:34; Rom. 6:6, 17, 20), and pays terribly bad “wages” (Rom.
6:23). He is a King who “reigns” (Rom. 5:21; 6:12, 14). He “reigned unto death”; “had the power of death” and is therefore
“the devil” (Heb. 2:14). Jesus died that through death he might “destroy him,” “put him away,” “cast him out,” which he
did in the initial stage when he rose again from the dead, and will do completely hereafter when he abolishes sin and
death from the earth. Sin is a Warrior whose “instruments” (margin, arms, or weapons), are the “members” of his
“servants” (Rom. 6:13).
Sin is an evil principle of the flesh, of which the best of men are conscious. The apostle Paul speaks of “sin that dwelleth
in me” (Rom. 7:20). “I find a law” says he, “that when I would do good, evil is present with me.” He spoke of it as “the law
of sin which is in my members” (verse 23) which his flesh unwillingly “served” (verse 25). Thus Paul is in harmony with
David in Psalm 51.
It is manifest from the foregoing considerations, and others that might be submitted, that “sin” in the Bible is not a simple
but a highly complex thing; and that we cannot hope to understand the expressed mind and purpose of God in Christ
concerning it, apart from careful and prayerful study of the divine usage in the Word of God. If we attempt to force a
figure of speech by a literal construction based on the primary meaning of the word “sin,” confusion and disgrace will
result. And so it will be if we attempt to force a primary meaning upon a figurative usage. Thus, if we say, as has been
said: “Christ bore in his body upon the tree our sins of wicked works” we invite the comment of the enemy: “Nonsense!
we had none. We were not then born!” If we were to say “God made Christ to be the transgression of the law (sin)” (2
Cor. 5:21) we should meet with the rejoinder: “Your own book says he was no transgressor.”
These remarks are only made to inculcate caution and discrimination in controversy over Sin and Sacrifice. Dr. Thomas
and Brother Roberts illustrate this well in their writings, to which, after the Bible, we earnestly commend our readers.
The Blood of Christ andThe Slain Lamb, by Brother Roberts, faithfully and simply exhibit the truth; which is more fully
developed in Elpis Israel. Nobody has improved upon this last. Many have spoiled it under profession of superior
enlightenment.
CC Walker, The Devil – With Special Reference to Heb. 2:14, The Christadelphian, vol. 50, 1913, pp. 538541
ETYMOLOGICAL
DEVIL (nearly always found with the article, “the devil”), is a word taken over from the Greek, to which we must refer for
its derivation. It comes, as is well known, from the verb, Διαβάλλω, to throw over, across, with a secondary meaning, like
the Latin, traducere to attack a man’s character, slander; and a tertiary meaning, to deceive by false accounts, mislead,
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impose upon. Hence the nouns, Διαβολή¤, Διαβολία, false accusation, slander; and the adjective, Διαβολικός, slanderous,
devilish; also Διάβολος, slanderous, libellous, injurious: as a substantive, a slanderer, especially, The slanderer, the devil.
This is from Liddell and Scott’s Greek Lexicon, and the definitions are abundantly borne out by the New Testament usage
of the word. Here are
ALL THE OCCURRENCES OF Diabolos IN THE NEW TESTAMENT
Matt. 4:1, 5, 8, 11
13:39
25:41
Luke 15:2, 3, 5, 6, 13
8:12
John 6:70
8:44
13:2
Acts 10:38
13:10

“The devil, ” in the temptation of Christ.
“The enemy which sowed them (the tares) is the devil.”
“Everlasting fire prepared for the devil and his angels.”
“The devil, ” in the temptation of Christ.
“Then cometh the devil (“the fowls of the air,” verse 5), and taketh away the word out of their
hearts”—Parable of the Sower.
Judas—“a devil.”
“Your father, the devil, . . . a murderer . . . a liar.”
“The devil having now put into the heart of Judas Iscariot, Simon’s son, to betray him.”
“Jesus . . . went about doing good, and healing all who were oppressed of the devil” (that is,
who were diseased; compare Jesus’ own references to the woman “whom Satan hath
bound”—Luke 13:16; also Matt. 12:26; Luke 10:18).
“Elymas . . . thou child of the devil, thou enemy of all righteousness, wilt thou not cease to
pervert the right ways of the Lord?”

Eph. 4:27
6:11

“Neither give place to the devil.”
“Put on the whole armour of God, that ye may be able to stand against the wiles of the devil”;
that is, the cunning craft of the enemy.

1 Tim. 3:6

A bishop must be “not a novice, lest being lifted up with pride, he fall into the condemnation
of the devil.”
“Moreover he must have a good report of them which are without, lest he fall into reproach
and the snare of the devil” (as illustrated in the careers of the false apostles and others who
distressed Paul).
“Even so must their (the deacons’) wives be grave, not slanderers” (Διάβολος has here been
translated into modern Greek by the term κατάλαλος, a backbiter).

3:7
3:11
2 Tim. 2:25, 26
3:3

“In meekness instructing those that oppose themselves . . . that they may recover themselves
out of the snare of the devil.”
In the last days MEN SHALL BE “false accusers.”

Titus 2:3

Exhort that . . . “the aged women be not false accusers” (marg., make-bates; modern Greek,
katalaloi; see above).

Heb. 2:14

“Forasmuch then as the ‘children’ (Isa. 8:18) are partakers of flesh and blood, he (Christ) also
himself likewise took part of the same; that through death he might destroy him that had the
power of death, that is, the devil”; that is, SIN, as we shall see.

Jas. 4:7

“Resist the devil and he will flee from you.” That is, resist sin; or, in the words of the context,
“Cleanse your hands. Purify your hearts.”

1 Pet. 5:8

“Be sober, be vigilant; because your adversary, the devil, as a roaring lion, walketh about
seeking whom he may devour; whom resist, stedfast in the faith” (compare Rev. 2:10).

1 Jno. 3:8

“He that committeth sin is of the devil; for the devil sinneth from the beginning. For this
purpose the Son of God was manifested, that he might destroy the works of the devil.” “By one
man sin entered into the world” (Rom. 5:12).
“In this the children of God are manifest, and the children of the devil: whosoever doeth not
righteousness is not of God.”

3:10
Jude 9

“Michael the archangel, when contending with the devil, he disputed about the body of Moses”
(see Zech. 3:1–2).

Rev. 2:10

“The devil shall cast some of you into prison.” (Compare the experiences of Peter and Paul—
Acts 4:3: 5:18: 12:4: 16:23.)
“And the great dragon was cast out, that old serpent, called the devil, and Satan, which
deceiveth the whole world; he was cast out into the earth, and his angels were cast out with

12:9
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12:12

20:2
20:10

him.” Symbolic prophecy of the overthrow of Pagan Roman Imperialism before the rising
Christendom, and Constantine the Great.
“Woe to the inhabiters of the earth and of the sea! for the devil is come down unto you, having
great wrath, because he knoweth he hath but a short time.” The expiring struggles, in the early
years of the fourth century A.D., of the Pagan Roman Imperialism against the rising, but now
very nominal, “Christianity.” The devil of popular theology had nothing to do with the coasts
of the Roman Empire at such a time; and it surely could not be said of Him, “He hath but a short
time!”
The angel “laid hold on the dragon, that old serpent, which is the devil, and Satan, and bound
him a thousand years.” The Millennial suppression by Christ and the Saints of all the power of
the adversary.
“The devil which deceived them was cast into the lake of fire and brimstone.” Post-millennial
and final suppression of Sin and Sinners.

DEFINITION
From the foregoing we conclude that the phrase, “the Devil” (quite properly with the capital) is expressive of a title and
a Power, and not of an individual. It is like the titles, “The Tirshatha,” “The Governor,” “The Pope,” “The Czar,” “The
Kaiser,” in so far as these expressions define a Power and Office rather than an individual. The individual Devil, Pope, Czar,
etc., may die, but the Power lives on, though it is not immortal.
The Devil is a bad Power—ALWAYS—a seducing, corrupting, opposing, betraying, murdering, lying, oppressing, ensnaring,
slandering, falsely accusing, killing, sinning, dragon-serpent POWER! These epithets are simply set down from the Word of
God as quoted in the foregoing schedule, and they focalise unerringly in one word: SIN.
“The Devil is a scriptural personification of Sin in the flesh, in its several phases of manifestation—subjective,
individual, aggregate, social, and political—in history, current experience, and prophecy, after the style of figure
which speaks of Wisdom as a Woman, riches as Mammon and the god of this world, Sin as a Master, etc.”
This old Christadelphian definition is palpably true, and does not need revising; and no exception to its application can
be made in Heb. 2:14, where it has actually been proposed to interpret “the devil” by “the law,” i.e., the law of Moses,
which is apostolically declared to be “holy and just and good” (Rom. 7:12). In view of the foregoing complete list of
passages, try to imagine a “holy and just and good” Devil!
THE MEANING OF HEB. 2:14
This has never been in doubt among Christadelphians, and it is not a little sad to see some befogging the matter now.
Many years ago Dr. Thomas wrote upon the subject with a grasp and lucidity that were almost apostolic. Who could
improve on the following section on “The Works of the Devil”? (Elpis Israel, Part I., 100:3.):—
Sinful flesh was laid upon him, “that through death, he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is,
the devil,” or sin in the flesh (Heb. 2:14); for, “for this purpose the Son of God was manifested, that he might
destroy the works of the devil” (1 Jno. 3:8).
It is clear to my mind that sin is the thing referred to by the apostle in the word, devil. The sting of the Serpent
is its power of destruction. The “sting of death” is the power of death; and that, the apostle says, in one place,
“is sin”; and in another, “is the devil.” There are not two powers of death; but one only. Hence, the devil and sin,
though different words, represent the same thing. “Sin had the power of death,” and would have retained it, if
the man, who was obedient unto death, had not gained the victory over it. But, thanks be to God, the earth is
not to be a charnel house for ever; for he that overcame the world in his own person (Jno. 16:33) is destined
hereafter to “take away the sin of the world,” and to “make all things new” (Rev. 21:5). Every curse will then
cease (Rev. 22:3), and death be swallowed up in victory; for death shall be no more (Rev. 21:4).
The works of the devil, or evil one, are the works of sin. Individually, they are “the works of the flesh” exhibited
in the lives of sinners; collectively, they are on a larger scale, as displayed in the polities of the world. All the
institutions of the kingdom of the adversary are the works which have resulted from the thinking of sinful flesh;
though, happily for the saints of God, “the powers that be” are controlled by Him. They cannot do what they
please. Though defiant of His truth, and His hypocritical and malignant enemies, He serves Himself of them; and
dashes them against one another when the enormity of their crimes, reaching to heaven, demands His terrible
rebuke.
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Among the works of sin are the numerous diseases which transgression has brought upon the world. The
Hebrews, the idiom of whose language is derived from the Mosaic narrative of the origin of things, referred
disease to sin under the names of the devil and Satan. Hence, they inquired, “Who sinned, this man or his parents,
that he was born blind?” A woman “bowed together with a spirit of infirmity for eighteen years,” is said to have
been “bound of Satan,” or the adversary, for that time; and her restoration to health is termed “loosing her from
the bond” (Luke 13:10–17). Paul also writes in the same idiom to the disciples at Corinth, commanding them to
deliver the incestuous brother “unto Satan for the destruction of the flesh”; that is, inflict disease upon him, that
he may be brought to repentance, “that the spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus” (1 Cor. 5:5). Thus
he was “judged and chastened of the Lord, that he might not be condemned with the world” (1 Cor. 11:32). This
had the desired effect; for he was overwhelmed with sorrow. Wherefore, he exhorts the spiritually gifted men
of the body to forgive and comfort, or restore him to health, “lest Satan should get an advantage over them” by
the offender being reduced to despair: “for,” says the apostle, “we are not ignorant of his devices,” or those of
sin in the flesh, which is very deceitful. Others of the Corinthians were offenders in another way. They were very
disorderly in the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, eating and drinking condemnation to themselves. “For this
cause,” says he—that is, because they sinned thus—”many are weak and sickly among you, and many sleep, ”
or are dead. Many other cases might be adduced from scripture to show the connection between sin and disease;
but these are sufficient. If there were no moral evil in the world, there would be no physical evils. Sin and
punishment are as cause and effect in the divine economy. God does not willingly afflict, but is long-suffering
and kind. If men, however, will work sin, they must lay their account with “the wages of sin,” which is disease,
famine, pestilence, the sword, misery, and death. But let the righteous rejoice that the enemy will not always
triumph in the earth. The Son of God was manifested to destroy him and all his works; which, by the power and
blessing of the Father, he will assuredly do.
The reader should also peruse the previous section on “THE PRINCE OF THIS WORLD.” We cannot improve upon Dr. Thomas’
expositions. He may have made a few little mistakes here and there; but in the main his work stands as firm to-day as it
did sixty-five years ago; and in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred to contradict his exposition is to contradict the Bible
itself.
CONTRADICTION
Yet, in these latter days, there is found a Christadelphian magazine (Shield, September, p. 163) which can say of the
foregoing idea (though not speaking of Dr. Thomas’ work) and with all the emphasis of italics:—
“It is not true. Jesus did not ‘destroy’ nor ‘annul’ sin, either for himself, nor in or for others. This is indisputably
true. Sin is as regnant to-day as in its most imperial prime, ‘For there liveth not a just man upon the earth that
doeth good and sinneth not’ (Ecc. 7:20).”
But since Ecclesiastes was written there has lived upon earth a Just Man that did good and sinned not, that is the Lord
Jesus Christ. And in view of what he has accomplished, as defined in Heb. 2:14, it is really and truly treason (although the
writer of the above does not mean it so) to say “Sin is as regnant to-day as in its most imperial prime.” This “is not true.”
Sin and Death reigned with unbroken power till Jesus died and rose again. Since that time the “imperial” power has been
broken. How? For a scriptural answer consider the term
“DESTROY”—(ΚΑΤΑΡΓΕΩ)
This is the word used in Heb. 2:14, and we will keep to it in tracing what Jesus has accomplished “through death.” Paul,
in Rom. 6:6, says: “Our old man is crucified with him that the body of sin might be destroyed.” So in the apostolic definition,
in crucifixion Jesus destroyed the body of sin. “For the death that he died, he died unto Sin once; but the life that he liveth,
he liveth unto God” (verse 10). “Death no more hath dominion over him” (verse 9). “Our Saviour, Jesus Christ hath
abolished death, and hath brought life and immortality to light” (2 Tim. 1:10). “Having abolished in his flesh the enmity,
even the law of commandments contained in ordinances” (Eph. 2:15). “Destroyed” and “abolished” in the foregoing are
the same verb as is found in Heb. 2:14, and the references show us how Christ has destroyed “the devil.” “Through death”
he has triumphed over Sin and Death. In other words he has “put away sin by the sacrifice of himself” (Heb. 9:26).
BEFORE “THE LAW”
“Death reigned from Adam to Moses” (Rom. 5:14). Surely this single apostolic saying ought to be sufficient to preserve a
brother from so great a blunder as making “the devil” equivalent to “the law.” What “had the power of death” before
“the law”? Sin, certainly. “By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin, and so death passed upon all men”
(verse 12). As to “the law,” hear Paul again: “The Law itself is holy, and the Commandment is holy, just, and good. Did
then a thing which is good become death to me? No, indeed, but sin did; so that through its bringing about death by
means of what was good, it might be seen in its true light as sin, in order that, by means of the Commandment, the
unspeakable sinfulness of sin might be plainly shewn” (Rom. 7:12, 13).—Weymouth.
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Yes, “the Devil” that had the power of death is “Sin,” and Christ has “destroyed” him “through death” in himself
individually, and will yet destroy him from off the face of the earth, for “the last enemy that shall be destroyed is death”
(1 Cor. 15:26).
CC Walker – Christ the Firstfruits, The Christadelphian, vol. 58, 1921, p. 313
“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. But every man in his own order: Christ the firstfruits; afterwards they that are Christ’s at his coming”
(1 Cor. 15:21–23). Christ then was ‘man’, and being man needed salvation from death just as other men do, though he
was sinless. Hence his sacrifice, agreeably to the type of the high priest under the law, was first for himself, and then for
the people. ‘This he did once, when he offered up himself’ (Hebrews 7:27). Thus he was saved from death (Hebrews 5:7),
and ‘though he were a son, yet learned he obedience by the things which he suffered’ (Hebrews 5:8). Thus God ‘brought
again from the dead our Lord Jesus, that Great Shepherd of the sheep, through the blood of the everlasting covenant’
(Hebrews 13:20). Thus, ‘by his own blood he entered in once into the holy place, having obtained eternal redemption’
(Hebrews 9:12).
It will be observed that the omitted words here ‘for us’ (in Hebrews 9:12) are in italics in the A.V., the reason being that
they do not appear in the original. They are omitted from the R.V. for that reason. It is perfectly true, thank God, that the
eternal redemption is ‘for us’ contingent on its being first of all for the High Priest himself, ‘Christ the first fruits’; but Paul
is here dealing with Christ the ‘High Priest’ (Hebrews 9:11):, and he obtained ‘eternal redemption’ for himself that it might
be for us. To say that it was ‘for us’ and ‘not for himself’ is to contradict the word of God, and to take a step at least
towards that doctrine of the Anti-Christ that denies that Christ has come in the flesh. This is a form of error that has
persisted from the days of the Apostles unto now. Thinking to “honour the Son,” some have exalted him above humanity,
and thus taken him out of the human harvest as “the firstfruits.” As is the firstfruit so is the harvest. And as is the harvest
so is the firstfruit. “Man” in each case, as Paul declared to the Corinthians, and as such needing salvation. It had been
written in the prophets (Zech. 9:9), “Behold thy king cometh unto thee (O daughter of Zion). He is just and having
salvation.” The salvation was by “the blood of thy covenant” (verse 11), by which both the “King” himself and his
“prisoners of hope” are “brought again from the dead.”
These things have been faithfully upheld as principles of the Truth from the beginning, and contradictory teaching has
not been tolerated and should not be now. Yet there is such current. We noticed last month, among pamphlets received,
one on Sacrifice which reproduces the errors that were introduced by Edward Turney fifty years ago, and which were met
by the demonstration of the Truth in the pamphlet, The Slain Lamb, to which attention is now again directed. It has just
been reprinted. The pamphlet, The Blood of Christ, is a less controversial exhibition of the same truth. And so also is Dr.
Thomas’ little pamphlet, Catechesis. Many of the statements of these pamphlets are now challenged, as in the pamphlet,
Out of Darkness into Light, which, while admitting that Christ is “the Saved One” (page 30), nevertheless objects strongly
(page 55) to the idea that the life of Jesus was “a forfeited life”; and on page 73 presents it as “proved” “that God’s
method of salvation by the shedding of blood to make atonement did not apply to Christ,” a statement which is a direct
contradiction of Heb. 13:20 quoted above. Again, on page 56, the writer sets out “to show that Christ could not be his
own ransom sacrifice through death”; which, as before shown, was exactly what the Word of God declared he should be
and was (Zech. 9.; Heb. 13.). We are not surprised that these things produce remonstrance and trouble, as visible in our
Intelligence columns. Some are for withdrawing from the writers of such things, while others, though strongly
disapproving, hesitate to take that step, especially as in other parts of the self-same writings the truth is apparently
admitted and upheld. Intelligence is intelligence, some of it pleasant and helpful, some very much the reverse. We make
known what is happening, even if it invites adverse comment. We repudiate the doctrines objected to above; but as to
the men in question, those in association with them must decide the question of association for themselves.
CC Walker – This Corruptible, The Christadelphian, vol. 59, 1922, pp. 221-222
This is Paul’s description of the bodily estate of the righteous resurrected, who in “the time of the dead” stand up for
judgment and change into the divine nature. Of these Christ is “the first-fruits” (1 Cor. 15:53, 20). He was once in “this
corruptible” flesh and blood estate, from which he needed physical cleansing just as much as his imperfect brethren. For
God “hath made him to be sin for us who knew no sin; that we might be made the righteousness of God in him” (2 Cor.
5:21). We set forth the apostolic phrase, “this corruptible,” as sufficient answer to brother Bell’s “railing accusation”
against ourselves and W.J.Y. in The Shield for February, and in his support of the “clean flesh” heresy. It is satisfactory
(negatively) to see him deliberately disown Dr. Thomas’ teaching in Elpis Israel. Thus, quoting Dr. Thomas, he says, “The
flesh is invariably regarded as unclean.” And he immediately adds, “Yes, by Dr. Thomas, but not by God in the Bible.” Now
Christadelphians know where brother Bell stands. Does God in the Bible regard “this corruptible” as “clean” in his sight?
Far from it. Eliuphaz and Bildad spoke the truth concerning this, however wrongly they judged Job. “What is man that he
should be clean? And he which is born of a woman that he should be righteous? Behold he putteth no trust in his saints;
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yea, the heavens are not clean in his sight. How much more abominable and filthy is man, which drinketh iniquity like
water” (Job 15:14–16). “How can man be justified with God? Or how can he be clean which is born of a woman?” (Job
25:4). So also Job himself: “Who can bring a clean thing out of an unclean? not one” (14:4). Christ was “born of a
woman”—“made of a woman, made under the law” (Gal. 4:4). Partaking thus of the flesh, he was “this corruptible,”
though in character sinless, and so needed cleansing and redemption as much as his brethren. And as concerning the
woman, we read of “the days of her purification according to the law of Moses” (Luke 2:22). If the flesh be “clean” why
should a woman having born a man-child be “unclean seven days”? (Lev. 12:2). And why should the child be circumcised
the eighth day, and the mother then continue unclean another thirty-three days “until the days of her purifying be
fulfilled”? What is circumcision but the drastic repudiation of this so-called “clean” flesh?
As to Elpis Israel, if brother Bell will specify wherein he supposes we have “doctored it by amendment” in this particular,
we will meet his accusation. Meanwhile the prefaces to the editions of 1903 et seq. specify under “Publisher’s Notes”
just what slight emendations and changes have been made.
As to hamartia, it means sin, and not sin-offering; and we speak from a careful comparison of all the passages in the N.T.
and the LXX. In all the 170 or more occurrences in the N.T. it is never rendered sin-offering. W.J.Y. is not guilty of “wanton
perversion of facts”! Nor is he, because of that “wantonness,” “adopted as an authority by the editor of The
Christadelphian”! All this is mere raillery, unworthy of a brother. W.J.Y. can speak for himself. This editor is very thankful
for his work, which he “proves” and “holds fast” as “good.” It is a grief to find it antagonised in this fashion.
CC Walker – The Atonement, The Christadelphian, vol. 66, 1929, pp. 108-112
The Taking Away of Sin: To “take away sin” is to heal disease, and ultimately to “abolish death”—to take away the effects
of sin. Obviously actions cannot be recalled, but the effects thereof can be modified or obliterated.
David sinned, and God, by Nathan’s parable, made him pass judgment upon himself: “As the LORD liveth, the man that
hath done this thing shall surely die. . . . And Nathan said unto David, Thou art the man. . . . And David said unto Nathan,
I have sinned against the LORD. And Nathan said unto David, The LORD hath also put away thy sin; thou shalt not die.
Howbeit” . . . etc. The action was irrevocable; the law was clear (Lev. 20:10; Deut. 22:22; John 8:5). God put away David’s
sin in remitting the immediate death penalty, punishing him in this life and leaving him to die in due course, before the
terms of the “everlasting covenant” (2 Sam. 7:8–16: 23:1–5) could be fulfilled, consistently with the divine majesty, justice
and mercy.
“Son, be of good cheer; thy sins be forgiven thee” (Matt. 9:2). So Jesus spoke to the palsied man, who was immediately
healed and walked away. “Behold thou art made whole: sin no more lest a worse thing come unto thee” (John 5:14). So
Jesus spoke to the “impotent man” when he found him in the temple after he had healed him. … In the cases cited it is
obvious that the “taking away of sin” is the taking away of the effect in greater or less degree. The climax is the abolition
of death itself, as Paul said to Timothy: “God hath saved us … according to his own purpose and grace which was given
us in Christ Jesus before the world began; but is now made manifest by the appearing of our Saviour Jesus Christ who
hath abolished death, and hath brought life and immortality to light through the gospel” (2 Tim. 1:8–10). And ultimately,
through the purpose and grace of God in “the Lamb,” “there shall be no more death … for the former things are passed
away” (Rev. 21:4). Obviously Jesus Christ has “abolished death” as yet only in himself: “For in that he died, he died unto
Sin once: but in that he liveth, he liveth unto God” (Rom. 6:10).
Sin: Personification and Metonymy: “Sin is lawlessness”—that is the primary meaning of the word as given by the
beloved disciple (1 John 3:4). But there are secondary meanings, by figures of speech such as personification and
metonymy; and unless these are recognized confusion will result.
Personification is a natural, graphic and highly intelligible figure of speech, common in the scriptures. Riches are
personified as “Mammon, a Master” (Matt. 6:24). Wisdom is personified as a beautiful and gracious Woman (Prov. 3:13,
15: 9:1). The Spirit of God is personified as “the Comforter” (John 16:7, 13). And Paul in Eph. 2:2, 3 has a striking
parallelism which of itself almost explains the personification of Sin. Speaking of the work of God in Christ in the Ephesian
disciples, he says: “And you hath he quickened who were dead in trespasses and sins, wherein in time past ye walked
according to:
the course of this world, (aion of this kosmos),
the Prince of the power of the air,
the spirit that now worketh in the children of disobedience.”
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This is but the reproduction and expansion of the Lord’s own personification of Sin, as “the Prince of this World” (John
12:31: 14:30: 16:11). “Now shall the Prince of this world be cast out. And I, if I be lifted up, will draw all men unto ME.
This he said, signifying what death he should die” (compare John 3:14). “Hereafter I will not talk much with you; for the
Prince of this world cometh, and hath nothing in me. But that the world may know that I love the Father; and as the
Father gave me commandment (compare 10, 17, 18), even so I do.” “The Comforter . . . will convict the world of sin . . .
(and) of judgment, because the Prince of this world is judged” (in the sense of “cast out,” condemned—compare ch.
12:48). That expression, “The Prince . . . hath nothing in ME, ” is, according to the best of our understanding, God’s
interpretation in Christ of the Word of God to Daniel by the angel Gabriel (9:26). “Messiah (‘the Prince’) shall be cut off,
but not for himself” (A.V.) (R.V. text, “and shall have nothing.” The outward appearances in the death of Christ were
entirely deceptive. It looked as if HE was being condemned, whereas in reality it was Sin that was being “cast out” and
condemned in his “obedience unto death” (Phil. 2:8). The individuals who were the embodiment of “the Prince of this
world” in his encounter with “Messiah the Prince,” “the Prince of life” (Acts 3:15), were “both Herod and Pontius Pilate,
with the Gentiles and the people of Israel” under Caiaphas (Acts 4:27; John 11:47–52: 18:12–27)—“Crucifixum sub Pontio
Pilato”—being the sad memorial of the Roman Prince that has come down to us in the contemporary Latin of the earliest
Christian creeds.
The personification of Sin begins very early in the Bible (Gen. 4:7). Cain was angry because Abel’s “fuller sacrifice” (Heb.
11:4), of the “firstlings of his flock,” was accepted by God, while his own, “of the fruit of the ground,” was not. He was
“very wroth, and his countenance fell. And the LORD said unto Cain, Why art thou wroth? and why is thy countenance
fallen? If thou doest well shalt thou not be accepted (marg., have the excellency, i.e., as the first-born). And if thou doest
not well Sin lieth at the door (of the Tabernacle) and unto thee shall be his desire, and thou shalt rule over him.” Here is
both metonymy and personification. By metonymy “sin” is put for sin-offering, and then this is personified as Sin to
represent typically “the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world.” The Hebrew verb, rahvatz, “lieth” (R.V.,
“coucheth”), is, as Bullinger truly remarks, “specially used of animals.” And this both of lambs and lions, as in Gen. 49:9;
Psa. 23:2; Isa. 17:2; Ezek. 24:15.
As to the personification of Sin, in the New Testament the epistle to the Romans abounds with examples, which must not
here be particularized at length. If the interested reader will mark the following places with a capital “S” he will find the
exercise enlightening: Rom. 5:21; 6:6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23; 7:7, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14, 17, 20; 8:3.
Metonymy: Metonymy (meta, change, and onoma, a name, or in grammar, a noun) is “a figure by which one name or
noun is used instead of another, to which it stands in a certain relation.” There is metonymy of cause, of effect, of subject,
and of adjunct. Thus “sin” and its synonyms are put for the effects or punishments of sin …. These things enable us to
understand the like figures in the New Testament. “The body of sin” is “our mortal body” (Rom. 6:6; 8:11), mortal because
of sin (Rom. 5:12). “He hath made him (Christ) to be sin for us who knew no sin; that we might be made the righteousness
of God in him” (2 Cor. 5:21). That is, “God sent his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin (R.V. as an offering
for sin) condemned Sin in the flesh” (Rom. 8:3). Or, again, Christ “himself likewise took part of the same (flesh and blood)
that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is the devil” (Heb. 2:14). “Our old man was
crucified with him” (Rom. 6:6). “Jesus Christ by whom the world is crucified unto me, and I unto the world” (Gal. 6:14)
… “The body of sin” is “our mortal body” (Rom. 6:6; 8:11), mortal because of sin (Rom. 5:12). “He hath made him (Christ)
to be sin for us who knew no sin; that we might be made the righteousness of God in him” (2 Cor. 5:21). That is, “God
sent his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin (R.V. as an offering for sin) condemned Sin in the flesh” (Rom.
8:3). Or, again, Christ “himself likewise took part of the same (flesh and blood) that through death he might destroy him
that had the power of death, that is the devil” (Heb. 2:14). “Our old man was crucified with him” (Rom. 6:6). “Jesus Christ
by whom the world is crucified unto me, and I unto the world” (Gal. 6:14).
The Destructrion of the Devil: “ “By one man Sin entered into the world, and death by Sin.” “Sin hath reigned unto death.”
“The wages of Sin is death.” “The Devil had the power of death.” Therefore the Devil is Sin, “The Prince of this World,”
whom Jesus Christ in his “lifting up,” “cast out,” “judged,” “destroyed.” “The Devil sinneth from the beginning. For this
purpose the Son of God was manifested, that he might destroy the works of the Devil” (1 John 3:8). “That through death
he might destroy … the Devil” (Heb. 2:14). “He hath appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself” (Heb. 9:26). “He
died unto Sin once”; not however in the sense of having earned the “wages” of Sin, the Master, but as an act of obedience
to the Father who had so commanded. Sin, the Prince, the Devil, had nothing in Jesus, that is no death claim, no real fault
to find. Even Pilate said, “I find no fault in him … no, nor yet Herod” (Luke 23:14, 15). And he “washed his hands” of the
case (Matt. 27:24). But “the Devil” is not dead yet, except in relation to Jesus. His final destruction remains to be
accomplished by Jesus at his second advent (Rev. 20:1–3), first by the “binding” for the Millennium, and afterwards
(verses 7–15) by the utter elimination of Death and Hades.
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We do not read of “the Devil” in the Old Testament, though the thing signified by the phrase is there. It is all summed up
in the comprehensive quadrilateral phrase of Rev. 20:2: “the Dragon, that Old Serpent, which is the Devil, and Satan.”
What Jesus will “bind” is the Sin Power in the world of mankind, and enthrone the people of “the Prince of Life” (see
context). “The Devil” (Gk., Diabolos) means “the Accuser,” “the Slanderer.” The Serpent in Eden was such, in effect making
God a liar; but he could not bring death, until his slander was believed and received, and acted out in the sin of Adam and
Eve. “Satan” simply means “adversary,” and the Serpent was such to the man, and men are such to one another. God is
such to sinners; and angels to false prophets who love the wages of unrighteousness (2 Pet. 2:15, 16; Num. 22:22, 32),
“The Dragon” is the symbol of Gentile hostility to Israel and the saints, from Egypt and Babylon, through Rome and
onwards (Isa 27:1: 51:9; Jer. 51:34; Ezek. 29:3: 32:2; Rev. 12., 13., 20.).
He Bare the Sin of Many: He hath poured out his soul unto death; and he was numbered with the transgressors; and he
bare the sin of many, and made intercession for the transgressors” (Isa. 53:12). What is meant by Christ’s “bearing sin”?
The true answer is bear the consequences or effects of sin even unto death, and put them away by righteousness in
resurrection to life eternal. This is obvious in the context: “and made intercession.” “He ever liveth to make intercession”
(Heb. 7:25); so by reason of his bearing of sin he is himself “saved out of death” (Heb. 5:7, R.V. marg.) “through death”
(Heb. 2:14), “through the blood of the everlasting covenant” (13:20).
In the cases of actual transgressors, the bearing of sin means only death (Ex. 28:43; Lev. 22:9; Num. 14:33; Ezek. 18:20).
In the case of Christ, who “knew no sin,” “did no sin” (1 Pet. 2:24), but was “obedient unto death,” it means the “taking
away of sin” in resurrection to eternal life, because God would not suffer the “Holy One to see corruption” (Psa. 16:10).
NO SUBSTITUTION: It is true that “Christ died for us” (Rom. 5:8; 1 Thess. 5:10); “for the ungodly” (Rom. 5:6); “for all” (2 Cor.
5:14); but “for” here means “on account of,” “on behalf of,” just as in the case of “making intercession for us” (Heb. 7:25).
Substitution would be unjust. Why should the innocent be put to death and the guilty allowed to live? In the death of
Christ God is “just” (Rom. 3:26), for that death of obedience was at once followed by the gift of life, even “length of days
for ever and ever” (John 5:26; Psa. 21:4).
When Israel made the golden calf Moses interceded for them, saying to God, “If thou wilt, forgive their sin; and if not,
blot me I pray thee out of the book which thou hast written. And the LORD said unto Moses, Whosoever hath sinned
against me, him will I blot out of my book” (Ex. 32:31, 32). Substitution was not tolerated. Beside this, If Christ died instead
of us, why do we die? And why did Christ rise? And how can it be said that God forgives sins for Christ’s sake?
No, it is not substitution but representation and association. Christ’s own references and those of the apostles to his
sacrifice and the taking away of sin include allusions to
“FLESH,” “BLOOD,” “BODY,” “LIFE,” AND “DEATH”
FLESH.—“I am the bread of life . . . the bread that I will give is my flesh, which I will give for the life of the world” (John
6:35, 51). “You hath he reconciled in the body of his flesh through death” (Col. 1:22).
BLOOD.—“This is my blood of the new covenant, which is shed for many for the remission of sins” (Matt. 26:28). “Except
ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, ye have no life in you” (John 6:53). “A propitiation through faith in
his blood” (Rom. 3:25). “Justified by his blood” (Rom. 5:9). “Made nigh by the blood of Christ” (Eph. 2:13). “Redemption
through his blood” (Col. 1:14, 20).
BODY.—“This is my body which is given for you” (Lu. 22:19). “He said, Take eat: this is my body which is broken for you”
(1 Cor. 11:24). “A body hast thou prepared me.” “Sanctified through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once for all”
(Heb. 10:5, 10). “He bare the sin of many” (Isa. 53:12). “Who his own self bare our sins in his own body on the tree” (1
Pet. 2:24).
LIFE.—“The Son of Man came not to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his life (psukee) a ransom for many”
(Matt. 20:28). “My soul (psukee) is exceeding sorrowful unto death” (Matt. 26:38). “The good shepherd giveth his life for
the sheep.” “I lay down my life for the sheep.” “Therefore doth my Father love me, because I lay down my life, that I
might take it again. No man taketh it from me, but I lay it down of myself. I have power (exousia, authority; R.V. marg.,
right) to lay it down, and I have power to take it again. This commandment have I received of my Father” (John 10:11,
15, 17, 18).
DEATH.—“Sorrowful unto death” (Matt. 26:38). “Signifying what death he should die” (John 12:33: 18:32). “If when we
were enemies we were reconciled to God by the death of his Son, much more, being reconciled, we shall be saved by his
life” (Rom. 5:10). “In that he died, he died unto Sin once; but in that he liveth, he liveth unto God” (Rom. 6:9, 10). “Jesus
made a little lower than the angels for the suffering of death, crowned with glory and honour; that he by the grace of
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God should taste death for every man.” “That through death he might destroy . . . the Devil” (Heb. 2:9, 14). God “was
able to save him from (or out of, R.V. marg.) death” (Heb. 5:7). “Where a testament (covenant) is, there must also of
necessity be brought in the death of the testator (R.V. text, of him that made it)” (Heb. 9:16). But this would be the death
of God! See the “I will make” of ch. 5:8, 10. Christ is the appointed “Mediator” in the case (verse 15) who by God’s gift
has “by his own blood entered in once into the holy place, having obtained eternal redemption” (verse 12).
“WHAT SHALL WE DO?”: “Men and brethren, what shall we do?” (Acts 2:37). So spoke the convicted crucifiers of Jesus. Peter
answered, “Repent and be baptised every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ, for the remission of sins.” Repentance
is change of mind and disposition, a confession of, and a forsaking of sin. Baptism is a symbolic participation of the
sacrifice of Christ, and by no means to be connected with any idea of substitution. “Know ye not that so many of us as
were baptized into Jesus Christ were baptized into his death. Therefore we are buried with him by baptism into death;
that like as Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we should walk in newness of life”
(Rom. 6:3, 4).
“Go ye and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit; teaching
them to observe all things, whatsoever I have commanded you” (Matt. 28:19, 20). Such was the Lord’s parting commission
to his disciples. Let those who “hunger and thirst after righteousness” learn from the scriptures what God has taught
concerning Jesus Christ and “the Atonement,” and what Jesus himself taught and preached. And then let them “turn to
God from idols to serve the living and true God, and to wait for his Son from heaven” (1 Thess. 1:9, 10). This was the
attitude of the “exemplary” in the apostle Paul’s day, and the conditions have not changed.
CC Walker – God Manifestation or Theophany, 1929, p. 106-107
The first occurrence of the word Cherubim in the Bible is in Gen. 3:24, where we read of the expulsion of Adam and Eve
from the garden of Eden: “And the LORD GOD (Yahweh Elohim) 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: 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 the CHERUBIM (SO the R.V., correctly) and a flaming sword which turned every
way, to keep the way of the tree of life.”
Here it seems obvious that “the Cherubim” are the guardian angels or “Elohim”, some of the “us” of the LORD GOD’S
allusion. With this incident of the expulsion of our first parents from Eden, and the fear of the flaming sword, may be
compared the incident of Balaam (Num. 22:31), when he was withstood by “the angel of the LORD standing in the way
with his sword drawn in his hand”. Also compare the incident of Joshua’s meeting with the angelic “captain of the LORD’S
host … with his sword drawn in his hand” (Joshua 5:13–15). Also David’s vision of “the angel of the LORD standing between
the earth and the heaven, having a drawn sword in his hand stretched out over Jerusalem” (1 Chron. 21:15–18).
The similarity of these angelic actions to those of “the Cherubim” in Eden strongly suggests the identity of “Cherubim”
with “elohim” or angels. And this is in harmony with the promise of the Lord Jesus concerning “the children of the
resurrection” (Luke 20:36). “They which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that age and the resurrection from the dead
… shall be equal unto the angels, and the children of God, being the children of the resurrection.” That is equivalent to
saying they shall be “the cherubim” of that age and order.
There is a doctrinal harmony here between this promise of Jesus and the saying of the LORD God: “Behold the man is
become as one of us.” Man was created “in the image of Elohim”. “And Elohim said, Let us make man in our image, and
after our likeness” (Gen. 1:26). That is as regards form and mental and moral capacity. But when man sinned, and was
“made wise” in a sorrowful manner little anticipated, “likeness” extended to mental and moral experience. Elohim had
“known evil”, and had attained to the divine nature by redemption from the evil. This consideration lends emphasis to
the angelic refusal of “worship” on the part of the apostle John (Rev. 19:10; 22:8). “I fell at his feet to worship him”, said
John, “But he said unto me, See thou do it not; I am thy fellowservant, and of thy brethren that have the testimony of
Jesus: worship God.” Immortal “fellowservants” redeemed perhaps from some other world and race, such is the idea
that presents itself.
And thus, as we have said elsewhere, the redeemed of the pre-millennial world Adamic, who shall ultimately be
incorporated with “the Cherubim”, will be able in that divine estate to say of the contemporary mortal under their
beneficent rule: “He is as one of us, knowing good and evil; he may take of ‘the tree of life which is in the midst of the
Paradise of God’, and eat and live for ever; but only in ‘the way’ which the LORD God permits under our instruction,
guardianship and jurisdiction.”
Gen. 3:24 really contains some indication of a tabernacle and order of worship. For the English version, “And he placed
at the east of the garden the Cherubim”, etc., is in the Hebrew Vayyashken, etc., literally: And he caused to dwell (as in a
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tabernacle), etc., the verb shahkan being that which is used concerning God’s dwelling in the tabernacle in the midst of
Israel (Exod. 25:8), and in Zion (Joel 3:17, 21), and in the (converted) “rebellious” for whom Christ has ascended upon
high and has received “gifts” (Psa. 68:18; compared with Eph. 4:8–13). A similar latent hint of a tabernacle and order of
worship underlies the brief reference to Melchizedek, king of Salem, the priest of the most high God, who brought forth
bread and wine, and blessed Abram upon his victorious return from his expedition against the confederate kings (Gen.
14). He received tithes of Abram, being a very “great man” (Heb. 7:4), and a sign of Messiah by the oath of God (verse
21).
CC Walker, ADAM IN HIS NOVITIATE”, The Christadelphian, v69, 1932, pp. 256-257
Referring to p. 220 of our May issue, brother J. C. Mullen writes:—
Your correspondent, I.S., in the May Christadelphian, is evidently perplexed over what Dr. Thomas wrote in
Elpis Israel concerning “man in his novitiate.” If I.S. has access to a later work of the Doctor’s, namely, The
Herald of the Kingdom, 1855, page 160, also Herald, 1858, pages 87, 88, he will have no difficulty in
understanding the Doctor’s teaching on the subject.
In the 1855 Herald is an article entitled “Our Terrestrial System before the Fall,” from which I will quote:—
“There was no miracle wrought in executing the sentence under which Adam and Eve placed
themselves . . . We dissent from our correspondent’s ‘notion’ that all creation became corrupt (by
which we understand him to mean constitutionally impregnated with corruptibility) at the fall. We
believe that the change consequent upon that calamity was moral, not physical. The natural system
was the same the day before the fall as the day after.”
These articles were written five and eight years, respectively, after Elpis Israel was first published.
ANSWER.—We have looked up and re-read the articles in question; but they do not help us much. As with Elpis Israel so
with these articles, we esteem the general thesis to be sound, but cannot fall in with particular expressions. (The
subject is a very thorny one.) “There was no miracle wrought”—Who can say authoritatively that this is so? “The
change . . . was moral, not physical . . .” Whence then came death?
As it happens we are just reprinting Catechesis by Dr. Thomas. Here are a few lines:—
37.—What relation did the first man sustain to mortality and immortality?
ANSWER.—That of a candidate for the one or the other. If obedient to the law, he would obtain the right to eat
of the tree of life and live for ever (Gen. 3:22; Rev. 22:14); if disobedient, he would incur the penalty of the law,
which consigned him to the dust from which he was taken (Gen. 2:17: 3:19).
38.—Having come under the penalty of the law, when did it begin to take effect?
ANSWER.—After he had given account of himself at the judgment which sat upon his case, and sentence of
death was pronounced upon him.
This is about all that can usefully be said on the matter.
In the Constitution of the Birmingham Ecclesia, Clause V., we read:—
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; Rome. 7:24; 2 Cor. 5:2–4; Rom. 7:18–23; Gal.
5:16–17; Rom. 6:12: 7:21; John 3:6; Rom. 5:12; 1 Cor. 15:32; Ps. 51:5; Job 14:4).
The late John Bell ridiculed this, and asked how a sentence could so defile? “How can the mind conceive of a nature?”
“Our nature is as God made it”!
Yet all the time there were in the Bible the records of cases in which sentences of God immediately defiled physically
those who were affected thereby. “Moses’ hand for “a sign” became leprous (Ex. 4:6–8); Miriam was smitten with
leprosy and was excommunicated for a week (Num. 12:10–15); “Remember Miriam”! said Moses (Deut. 24:9). Gehazi
was smitten with leprosy (2 Kings 5.); and Uzziah similarly was smitten by God, and was “a leper unto the day of his
death” (2 Kings 15:5; 2 Chron. 26:16–21). These were “sentences which defiled,” and became, for a greater or less
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length of time, “a physical law of the being” of the sentenced persons. On the other hand, our Lord healed lepers with a
word.
CC Walker – What Is Sin?, The Christadelphian, vol. 73, 1936, pp. 412-414
As was intimated in our August issue, p. 367, we return to the question: What is Sin?
The primary inspired answer to the question, as in this place cited, is “LAWLESSNESS” (1 John 3:4).
With this agrees a good definition of “sin” given in the Century Dictionary, as follows:—
(1) Any want of conformity unto or transgression of the law of God. (Westminster Assembly’s Shorter Catechism).
The true definition of sin is a much contested question, theologians being broadly divided into two schools of
thought, the one holding that all sin consists in the voluntary and conscious act of the individual, the other that
it also includes the moral character and disposition of the race; one that all moral responsibility is individual, the
other that there is also a moral responsibility of the race as a race.
To these should be added a third school, which regards sin as simply an imperfection and immaturity, and
therefore requiring for remedy principally a healthful development under favourable conditions.
Theologians also divide sin into two classes, actual sin and original sin. Actual sin consists in the voluntary
conscious act of the individual. Original sin is the innate depravity and corruption of the nature common to all
mankind. But whether this native depravity is properly called sin, or whether it is only a tendency to sin and
becomes sin only when it is yielded to by the conscious voluntary act of the individual, is a question upon which
theologians differ.
Roman Catholic and other theologians, following the early Church fathers, distinguish between mortal (or deadly)
and venial sins. Mortal or deadly sins are such as wilfully violate the divine law, destroy the friendship of God,
and cause the death of the soul. The seven mortal or deadly sins are pride, covetousness, lust, anger, gluttony,
envy and sloth. Venial sins are such transgressions as are due to inadvertence, do not destroy the friendship of
God, and, while tending to become mortal, are not in themselves the death of the soul. The difference is one of
degree, not of kind.
(2) A serious fault; an error; a transgression: as, a sin against good taste.
(3) An incarnation or embodiment of sin.
Thus far the dictionary. To return to the Bible:—
“Sin is lawlessness” (1 John 3:4, R.V.). The definition is comprehensive, and covers thought, word and deed—sins of
omission and sins of commission. “The thought of foolishness is sin” (Prov. 24:9). “By thy words thou shalt be justified,
and by thy words thou shalt be condemned” (Matt. 12:37). “To him that knoweth to do good and doeth it not, to him it
is sin” (Jas. 4:17). “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. And the world passeth away and the lust thereof: but he that doeth the will of God abideth
for ever” (1 John 2:16–17).
Read in the light of these divine maxims of the New Testament, the account of the fall in Genesis 3 is terribly intelligible,
and in harmony with distressful human experience. Whereas before sin entered “they were both naked the man and his
wife and were not ashamed” (Gen. 2:25), after sin it was not so, for “the eyes of them both were opened, and they knew
that they were naked” (Gen. 3:7). Shame and fear were experienced, and a covering for sin, even in the estimation of the
sinners, became a necessity: “they sewed fig leaves together and made themselves aprons.” The first clothing therefore
was not a climatic requirement, but was a moral and not a physical necessity.
But, as pointed out in our last issue (p. 367), and as indicated in the dictionary definition cited above, this primary
definition is not sufficient to account for all the apostolic usage of the term sin. It is written, “Him who knew no sin He
(God) made to be sin on our behalf; that we might become the righteousness of God in him” (2 Cor. 5:21, R.V.). It is
impossible scripturally to substitute here “lawlessness” for “sin.” “Sin” must stand here for something other than (yet
truly related to) the primary meaning. What is that “something”? The answer in the language of the prophet is, “the
iniquity of us all” (Isa. 53:6). Or, as an apostle afterwards expressed it (quoting the prophet’s words), “Christ ... his own
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self bare our sins in his body upon the tree, that we, having died unto sins, might live unto righteousness; by whose
stripes ye were healed” (1 Pet. 2:24).
Here comes in the principle of metonomy, by which “sin” is put for mortal human nature which is the effect of sin. Sin
and its synonyms are put for the effects or punishments of sin. The angels hastened Lot and his wife and daughters out
of Sodom, “lest,” said they, “thou be consumed in the iniquity of the city” (Gen. 19:16). That is in the punishment thereof,
as in the margin of the A.V. See also Psa. 7:16; Jer. 14:16; Zech. 14:19: “This shall be the punishment (marg., sin) of Egypt.”
In Deut. 9:21 Moses says, “I took your sin, the calf which ye had made, and burnt it with fire, and stamped it and ground
it very small, even until it was as small as dust; and I cast the dust thereof into the brook that descended out of the
mount.” In Ex. 32:20, where the episode is originally recorded, we read, “He strawed it upon the water, and made the
children of Israel drink it.” “The brook” flowed from the smitten rock (Ex. 17:6), which “was Christ” (1 Cor. 10:4), who said
to Israel, “If any man thirst let him come unto me and drink” (John 7:37), “Let him that is athirst come. And whosoever
will, let him take of the water of life freely” (Rev. 22:17). Thus, by this remarkable figure, is the “sin” of Israel associated
with Christ.
“They eat up the sin of my people” (Hos. 4:8); that is in their licentious idolatry, see context. “The high places of Aven,
the sin (chattath) of Israel, shall be destroyed” (Hos. 10:8). Here there is a double figure, for the word Aven itself means
“sin,” “Beth-aven”—House of Sin, (4:15). When Beth-el (House of God, Gen 28:17, 19) was defiled by the idolatrous
institution of the calf-worship of Jeroboam (1 Kings 12:30), “this thing became a sin,” and the name, by the spirit of God
in the prophet, was changed from Bethel to Bethaven.
These things enable us to understand the like figures in the New Testament. “The body of sin” is “our mortal body” (Rom.
6:6: 8:11), mortal because of sin (Rom. 5:12). “He hath made him (Christ) to be sin for us who knew no sin; that we might
be made the righteousness of God in him” (2 Cor. 5:21). That is, “God sent his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and
for sin (R.V., as an offering for sin) condemned Sin in the flesh” (Rom. 8:3). Or, again, Christ “himself likewise took part of
the same (flesh and blood) that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is the devil” (Heb.
2:14). “Our old man was crucified with him” (Rom. 6:6). “Jesus Christ by whom the world is crucified unto me, and I unto
the world” (Gal. 6:41).
Sin is personified as The Serpent, The Dragon, The Old Serpent, The Devil, Satan, The Prince of this World, and so forth.
Dr. Thomas in Elpis Israel, Part I., 100: 3., has a few pages on “The Prince of this World,” in which this principle of
personification is very lucidly expounded.
Paul in Eph. 2:2, 3, has a striking parallelism which of itself almost explains the personification of Sin. Speaking of the
work of God in Christ in the Ephesian disciples, he says: “And you hath he quickened who were dead in trespasses and
sins, wherein in time past ye walked according to
the course of this world (aion of this kosmos),
the Prince of the power of the air,
the Spirit that now worketh in the children of disobedience.”
This is but the reproduction and expansion of the Lord’s own personification of Sin, as “the Prince of this World” (John
12:31: 14:30: 16:11). “Now shall the Prince of this world be cast out. And I, if I be lifted up, will draw all men unto ME.
This he said, signifying what death he should die” (compare John 3:14). “Hereafter I will not talk much with you; for the
Prince of this world cometh, and hath nothing in me. But that the world may know that I love the Father; and as the
Father gave me commandment (compare 10:17, 18), even so I do.” “The Comforter ... will convict the world of sin ... (and)
of judgment, because the Prince of this world is judged” (in the sense of “cast out,” condemned—compare ch. 12:48).
That expression, “The Prince ... hath nothing in ME, ” is, according to the best of our understanding, God’s interpretation
in Christ of the word of God to Daniel by the angel Gabriel (9:26). “Messiah (‘the prince’) shall be cut off, but not for
himself” (A.V.) (R.V. text, “and shall have nothing.”) The outward appearances in the death of Christ were entirely
deceptive. It looked as if HE was being condemned, whereas in reality it was Sin that was being “cast out” and condemned
in his “obedience unto death” (Phil. 2:8). The individuals who were the embodiment of “the Prince of this world” in his
encounter with “Messiah the Prince,” “the Prince of life” (Acts 3:15), were “both Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the
Gentiles and the people of Israel” under Caiaphas (Acts 4:27; John 11:47–52: 18:12–27)—“crucifixum sub Pontio Pilato”
being the sad memorial of the Roman Prince that has come down to us in the contemporary Latin of the earliest Christian
creeds.
SIN is a King (Rom. 5:21); a Slaveholder (Rom. 6:7, etc.); a Murderer (Rom. 7:7, 8, etc.; John 8:44); a Prince, “judged,”
condemned, “cast out” by “the Prince of Life,” that is the Lord Jesus Christ.
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G Pearce – Principles of Redemption (Part 1), The Christadelphian, vol. 73, 1936, pp. 203-207 (Edited by
CC Walker)
THE redemptive work of Christ is the keystone of God’s plan of salvation for man. The subject is therefore a large and
important one and it is to be expected that there are numerous aspects to it. Some of these aspects are less clear and
more controversial than others, and it is from this consideration that the line of development given here may possess
advantages over others, for it is one that can be soundly demonstrated from the scriptures. The advantage of first
considering those arguments that are clear and unambiguous is to be stressed. Confusion easily arises if we first fix our
attention on those passages of scripture that appear to bear more than one interpretation. It is always a good principle
in understanding the scriptures that the Truth be grasped from plain, clear passages and the less clear afterwards viewed
in the light of such understanding. One literal unambiguous statement of scripture outweighs a host of passages that
seem to uphold each advocate’s idea.
This aspect of Christ’s work—the principles of redemption—seems especially worthy of our consideration because if we
understand this aright we have a firm foundation on which to build, and it will be readily agreed that a right foundation
is of the greatest importance.
The analysis of the redemptive work of Christ would give us three headings: His work in relation to (a) God; (b) himself;
(c) mankind. Though we will not follow directly the lines of this analysis, it will be good for us always to bear it in mind.
First let us establish the scriptural meaning of the word Devil. In the authorized version it is used as a translation of the
Greek words Diabolos and Daimon. Demon is the more proper translation of Daimon and we here understand Devil as a
translation of Diabolos. Though very divergent views have been expressed as to the Devil, it will be universally accepted
as something contrary to God and His law and in the final state of blessedness does not exist. The meaning of the word
in Greek is enlightening. It is derived from a verb meaning to “throw through” (dia—through; ballo—to throw) and one
of its primary definitions is “to cause to cross over.” (Accuser, Slanderer.—ED., C.) The Diabolos causes to cross over God’s
law or causes to transgress. This characteristic of Diabolos is expressed in 1 John 3:8: “. . . for the Devil sinneth from the
beginning.”
The passage just quoted also informs us how long the Diabolos has been active—i.e., “from the beginning.” Our minds
are directed to Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden. In seeking here for the operation of the Diabolos we are also guided
by the words of Revelation 20:2: “And he (the Angel) laid hold on the Dragon, that old Serpent, which is the Devil and
Satan . . .”, from which we learn that the Devil is that old Serpent of the Garden of Eden. In harmony with the characteristic
of the Eden serpent as a beguiler we read further on in this chapter 20.: “And the Devil that deceived the nations . . .”
Perhaps it may be remarked in passing that as is general throughout the Apocalypse, these words of Revelation 20:2 are
not to be taken literally, but are symbols (or Personification.—ED., C.) expressive of principles or qualities. This then we
have found: The Devil is spoken of as a deceiver; it causes to transgress God’s law; it is called “a sinner from the beginning”;
and it is another term for what is to be understood by “the old Serpent.”
Let us look at the first transgression and the serpent in the Garden of Eden. The serpent had much in common with Adam
and Eve. Both were from the dust, were organized into flesh and blood, were animated by God’s spirit and pronounced
very good. The serpent had powers of observation, hearing and speech. He was intelligent (“be ye as wise as serpents,”
Christ said) and was able to reason upon what he heard and saw. He only differed from man and woman in having no
moral faculties, and was not placed under Divine law. Man and woman, besides propensities and intellect, had sentiments
such that their intellect could appreciate and respond to God’s law.
The serpent having no appreciation of obedience or responsibility to God, reasoned in the manner given in Genesis 3.
and presented his reasoning to the woman. His reasoning was what we term the thinking of the natural mind or “the
thinking of the flesh,” aiming at the gratifying of the animal instincts. This reasoning of the natural mind in the serpent
was not culpable, or contrary to his description at creation as “very good.” But in the woman it should have been
suppressed because it was at enmity with the law of God. Instead of being suppressed the serpent reasoning took a hold
in her mind and worked upon her desires—desires of the flesh, the eye and of life. This reasoning finding strong support
from her natural desires was accepted by her mind and resulted in the action that was transgression.
From this it is seen that the transgression had its inception in the serpent reasoning and this, co-operating with her natural
desires, caused the unlawful act. These then—the serpent reasoning and the desires of the flesh—were in her the
diabolos, “causing to cross over” God’s law. Only in such a way can the words “The Diabolos sinneth from the beginning”
be understood. Clearly the Diabolos is not transgression itself but the cause of it as shown above. In the serpent the false
reasoning was not a Diabolos because he was under no law to God. It existed in Eve as soon as she believed the serpent
reasoning. Until the serpent beguiled her she had thought truthfully and so had remained obedient. The evil arose when
she accepted the serpent reasoning and the idea then represented the thinking of her own mind.
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We must conclude that the Diabolos did not exist in her from creation from another consideration. We are told that the
Diabolos has the power of death (Heb. 2:14); and Adam and Eve were not originally subject to death, for Paul says (1
Corinthians 15:21), “By man came death”; and again (Romans 5:12), “Wherefore as by one man sin entered into the world
and death by sin . . .” Clearly while they were not subject to death the Diabolos was not in them.
That the Diabolos in man is the result of serpent reasoning operating on the natural desires is expressed by Christ in John
8:44: “Ye are of your father the devil and the works of your father ye will do. He was a murderer from the beginning and
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.” The serpent reasoning was a lie—the original lie. As we have seen, in his reasoning arose the Devil
and so Christ says “he is a liar and the father of it.” Again the serpent reasoning enflamed the natural desires—hence
Christ speaks of “the lusts of the Devil.” Christ’s condemnation of those around him was the same as that of Adam and
Eve—that instead of overcoming the lusts, they did them, that is, they sinned. The passage continues: “He was a murderer
from the beginning.” In that the Diabolos caused transgression it brought the penalty attached to disobedience, “Thou
shalt surely die.” Thus it was a murderer; or as elsewhere expressed it had the power of death.
We accept, then, the Diabolos as that principle or way of thinking that established itself in Adam and Eve and caused
transgression. After transgression it became a characteristic of their nature and is transmitted to all their descendants.
This is the next proposition we have to establish. Considering the matter apart from scriptural evidence, is it not a matter
of experience with every one of us that our mind and body tend to go contrary to God’s law? And turning to the teaching
of the scriptures it must be directly inferred from Paul’s statement in Romans 5:19 that the Diabolos is an inherent quality
of human nature: “For as by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall many
be made righteous.” “Were made sinners” is more correctly translated “were constituted sinners”; which must mean
that after the transgression our nature was so organized or constituted as to make us inevitably sinful. Our understanding
of “made sinners” is clarified by the antithesis “made righteous” through Jesus Christ. It is recognized that of ourselves
we are not righteous but that righteousness is imputed to us—we are constituted righteous. In the same way then we
are constituted sinners. Now if we are constituted sinners by Adam’s transgression this must of necessity require the
cause of sin to be in us, for every effect needs a cause. From which we must conclude the Diabolos is in all the descendants
of Adam. The establishment of the Diabolos as a law in the flesh is all sufficient to constitute every son of Adam a sinner,
for if there is no opposing force of the law of God, the Diabolos will lead to sinful action; and as the law of God is not
natural to us, but comes by enlightenment, we perceive that the Diabolos at first does reign supreme in all that are born,
and sin is the inevitable result.
Again, Paul’s discourse in Romans 7. shows clearly the existence of this principle in all flesh. He sums the matter up in
verse 23, where he speaks of this sin-causing principle as “the law of sin in my members.” His earlier remarks (verses 15–
23) show that he regarded this Diabolos as an innate quality of his flesh.
A further proof of the Diabolos being inherent in Adam’s descendants is found in considering our mortal nature. If we are
willing to admit Adam’s descendants to be mortal, then they must possess the Diabolos, because the writer to the
Hebrews (2:14) says it is the Diabolos that has the power of death.
Besides wielding the power of death in Adam and all humans, the Diabolos was the cause of further physical evil in Adam
and Eve as laid down in the sentence God passed against them. Up till transgression Adam and Eve had only known good.
After transgression they knew—i.e., experienced—evil as well as good. They and their surroundings were so organized
that they were subject to evil—pain, disease, weakness, sorrow, and as already mentioned, death. These evils are our
common lot and inheritance from our first fathers. This is scripturally expressed in two places: First, Romans 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 to justification of life.” This passage informs us that all men are condemned by God
through Adam’s transgression. It is the inescapable lot of everyone, not a crime, but a misfortune—no more due to our
own works than is the righteousness and justification to life given through Jesus Christ. Our position in the matter is
similar to that of a slave. Those that are born to slaves are slaves and are subject to the status of a slave.
The same condemnation or subjection to evil is expressed by Paul (Eph. 2:3): “Among whom also we all had our
conversation in times past . . . and were by nature the children of wrath, even as others.” Paul teaches that we are all
born subject to the wrath and consequent condemnation—the condemnation that was upon Adam through transgression.
Thus we have seen that all these evil effects—and of necessity also their cause, the Diabolos—are the lot of every one of
us through the transgression of our first parents. Our knowledge of these evils through experience is as it were a
manifestation of the indwelling Diabolos.
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With such a scriptural understanding of the Diabolos we may now turn to the work accomplished by Christ, expressed in
Heb. 2:14: “Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood he also himself likewise took part of the
same; that through death he might destroy (R.V., bring to nought) him that had the power of death, that is, the devil.”
From this we learn that he destroyed the Diabolos; (a) by partaking of flesh and blood and (b) by dying.
The first qualification was necessary so that he should himself be a possessor of the Diabolos—for as we have shown it
existed in Adam at transgression and afterwards in all his seed. How otherwise could Christ destroy the Diabolos by dying?
Clearly he did not then remove the Diabolos from other men, for since that time the principle has flourished mightily in
godless men. The only alternative is that he destroyed it in himself and thereby made it possible for the complete
destruction of this evil in the future, as given symbolically in Revelation 20.
The destruction of the Diabolos in Christ himself is clearly seen in Paul’s words, Eph. 2:14: “(Christ) having abolished in
his flesh the enmity, even the law of commandments, . . . and that he might reconcile both unto God in one body by the
cross, having slain the enmity thereby (margin, in himself).”
The enmity (made manifest by the law of commandments as Paul argues in Romans 7:7–12) takes us back again to the
Edenic sentence (Gen. 3:15), “And I will put enmity between thee and the woman and between thy seed and her seed
and it shall bruise thy head and thou shalt bruise his heel.” The enmity was between the woman and the serpent. This is
not literal but in a figure expresses principles. As we have seen, the lie that was according to the flesh and that resulted
in transgression, arose from the serpent and so this way of thinking in men is appropriately typified by a serpent. This is
at enmity with the principles of truth, faith and obedience, typified by the woman. It is the enmity expressed by Paul in
the passage at which we have already looked (Rom. 7:21–25), where he speaks of two laws warring against each other—
the law of sin in his members and the law of God. Now in such an antagonism the enmity could only be abolished by
destroying the serpent and if Christ abolished the enmity in his flesh, the serpent must have existed there. That the phrase
“in his flesh” means actually in his body, is clear from its use in a previous verse of this same chapter, verse 11, “Wherefore
remember, that ye being in times past Gentiles in the flesh.” In this sentence flesh refers to the body—to the man himself.
This is also clear from the latter part of our previous quotation, “That he might reconcile both (Jew and Gentile) unto God
in one body by the cross, having slain the enmity thereby.” How was the enmity slain? In one body by the cross. If we
take the marginal reading “in himself” instead of “thereby,” the question is answered in a still more definite way—that is
that the enmity was destroyed in his own body.
Our understanding of the existence and destruction of the Diabolos in Christ is greatly helped by the typical teaching of
an incident in the journeyings of the children of Israel—the lifting up of the brazen serpent. Christ directly applies this
incident to himself and makes it certain that the serpent nature or Diabolos was in Christ and was destroyed at his
crucifixion. Christ says (John 3:4): “As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of Man be
lifted up; that whosoever believeth on him should not perish but have everlasting life.”
Turning to the record in Numbers 21. we find that the children of Israel murmured because of the hardness of the way.
God sent fiery serpents that bit them so that many died. The rest repented, acknowledging their sin, and were saved from
dying from the serpent bite by looking upon a similar fiery serpent lifted up on a pole by Moses. We read, verse 9: “And
Moses made a serpent of brass and put it upon a pole and it came to pass that if a serpent had bitten any man, when he
beheld the serpent of brass, he lived.”
The parallel between this deliverance and the salvation of man is striking. The fiery serpents “had the power of death” to
these people and their salvation was through faith in the uplifted replica of what had bitten them. Drawing the parallel
the serpent principle has bitten all of us through Adam and so our salvation is through beholding the uplifted serpent;
which from the analogy must be a crucified Christ possessing serpent nature, for Christ directly associates his crucifixion
with the uplifted serpent. “As Moses lifted up the serpent so must the Son of Man . . .” Is not this conclusive as to the
serpent nature being in Christ? There must be some meaning in the analogy Christ draws and our conclusions are surely
straightforward and definite.
We have now understood what is scripturally expressed by the Devil and established the existence of the Devil in all men,
including Christ. Turn now to what naturally suggests itself from the previous paragraph—why was the uplifted serpent
efficacious in saving from death?—i.e., in the antitype—what underlies the sacrificial death of Christ?
Initial transgression and resulting death to mankind were through the Diabolos. It is reasonable therefore that Christ, in
bringing life, should be required to destroy the Diabolos. Partaking of flesh and blood he possessed the Diabolos and in
his life and death he “brought it to nought.” His death was a necessity in doing this. In his life he brought it to nought by
the constant application of the Word of God, thereby always overcoming the evil tendencies. But eventually, without his
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cutting off, this life of overcoming would be of no avail for that evil principle he constantly checked would have operated
in him to death and would still be the victor—God’s judgment in Eden operating to condemnation as in all mortals. But
by the deliberate act of cutting off his life and pouring out his blood, the mainspring of this evil was destroyed and so the
evil itself was destroyed. His death was necessary in order that he might be delivered from the serpent principle that
claimed his life. This, however, was the full extent of its power. When his blood was poured out, the impulses to evil could
no longer operate and the Diabolos was destroyed. Not being marred by any transgression, God could raise him to life
and incorruption.
In this then, we see the necessity for Christ to die to gain his own salvation. This necessity of his own salvation from death
is directly expressed by Paul (Hebrews 5:7): “Who in the days of his flesh, when he had offered up prayers and
supplications with strong crying and tears unto him that was able to save him from death, and was heard in that he
feared.” Christ was under the dominion of death through inheritance of the Diabolos and he was saved by being
strengthened by God to bring it to nought. This having been accomplished it could be said “death hath no more dominion
over him.”
The statement of Paul in Hebrews 2:14 already referred to leads us to the same conclusion. He partook of flesh and blood
that through death he might destroy the Diabolos and deliver them who through fear of death were all their lifetime
subject to bondage. This shows to us the fundamental position occupied by the Diabolos in relation to our need of
salvation—a position we have already appreciated from looking at the original occasion of disobedience. In the wisdom
and justice of God he regarded the destruction of the Diabolos as a vital necessity before deliverance from death was
possible. As then Christ himself possessed the Diabolos, was not his death which destroyed this, necessary to himself?
G Pearce – Principles of Redemption (Part 2), The Christadelphian, vol. 73, 1936, pp. 257-260 (Edited by
CC Walker)
WE have looked at the sacrifice of Christ and its necessity in relation to himself. Look now at his sacrifice in relation to
God. Before God was willing to grant eternal life he required the vindication of His righteousness and the upholding of
the justice of the Edenic sentence. This was done in Christ’s sacrifice and was a further necessity for his death before he
or anyone could be given life. Paul puts this aspect before us in Romans 3:24–26: “Being justified freely by his grace
through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus: whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation (mercy seat) through faith
in his blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins that are past through the forbearance of God; to declare,
I say, at this time his righteousness: that he might be just, and the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus.” This we can
well appreciate, for all that are flesh and blood are subject to death, i.e., subject to the Adamic condemnation, and as
this sentence was a just one, to maintain God’s justice it was necessary that this sentence should operate in Christ who
was of Adamic nature. There was then no injustice in Christ’s death, though he were sinless, but rather an upholding of
God’s decree—“a vindicating of His righteousness.” In his sacrifice was shown to public view a just treatment of the
nature he possessed.
In looking at these necessities for Christ’s death before God would grant him life there is a feeling often expressed that
as Christ had overcome in all things and was sinless, God without violating His justice could have given him life without
such a sacrifice; and that the sacrifice was necessary for us only—Christ made it entirely on our behalf. This incorrect view
probably results from failing to realise that the whole work is primarily through the operation of God’s power. If Christ
had not been strengthened by God he too would have sinned and would have been in need of atonement for
transgression. The power to defeat the Diabolos that causes sin was given him by God. Therefore, as the nature he
possessed as a son of Adam, without the strengthening from God, would have led him to sin, as with all others, the
necessities for redemption that relate to the Adamic stock were necessities to him as well. In that he required this
strengthening, it showed he possessed that nature which is essentially sinful and worthless before God. Perhaps we might
exhibit Christ’s dependence on God more clearly by a hypothetical statement of the opposite position. If Christ, without
the strengthening of God’s power, had completely resisted the Diabolos, then of his own power he would be righteous
and might make claims upon God. But this hypothesis is not correct. It was a possibility only with Adam and Eve at the
first. Since the fall all are constituted sinners (Rom. 5:18), and unaided by God, sin is inevitable through the nature we
possess. In the wisdom and goodness of God we have in Christ Jesus, one in whom God’s saving power was manifest,
that He might reconcile men unto Himself.
So far we have avoided the term of sin as a principle working in man, usually referred to as “sin in the flesh.” There can
be no doubt that the scriptures speak of sin in this sense, and we shall see that it is the same principle that we have
spoken of as the serpent principle or Diabolos. We find in Romans 5.–8., Paul several times takes the word sin, which is
expressive of an effect, i.e., transgression, and applies it to the cause, i.e., the Diabolos. Such a transfer of idea is well
illustrated by a recent phrase popular in the newspapers. Armament manufacturers are described as “Merchants of
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Death.” Now actually they are merchants of munitions, but in that death is inflicted by munitions—is the effect from
munitions—the cause is spoken of as the effect.
Let us look at some of these passages. Speaking of what we have already found regarding the serpent in man, Paul says
(2 Corinthians 11:7): “But I fear, lest by any means, as the serpent beguiled Eve through his subtilty, so your minds should
be corrupted from the simplicity that is in Christ.” Parallel with this is the passage from Romans 7:11 (R.V.): “For finding
occasion by the law, Sin beguiled me and through it slew me.”
See the analogous position occupied by the word sin and serpent. Paul could not here be speaking of sin as transgression,
for transgression could not beguile, (to differentiate between these two uses of sin we will refer to the beguiler as Sin).
This different, or secondary use of sin, is better appreciated by contrasting it with the position occupied by sin in James’
analysis of the beguiling process. His analysis gives three stages:
a. Drawn away of lust, enticed.
b. Sin (Transgression).
c. Death.
The preceding stage to the following stage is related as cause to effect, (a) to (b), (b) to (c), and he places sin (transgression)
in stage (b) as the effect of enticement. In contrast with this, Sin in Romans 7:11 comes in stage (a) for it is the beguiler.
This usage of sin runs throughout chapters 6. and 7. Thus in Romans 7. (R.V.): “Sin, finding occasion, wrought in me
through the commandment all manner of lust,” and referring to these lusts as passions, he says earlier (7:5, R.V.): “Sin’s
passions wrought in our members to bring forth fruit unto death.” Is not this clear when we understand Sin as the
Diabolos?
Referring to sin’s lusts and passions being allowed to work in our members, he says (Romans 6:12): “Let not Sin therefore
reign in your mortal body that ye should obey it in the lusts thereof.” Paul recognises the existence of the sin principle in
all and exhorts them not to yield to it—not to obey its lusts which would result in transgression. How strikingly parallel
to this are Christ’s words: “Ye are of your father the Devil and the lusts of your father ye do,” which shows again the
identity of the Diabolos and the sin principle. Jesus condemned them for letting Sin or the Diabolos reign so that they
obeyed its lusts. Paul has to confess later in the chapter (Romans 8) that though exhorting them not to obey the lusts,
they cannot be completely overcome by us. He says (Romans 7:17): “Now then it is no more I that do it (transgress) but
Sin that dwelleth in me. 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.” The next few verses, which we have already quoted, continue the
theme and contain Paul’s definition of this use of the word sin when he says “the law of sin in my members.” This, as
already found, is the Diabolos in man, causing transgression.
Clearly then there is in man what is styled Sin, which precedes transgression. We might well ask why the Diabolos should
be styled sin. Does not the application of the word sin to the Diabolos show that God regards the Diabolos as the
fundamental, as the root cause of alienation from Him. This is in harmony with our previous conclusion in relation to
Christ’s redemptive work, that the destruction of the Diabolos was the essential required by God and accomplished in
Christ
If now we have understood this other scriptural use of sin we are able to understand the ascription of sin to Christ, and
the several passages which are viewed by many with difficulty as they stand, are seen to be capable of simple and
straightforward application. In the sense shown in the previous paragraph Christ had sin. Thus Paul says (2 Corinthians
5:21): “For he made him (to be) sin for us who knew no sin, that we might be the righteousness of God in him.” The word
“made” used here does not in the original bear the idea of “imputed.” Its import is clearly seen from its use in the record
of Paul’s speech at Mars’ Hill (Acts 17:24): “God that hath made the world and all things therein . . . and hath made of
one blood all nations of men for to dwell on the face of the earth . . .” Paul is here referring to God’s creative work. So in
relation to Christ he was “made sin” from birth, that is he was made sin through partaking of our flesh and blood and its
accompanying law of sin.
Again Paul’s statement (Hebrews 9:28): “So Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many, and unto them that look
for him shall he appear the second time without sin unto salvation,” implies that the first time he had sin—which is to be
understood as in the passage just quoted.
In those chapters from the Epistle to the Romans (chapters 6. and 7.) at which we have already looked and where Paul
so definitely speaks of sin as an evil principle in the flesh, reference is made to this principle in Christ. In Romans 6. Paul
speaks of this body in which dwells the Diabolos as a body of Sin, and that as Christ at his crucifixion destroyed the body
of Sin, we also are to regard ourselves as freed from Sin through association in baptism with his crucifixion. Thus Romans
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6:6: “Knowing this, that our old man is crucified with him, that the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we
should not serve Sin.”
Paul enlarges on this destruction of the body of Sin at Christ’s crucifixion in Romans 8:3. He speaks of the matter already
mentioned, that it was God’s action primarily that made Christ able to overcome the law of sin. The law of
commandments did not prove a sufficient power to do this because it was weak through the flesh—that is weak because
flesh was so exceeding sinful. Hence he says: “God, sending his own son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for Sin,
condemned Sin in the flesh.” The law was not adequate to condemn or overcome the sin principle but God in Christ did
this, bringing to nought the Diabolos in his life and death.
If we appreciate the cause of sin in man, and God’s requirements in the reconciliation necessary because of sin, we shall
readily see the inadequacy of the idea that Christ bore our sins in that they were imputed to him. I refer to the inadequacy
of the view expressed as follows:
“When was he made sin? After he had not known sin experimentally. In what sense was he made sin? In the
sense of a sin offering.” That is to say, as under the law when the priest laid his hands on the sacrifice the sin
was regarded as transferred to the animal, so our sins are laid on Christ.
This teaching is quite out of harmony with the principles of redemption at which we have looked; indeed, it does not
touch the fundamental of Christ’s sacrifice. Does it not make Christ more of a substitute than a representative? Upon
such a teaching, Christ’s death cannot be regarded as the manifestation of God’s justice nor would the forbearance and
forgiveness He extends to us rest upon a basis of righteousness as well as grace. Is not such a view contrary to the true
case—that in Christ there is a condemnation of sinful flesh by overcoming its impulses by the Word of God and by its
cutting off in a violent death. To us, through the forbearance of God, is forgiveness and reconciliation if we have faith in
these principles and also seek to overcome our own body of sin by the same indwelling of His word. In this way Christ
stands as a representative. We have to believe heartily and acknowledge what was manifested in our representative and
also make him our example in overcoming as he overcame. Is it not clear that this other view—that Christ was made sin
after not knowing it experimentally, by being made a sin offering—is not in harmony with the wisdom and justice of God?
We have now dealt with the three divisions of the subject mentioned at the outset—The redemptive work in relation to
God, Christ and mankind—and perhaps a few words should be said to relate them in proper perspective. It has been
necessary to consider more particularly Christ’s sacrifice with respect to God and to himself, for therein are found the
principles upon which God wrought salvation. But we shall not fail to realise that all this is but the means of accomplishing
what is embodied in our third division, the redemption of mankind. Christ’s coming was essentially to redeem men to
God and the redemptive work in relation to God and Christ is important to the extent of the necessities involved before
men could be redeemed. By first appreciating these necessities—which in few words is God’s view of the matter—we
are saved from the many errors that are current regarding Jesus as our Saviour.
It was the object of this paper to consider primarily the principles underlying the redemptive work of Christ. It is realised
that other aspects have not been touched upon—his sinless life such that he was “a lamb, without blemish and without
spot”; the power of example in his perfect obedience, his compassion, his love; his preaching of the Gospel; his present
mediatorship—these and similar subjects will take their place as the superstructure erected upon the basis of right
principles.
Finally, let us bring together the salient points which we have found to be the teaching of scripture, by sketching “the
way of salvation.” All Adam’s descendants are born under a condemnation arising from Adam’s transgression. They are
subject to disease, pain, sorrow and death and have an innate tendency to think and act contrary to God’s law—a
condition which is all the result of inheriting that evil principle called the Diabolos, serpent nature, or sinful flesh. Natural
man is born without any “divine light within” and inevitably sin reigns and he obeys it in the lust thereof. This evil tendency
is, as it were, an ever present weight in the balance of conscience which decides for right or wrong. Enlightenment by the
Word of God brings to bear an opposing force and is a weight in the other pan of the balance. But though this law of God
wars against the law of sin in our members it is not able entirely to overcome it and man still sins and is alienated from
God. As the law of God was weak through the flesh it required God’s intervention;—God’s arm brought salvation by
providing one who by his divine conception and the rich indwelling of the Holy Spirit was able to overcome completely—
to be sinless. In him was manifested God’s will—His requirements of perfect obedience and the exhibition of the true
worth of human nature or sinful flesh. In his life this later requirement was manifest in the contrast between the sinless
character of Jesus and the sinful character of the men and women around him begotten of the will of men. In his death
this was more certainly manifested, in that God, without injustice could require the “lifting up” of such a sinless man,
because he possessed that evil nature resulting from Adamic condemnation. In this Christ wrought salvation for himself
and for us. For himself in that he was freed from the claims of his inherited nature—he destroyed the body of sin. And
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for us—when we faithfully and humbly acknowledge this representative treatment in Jesus and associate ourselves with
his crucifixion by baptism, God is willing to accept us, and abide with us if we seek to serve Him and not to serve the
former lusts of our flesh.
When we survey this plan of God, must we not seek to express ourselves as Paul did: “Oh the depth of the riches both of
the wisdom and knowledge of God! How unsearchable are his judgments and his ways past finding out! For who hath
known the mind of the Lord? or who hath been his counsellor? or who hath first given to him and it shall be recompensed
unto him again? For of him, and through him, and to him, are all things, to whom be glory for ever. Amen.”
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Henry Sulley [1900 - 1920s]
A. On Creation
Henry Sulley, The Christadelphian, vol. 44, 1907, pp. 115-116
SIR, —The publication of “The Catechism of Ideals” put forward by Sir Oliver Lodge, some time since, was followed by an
ominous silence, almost unbroken by a word of adverse comment. The absence of adverse comment is now explained.
The veil has been raised by a pronouncement from the noted pastor of the City Temple, followed by a chorus of approval
from many ministerial pulpits. The leaven introduced into the church some 25 years ago has silently wrought a great
change. According to a London daily, “A section of scientists, of whom Sir Oliver Lodge is the leading exponent, has been
moving from a different standpoint in the same direction as the preacher” (Mr. Campbell). It seems that this new theology
has been conceived in the Universities, has passed through a period of gestation in the religious world, and is now brought
forth openly and avowedly in ministerial circles. Some of the items advocated by “these leaders of religious thought” are
not new. It is a new thing for “ministers of the Gospel” to openly avow their disbelief in the inspired oracles. Sir, to your
honour, be it remembered, that a leading article in your valuable paper, a little while ago, condemned unbelief in the
Scriptures. Some religious teachers also condemn the “New Theology,” but for the most part their criticisms do not
furnish much evidence in support of that condemnation or clearly define the issue raised. It is well that the public should
be thoroughly acquainted with the mischievous nature of the New Theology, and should be familiar with the substantial
foundation upon which the truth of God rests. According to Mr. Campbell, the story of the fall is not true, “it is literature.”
To say the least of this bold assertion, it is a reflection upon literature, which is thus inferentially dubbed “lies.” Sir, I
venture to make the statement that the story of the fall is an inspired record overflowing with moral instruction, all of
which is dependent upon its unimpeachable, historical truth. One item only may be selected as an example of the
truthfulness of the record in Genesis. It is written, “Now the serpent was more subtle than any beast of the field which
the Lord God had made” (Gen. 3:1). It is also stated that this serpent was endowed with speech. In consequence of the
part which this intelligent creature played in tempting the woman, a curse came upon the serpent in the form of restricted
locomotion: “Cursed art thou above all cattle and above every beast of the field, upon thy belly shalt thou go” (see 5:14).
This record implies that the serpent moved by means of feet or wings prior to the fall. No such serpent has been
discovered in the earth since the time mentioned in Genesis. Prior to that age, however, flying creatures called
pterodactyls existed in great variety, of which many fossil remains are found. Some were furnished with heads, wings,
feet, and claws, and were capable of extensive flight. Now the flying reptiles preceded the crawling serpents. Tell us, oh
ye scientific men, why such a well-established fact should be noted in Genesis if this record is mere “literature,” or an
invented tale to explain the existence of sin? The discovery of fossil winged reptiles in the order of creation described in
the Bible is a direct confirmation of the account of the fall in Genesis, and the absolute truth of the record, as a whole, is
established by many subsequent events, one of which is the inspired utterances of the apostle Paul, who spoke of the
serpent which “beguiled Eve through his subtilty” (2 Cor. 11:3). Another is the resurrection of Jesus from the dead. Those
who accept the apostle as a true witness cannot gainsay the literal record in Genesis. Those who believe in the sacrifice
of Christ must also believe in the Bible’s account of the fall, the one event is complementary of the other.
Henry Sulley, The Christadelphian, vol. 45, 1908, p. 519
“Mr. Sulley combines in this book a ‘criticism of Sir Oliver Lodge’s Catechism’ and a ‘response to the New Theology
Challenge against Revealed Religion.’ The author’s point of view is that of a devout and orthodox Christian; and taking Sir
Oliver’s clauses one by one, he subjects their statements to a drastic and analytical commentary. Mr. Sulley deprecates
the theory of evolution, and thus opposes himself at the start to the main hypothesis on which men of science build their
biological and geological data. His sturdy stand by the letter of Christian law must command respect even from those
who are unable to regard it with sympathy.”
Henry Sulley, The Book of Genesis, The Christadelphian, vol. 63, 1926, p. 472
I would like to point out that the account of the Creation in Genesis is a description of work accomplished in relation to
the earth which then existed, and does not describe the beginning of the processes which resulted in its preparation of
the earth for the habitation of man. Thus we read: “And the earth was without form, and void; and darkness was upon
the face of the deep. And God said, ‘Let there be light’; and there was light. And the evening and the morning were the
first day.” All that is here affirmed is that the first day of creative work was an alteration in the relationship of a sphere
then existent to light and darkness. The earth may have existed the many millions of years which scientists think from
their observations to be the case. Untold ages may have extended prior to the events which introduce the Adamic era.
Perhaps the most interesting point about the description is that “the Spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters,”
resulting in light. Our scientists cannot find fault with this, because they know there cannot be any light without
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movement. As to the period occupied in the six days of the work of creation, we have no means of knowing how long a
“day” is from the Divine point of view. In one place it is said to be as a thousand years; in another place the term is used
for a much more extended period. “To-day, if ye will hear his voice” (Psalm 95:7), an expression covering a very long
period from the time that God has spoken.
The point for us to note is that the development of the earth from its chaotic state to its beautiful adornment of the
present time was divided into six periods, and that after the end of the sixth period no further change took place in the
ordinances of the heaven and the earth until the Flood. According to the records this was a day rather longer than a
thousand years. Since the Flood no change of any kind has taken place in the ordinances of the heaven and earth, but
there are changes coming according to prophecy, when the earth will bring forth its increase, and the curse of weeds and
disease is removed.

B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
Henry Sulley, The Christadelphian, vol. 50, 1913, pp. 148-152
But there are passages of Scripture more difficult to understand than this. Such, for instance, as those appertaining to
the chief object of our assembly this morning, which is to memorialize the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ by
partaking of the emblems u pon the table. The apostle Paul calls our attention to this subject by saying, “Consider the
Apostle and High Priest of your profession. Jesus Christ,” concerning whom, he uttered a hard saying, namely, that he,
Jesus, offered up sacrifice “first for his own sins, and then for the people’s” (Heb. 7:27). Many stumble at the use of the
word “sin” in this passage, thinking it is inconceivable that Jesus could offer for “sins” of his own.
The difficulty arises in consequence of not sufficiently recognising that the word “sin” is used in two senses; that there is
a relationship to sin which is not transgression in any sense, while, on the other hand, “sin is the transgression of law.”
The importance of a correct apprehension of the meaning of the apostle is emphasised in another place, in which he
refers to the possibility of eating and drinking unworthily, that is, eating and drinking to condemnation, because such an
one does not “discern the Lord’s body.” Fortunately, we are not left without help, which will enable us to discover what
the apostle meant when he said, Jesus offered for his own sins, and also to be furnished with a full knowledge of the
mind of the Father towards sin; and thus become enlightened in the reasons which caused God to give his Beloved Son,
Jesus Christ, as a sacrifice for sin.
We learn from the apostle, Peter, that the prophets who spake of salvation, foretold of the grace that should be revealed
in him, “Searching what, or what manner of time, the Spirit of Christ which was in them did signify, when it testified
beforehand the sufferings of Christ and the glory that should follow” (1 Peter 1.: 10–11). Particularly in this connection
the spirit breathing in the Psalms helps us to understand more exactly the relation of the Lord Jesus Christ to sin. Take,
for instance, the eighteenth Psalm, which may be accepted as a portion of the testimony to which Peter referred, as
speaking beforehand of the experience of Jesus, the Christ. That the Psalm applies to the Christ we gather from verse
43—“Thou hast delivered me from the strivings of the people: and thou hast made me the head of the heathen: A people
whom I have not known shall serve me.” Concerning this one, who is to be the head of the heathen, we read in verse
23:—“I was also upright before him and kept myself from mine iniquity.” This could not be said of David, except in a
secondary sense, and must have reference to David’s Lord. What was the iniquity from which Jesus refrained and kept
himself? Was it not those impulses of the flesh contrary to the will of God, which, unrestrained, would have led him to
sin? And, surely, it was his own iniquity, in a sense in which we can understand the statement, and no one else’s, for “he
was tempted in all points like his brethren, yet without sin.” The iniquity that took hold of him was in his flesh, but his
character under temptation was pleasing to his Father. Therefore, in the same Psalm, we also read, “He delivered me
because he delighted in me.” Of the certainty of this there cannot be any doubt, for he was able to say in the midst of his
enemies: “Which of you convinceth me of sin?” Nothing can be truer than the assertion in the Psalms, that, “He kept
himself from his iniquity.”
Again, look at the sixty-ninth Psalm, in which we have the following references to Jesus Christ:—“For the zeal of thine
house hath eaten me up” (verse 9). “They gave me also gall for my meat; and in my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink”
(verse 21). This, and many other statements in the Psalms, were fulfilled in Jesus Christ as related in the New Testament.
What do we find recorded in the sixty - ninth Psalm of the One whose burden it is? Speaking of himself to Godward, he
is represented as saying, “O God, thou knowest my foolishness, and my sins are not hid from thee.” Was it possible for
such an aspiration as that to ascend from the Son of God in the days of his trial? To answer the question we must look at
him in the garden of Gethsemane, and consider him in that agony of mind when he shrank from crucifixion and death.
His desire to escape from that terrible ordeal was such that he sweat, as it were, great drops of blood, that is to say, the
perspiration fell down from him as blood from a wound. In the midst of it all, he said:—“O my Father, if it be possible, let
this cup pass from me, nevertheless, not as I will, but as thou wilt.” There was consciousness of will contrary to that of
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his Father: of a desire to escape the ordeal, i.e., to offer himself upon the tree. How often he had meditated on this
possibility we know not, but who can doubt that in the intensity of his trial he felt that perfect hatred for those impulses
which he could not help arising, and to which he did not yield. Suppose ye not that in this situation he would feel to
Godward, just as that weeping woman, in the midst of poignant grief, who looketh up through her tears, and saith: “I
know this is foolish of me, it is right and good for God to afflict those whom He chooses to perfect under the rod of His
chastisement, so that they may be prepared for that great joy which is to be revealed.”
Cannot the statement in the Psalm be literally true in the case of Jesus on such an occasion as this? “O God, thou knowest
my foolishness, and my sins are not hid from thee.” If Jesus did not feel the hateful burden of the flesh in his temptation,
how can we understand that other statement concerning him?—“Who in the days of his flesh when he had offered up
prayers and supplications with strong crying and tears unto Him that was able to save him from death, and was heard in
that he feared” (Heb. 5:7). Yet he may be said to only mentally recognise the existence in himself of that which appertains
to the flesh, while he did not, for one moment, consent to its allurements, but, as expressed in the record, “If it be
possible, let this cup pass from me, yet not my will, but thine be done.” Yet even here, his frailty was such that an Angel
appeared to strengthen him.
To recognise this aspect of him is very different from the idea that there was in Jesus Christ any thought offensive to God,
or that his character was tainted by the corruption that was in him. Had he passed over the line of injunction there would
have been sin in the sense of transgression. Had he desired to transgress the injunction laid upon him how could he have
manifested perfect obedience? He did not err even in thought, but his frailty, like that of his brethren, was such that even
he needed help, and, in his temptations, felt the burden of sin’s flesh. This exhibition of him in the garden of Gethsemane
is to us an incentive to righteousness, and this aspect of him in the Psalms, and amplified in many portions of Scriptures,
is given to us in order to enable us to cultivate that “mind which was in Christ.” It is for us to discern the significance of
these records, and to apply them to our own edification.
Jesus also furnishes us with an illustration of his own relationship to sin, saying: “As the serpent was lifted up in the
wilderness, so must the Son of Man be lifted up.” What occurred in the wilderness? According to the record, with which
we are all familiar, the children of Israel transgressed the word of God, in consequence of which fiery serpents were sent
among them. The serpents bit the children of Israel in consequence of their transgression. In order to heal those that
were bitten, Moses was commanded to make a serpent of brass, and impale it upon a pole, and whosoever looked at the
serpent was healed. Now comes the question: Why should those who had sinned be delivered from death by looking
upon the brazen serpent? Was it not because the serpent represented their sin, the biter in the case, for the sting of
death is sin? What, then, by the parallel, do we see affixed to the tree in the person of Jesus. Was it not that which
brought death to the human race? Whence cometh sin? From the flesh. Hence we see flesh crucified upon the tree in
the person of Jesus. Thus it is written: “Forasmuch as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he likewise himself
partook of the same, that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the Devil” (Heb. 2:14).
The Devil, or adversary, is sin. How could the adversary be destroyed by the death of Christ if sin was not in, or did not
take hold of the flesh of Jesus? Therefore, it is written: “He himself bare our sins in his body on (or to) the tree” (1 Pet.
2:24). When we look at Jesus impaled upon the tree, as we are commanded to do, we see sin’s flesh, the cause of sin,
put to death; and the power of that flesh to sin, destroyed by dying, or, as the Apostle puts it, “The adversary destroyed
through death.” Our apprehension of the meaning of the picture presented by Jesus impaled upon the tree is increased,
when we remember that “He poured out his soul (or life’s blood) unto death.” Now, “The life of all flesh is in the blood”
(Lev. 17:14). In view of the fact that there can be no impulse to sin unless blood is coursing through the veins, in what
other way was it possible for sin to be destroyed excepting in the mode of the death of Jesus? But now we see Jesus
cleansed from the defilement of sin’s flesh by the shedding of his own blood (Heb. 9:22, 23). The emblems on the table
represent this phase of the matter, as well as others too numerous to mention now. We see in the bread the crucifixion
of sin’s flesh, which, through God, “Jesus gave for the life of the world.”
In what way does this exhibition of the death of Christ promote righteousness in those who behold it? Is it not that the
crucifixion of the flesh is an all-important thing, and apart from the crucifixion of one’s flesh, to use a figure, with its
affections and desires, we cannot expect to find favour with God, or to find acceptance with the Judge when he returns
from the heavens to reward “every man according as his work will be.” If, in the death of Christ, we only see “the
exhibition of the punishment which is due to sinful man,” we fail to perceive the Divine object in the sacrifice of Christ.
Whereas, if we read the lesson of the crucifixion aright, we draw moral instruction for our guidance every time we
contemplate the emblems before us. Those lessons reach deep down to the inner man. While one may refrain from lying,
stealing, and those other heinous offences which most people readily disclaim, there is that other aspect of sin which
enters into the thoughts and intents of the heart, which may fill us with all uncleanness.
The Lord Jesus understood and felt the danger of all this, as part of his own personal experience, and could therefore say
with emphasis, “Unless your righteousness exceed the righteousness of the Scribes and Pharisees (who were zealous for
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the law in the particulars already mentioned), ye shall in no case enter into the Kingdom of Heaven” (Matt. 5:20). His
meaning is made clear by that which follows:—“Ye have heard that it was said by them of old time, Thou shalt not kill,
and whosoever shall kill shall be in danger of the judgment: but I say unto you, whosoever is angry with his brother
without a cause, shall be in danger of the judgment” (verses 21, 22). The same precept being amplified by the apostle,
John, “He that hateth his brother is a murderer,” even though he taketh no step to deprive him of life. Yea, the law of
Christ enjoins active benevolence in such a case. The apostle John saying, “Whosoever doeth not righteousness is not of
God, neither he that loveth not his brother” (1 John 3:10). Not only are we to refrain from resentful speeches, but from
hatred and enmity in thought. The law of Christ requires that deeper searching of the heart which begins where evil
impulse starts; in place of resentment we must cherish a motive in the opposite direction. His injunctions, going deeper
down still, searching into the heart of man, which is deceitful and desperately wicked, and “bringing every thought into
captivity to Christ” (2 Cor. 10:5). Jesus said, “When ye stand praying, forgive if ye have ought against any” (Mark 11:25),
thus creating an attitude of thought which would naturally lead to that other precept, “Bless them that curse you, do
good to them that hate you, and pray for them which despitefully use you, and persecute you” (Matt. 5:44). And thus,
also, with all other affections and desires to which man is prone, we need to apply the antidote at the root.
In the case of Jesus, there was a perfect knowledge of what was in man, so that, at all times, he was able to discern the
allurements of the flesh and resist them. It may not be possible for us to apprehend the perfection of his character in this
respect, namely, that perfect balance and meeting point between the impulses of the flesh and the spirit of righteousness
which was in him, because we are not in his case, and only learn by experience that which he intuitively apprehended. In
our case, as written in the Psalms, “If God should mark iniquity, who could stand?” But in Jesus, we have a Mercy seat,
through whom we can approach unto the Father for forgiveness and deliverance from our sins, but even so, our
acceptance will rest upon obedience to, and recognition of, his laws. We must follow in the footsteps of our leader, and
manifest the same character which was revealed in him.
When that work is consummated, the accepted will share in the joy which is to be revealed at his appearing. Happiness,
then, will be proportionate to the trials through which the children of God have previously passed. This is true of their
Head, who, for the joy set before him, endured the cross, despised the shame, and is now set down at the right hand of
the Majesty of the Heavens waiting until his enemies are made his footstool, of whom it is written: “He shall see his
seed”; “He shall see of the travail of his soul, and shall be satisfied; by his knowledge shall my righteous servant justify
many” (Isa. 53:11). The joy of the Lord Jesus Christ at his return will be “in his seed,” that is, in the multitude of those
who have followed in his footsteps, and because of the sacrifice which he offered have been delivered from sin and death.
In our mortal state, it is impossible to conceive the glory of such a union as this. We can only mentally rise up to some
faint apprehension of it by comparison and analogy. There are some illustrations in the word which help us to understand,
as, for instance, the re-union of Jacob and Joseph after their long separation, and there are common experiences of
humanity of a like kind, which help us to apprehend the sweetness of that glorified state, when death is abolished and
the gift of immortality manifested in those who have been called and have walked in harmony with the precepts
contained in the Scriptures.
Let these things comfort our heart and prepare us for the day of Jesus Christ.
Henry Sulley, Did Adam Eat of the Tree of Life in the Garden of Eden?, The Christadelphian, vol. 50,
1913, pp. 442-443
“SO God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him; male and female created he them.” And God
said: “Behold I have given you every herb bearing seed, which is upon the face of all the earth, and every tree in which is
the fruit of a tree yielding seed; to you it shall be for meat” (Gen. 1:27, 29). Here we have general instruction showing
that man lives by eating food, in this case, herbs, seed, and fruit.
In the Garden of Eden the same condition obtained, except that when God formed Adam He also “planted a garden
eastward in Eden, and there he put the man whom he had formed” (Gen. 2:8). “And out of the ground made the Lord
God to grow every tree that is pleasing to the sight, and good for food, the Tree of Life, also in the midst of the garden,
and the tree of knowledge of good and evil.”
In Eden not only were there trees and herbs given for food to man, but also two other trees having special properties not
common to the rest of the food-bearing plants.
The tree of knowledge of good and evil, like all the fruit-bearing trees, was good for food and pleasant to the eyes, but
possessed the added distinction of bringing death to Adam if eaten by him. The tree of knowledge of good and evil,
though not good food for Adam, presumably was good for those higher in the scale of being, who apparently could
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partake of it with impunity (see Gen. 3:5). There was another tree good for food, called the Tree of Life. Since all fruitbearing trees, excepting the one above mentioned, were life-sustaining, this tree possesses a speciality over the rest.
There must have been a distinction between this and the other fruit-bearing trees, otherwise it would not be specially
mentioned. The speciality or distinction is not hard to find. While all the rest were good for food and capable of sustaining
life, this particular tree was a means of bestowing life beyond that of other fruits; that is, eternal life (see Gen. 3:22).
Further, we read that Adam was not prohibited from eating of any of the trees of the Garden, excepting the tree of
knowledge of good and evil, concerning which the record states: “Thou shalt not eat of it, for in the day that thou eatest
thereof thou shalt surely die” (Gen. 2:17).
It has been supposed that permission to eat “freely,” or rather, “eating thou shalt eat” of all the trees of the Garden,
implied that Adam partook of the fruit of every tree in the Garden; the record does not state this, and if Adam partook
of the Tree of Life, how then could he afterwards die? The eating of this tree was conditioned by the circumstances of
life in the Garden. Probably neither it nor the forbidden fruit was easy of access. Be that as it may, the inference that
Adam ate of the Tree of Life is out of harmony with the example of the result of eating of the forbidden fruit. This one
brought death, while the other brings life. For we read that Adam was expelled from the Garden in order that “he might
not partake of the tree of life and live for ever.”
The possibility of partaking of the Tree of Life after transgression was precluded by expulsion from the Garden. So we
read: “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, therefore the Lord God sent him forth from the garden” (Gen. 3:22, 23). This
language distinctly implies that Adam had not, up to the time of his expulsion, partaken of the Tree of Life; for, if one had
apples and pears in a garden, and boys broke in and stole the apples, and the proprietor said: “I will now turn these boys
out of the garden, lest they also put forth their hands and partake of the pears,” we would be sure that the boys had not
stolen the pears.
“Lest he also put forth his hand and partake of the tree of life” implies that he had not, up to that time, done so
The result of eating of the forbidden fruit was disastrous to Adam. The effect of eating was first of all a moral sense of
disobedience, but the moral sense must have been accompanied by immediate physical results ultimately leading to
death. That a physical change must have occurred to Adam and his wife is proved by the opening of their eyes (a physical
result), and by the steps which they took to cover their nakedness. For conscience is an inner sense which is not outwardly
manifest, but in Adam and Eve the result of eating of the forbidden fruit produced an outward manifestation of nakedness.
They now saw in each other that which they had not hitherto seen. It was this outward manifestation of the inner
conscience which Adam and Eve sought to hide by woven fig-leaf garments.
Beyond the statement that “their eyes were opened” we are not told what the physical change was which caused them
to know that they were naked, but we do not require to know a great deal of human nature to premise what was the
physical change which occurred.
Probably the change which now takes place automatically in human beings at a certain age arose directly in the first
human pair upon partaking of the forbidden fruit. Whatever the nature of this physical change, greater results followed.
Elsewhere we are told that “By one man sin entered into the world and death by sin, and so death passed upon all men”
(Rom. 5:12). A statement by an inspired apostle sufficient to settle the question whether a physical change occurred after
transgression, bringing death in its train.
Henry Sulley, The Atonement (1), The Christadelphian, vol. 58, 1921, pp. 392-394
DEAR BROTHER WALKER,—The verses quoted below from the prophecy of Ezekiel contain one of those many features in the
prophecy of Ezekiel which call for particular attention in the forthcoming new edition of “The Temple” book. This one
seems worthy of more particular consideration, especially as much has been written which only “darkens counsel by
words without knowledge.” I therefore propose to send you some contributions which will supplement and amplify this
subject, which, of course, could only be touched upon in the book on the Temple.
The Atonement
These are the ordinances of the altar in the day when thou shalt make it (or when it shall be made). . . . Thou
shalt take the blood (of a young bullock) and put it upon the four horns of it, and on the four corners of the settle,
and upon the border round about: thus shalt thou cleanse and purge it (Ezek 43:18–20).
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Although the altar in the house of prayer for all people will be fashioned according to divine specification, the work of
man in the construction thereof will only be acceptable to the Father according to the conditions which he appoints. This
becomes apparent in the above provision for purging and cleansing the altar. From all time this element in acceptable
worship is indicated. In the wilderness, when as yet there was not time to prepare an altar of sacrifice, the decree went
forth:
“An altar of earth thou shalt make unto me, and shalt sacrifice thereon thy burnt offerings, and thy peace
offerings, thy sheep, and thine oxen: in all places where I record my name I will come unto thee, and I will bless
thee.
“If thou wilt make an altar of stone, thou shalt not build it of hewn stone: for if thou lift up thy tool upon it, thou
hast polluted it” (Exod. 20:24, 25).
The altar must be of earth or of virgin stone, entirely provided by the Father, upon which no human hand hath wrought,
thus indicating that men may not each “worship God according to the dictates of his conscience.” The first attempts to
do so ended in a tragedy, when Cain brought the fruits of his labour instead of a sacrifice (Gen. 4:2–8). Even Adam and
Eve sought to cover their nakedness with their own prepared fig-leaf, but a covering only provided by the Father was
acceptable (Gen. 3:7–21).
The Hebrew word translated “purge” in Ezekiel 43:20 is Kah-phar, elsewhere translated atonement in at least sixty-three
instances out of the ninety-six in which it occurs in the Old Testament. It is also frequently rendered “reconcile” and
“reconciliation.” The word is used in connection with the offering of a ram for “covering” a trespass (Num. 5:8), and is
used generally with sacrificial offerings in the sense of “a covering.” The signification of the word thus used in relation to
the purification of the altar must be understood in harmony with these occurrences, and with the eternal principles of
divine justice.
In order to understand why the altar in the Temple of the age to come is to be cleansed and purged with blood, one must
also be instructed in the means adopted by the Father for deliverance from the consequences of disobedience in Eden.
In this connection it is all-important to remember the recorded facts. Adam having transgressed the condition upon which
he was permitted the free choice of all the good things in the garden, one inevitable consequence must follow. The
penalty for eating of the proscribed fruit, according to the record, was gradual decay ending in death. Thus we read:
“In the day that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die. (Mar., dying thou shalt die”—Gen. 2:17).
“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” (Gen. 3:17–19).
From these testimonies it seems we must understand that the moment Adam partook of the forbidden fruit he became
a dying creature, just as a man in the dock is “a dead man” the moment the judge pronounces sentence upon him. Hence
his sojourn on the earth came to an end before the expiration of one day of a thousand years (2 Pet. 3:8). Thus it is written:
“All the days that Adam lived were nine hundred and thirty years: and he died” (Gen. 5:5).
Adam having eaten of the forbidden fruit a new situation was created, in which the unfettered prerogative of the Creator
came into operation, except as regards the foretold result of disobedience. In order to establish His word, Adam and Eve
were expelled from the garden lest they should “take also of the tree of life, and eat and live for ever” (Gen. 3:22). That
significant word “also” implies that Adam had not then partaken of the tree of life, even if up to that time the tree had
borne fruit. The inference becomes the more apparent when considering a parallel sentence respecting boys unlawfully
plucking fruit in a garden. They are discovered while eating the apples, but now the owner expels them from the garden
“lest they also steal the pears.”
In the new situation created by Adam’s disobedience two important facts must be borne in mind, first—Eating the
forbidden fruit must have created desire in Adam and Eve to which heretofore they were strangers, leading to
unsanctified union which resulted in offspring. This is a fair inference from the curse which followed upon discovering
their nakedness, expressed thus: “I will greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy conception; in sorrow shalt thou bring forth
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children” (ibid. verse 16). Secondly—Although expelled from the garden, and free access to the tree of life denied, yet
Adam was not left without hope, because God provided a covering for their nakedness and because:
“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” (ibid. verse 24), thus indicating the provision of a way to the tree of life, though
carefully guarded.
The condition of children born to Adam and Eve as the result of transgression is aptly described by the psalmist thus:
“Behold I was shapen in iniquity; and in sin did my mother conceive me” (Ps. 51:5).
Their relation to sin and death is thus described:
“By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that all have
sinned.
“For until the law sin was in the world: but sin is not imputed where there is no law.
“Nevertheless death reigned from Adam to Moses, even over them that had not sinned after the likeness of
Adam’s transgression” (Rom. 5:12–14., R.V.)
Verse fourteen is explanatory of verse twelve. “Death reigned from Adam to Moses even over those that had not sinned
after the similitude of Adam’s transgression.” Inversely, therefore, all men may be said to be sinners in Adam, even
though they do not sin personally. All are subject to death in consequence of Adam’s sin, for a baby, incapable of doing
good or evil, dies. If it may be said that “Levi paid tithes in Abraham” because “he was yet in the loins of his father, when
Melchisedec met him,” so also it may be said that all Adam’s descendants sinned in him, for they were yet in his loins
when he sinned. Therefore all his descendants are subject to death, and to the same conditions which supervened when
he sinned, i.e., they are naturally born in a state of sin and subject to death unless a way of escape is provided by the
Father. Yet Adam’s descendants are not penalised for his sin. As his descendants they are excluded from the privileges
which he possessed in Eden. In this respect they may be likened to the descendants of a prince who by some act has
abrogated his title to an estate and becomes a slave. In such case his descendants do not suffer a penalty, but the disability
of their progenitor descends upon them. They never had what they would have enjoyed had not their father vitiated his
title and by his misdeeds led them into slavery. This is their misfortune, not their crime.
The descendants of Adam also suffer all the consequences of his transgression which are transmissible through their
physical relationship to him. Much more so than the son of a leper who becomes leprous, or the son of a syphilitic who
is syphilitic. By nature they inherit the natural impulses of the flesh set in motion by Adam’s disobedience. This would
have been an unmitigated evil had not a covering for sin and “a way” to the tree of life been provided.
Henry Sulley, The Atonement (2), The Christadelphian, vol. 58, 1921, pp. 437-442
“FOR my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways, saith the Lord. For as the heavens are
higher than the earth, so are my ways higher than your ways, and my thoughts than your thoughts” (Isa. 55:8, 9).
Sin having entered into the world, and death having passed upon all men (Rom. 5:12), deliverance from death must be
according to the Divine prerogative. Just as one born a slave under State law is only liberated upon the condition which
the supreme authority imposes, so deliverance from the state or constitution of Sin which passed upon the human race
from Adam, can only come on the condition, or conditions, prescribed by the Father. Those conditions are defined,
implied and illustrated throughout the Bible. Briefly the conditions are chiefly three:
1. Deliverance must come through a descendant of the woman.
2. The deliverer must first suffer death.
3. Just as disbelief and disobedience brought condemnation and death, so also deliverance must be by belief
and obedience.
Respecting the first condition we read:
“I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed. IT shall bruise thy head,
and thou shalt bruise his heel” (Gen. 3:15).
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Interpreting the figures here used, the meaning of the passage is that all descendants of the woman who, like the serpent
lie, dishonour God, and disobey His word will perish. (Are they not called serpents, generation of vipers?—Matt. 3:7:
23:30–33). And that He who is to finally destroy the power of sin must be a descendant of the woman.
Respecting the second condition, in the light of Apostolic testimony, the covering of skins provided for Adam and Eve and
the incident recorded respecting the offerings of Cain and Abel, are significant and instructive. Thus we read that:
“In the process of time it came to pass that Cain brought of the fruit of the ground an offering unto the Lord.
“And Abel, he also brought of the firstlings of his flock, and of the fat thereof. And the Lord had respect unto
Abel and to his offering.
“But unto Cain and unto his offering he had not respect, and Cain was very wrath, and his countenance fell.
“And the Lord said unto Cain, why art thou wroth? and why is they countenance fallen?
“If thou doest well, shalt thou not be accepted? and if thou doest not well, sin lieth at the door. And unto thee
shall be his desire, and thou shalt rule over him” (Gen. 4:2–7, R.V.).
“It is not possible that the blood of bulls and goats should take away sins” (Heb. 10:4).
“Without shedding of blood is no remission” (Heb. 9:12).
The inevitable inference from these testimonies is that the reason why Abel’s offering pleased God was because “the
offering of the firstling of his flock and the fat thereof” exhibited faith in the promise of a deliverer from sin, who through
death should accomplish that deliverance. This feature was entirely absent from the offering of Cain, who merely brought
the results of his own labours in the field, probably also filled with pride over his own accomplishments. We can see the
embittered controversy which ensued between Cain and Abel (verse 8) resulting in the typical slaughter of the first martyr
and the long history of persecuted sons of God by the seed of the serpent from Abel onward to Stephen (Matt. 23:29–
35; Acts 7:51–53).
As to the third condition, without obedience there could be no deliverance.
Dr. Thomas emphasized this point, saying “The favour of God was lost by unbelief and transgression, and may be regained
by the opposite, that is by faith and obedience.” (Clerical Theology Unscriptural, p. 37). This is strictly in harmony with
the word. Thus it is written: “For as by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners so by the obedience of one shall
many be made righteous” (Rom. 5:19). But man unaided was not able to save himself (Job 6:14), or to redeem his brother
(Psa. 49:7). Hence it is written: “There is none righteous no not one.” “There is no man that sinneth not” (Rom. 3:10; 1
Kings 8:46).
The frailty of human nature was demonstrated by the “fall.” Placed in the garden of Eden, furnished with abundance of
fruit fit for food without labour (Gen. 4:18) the conditions were ideal. This garden was a beautiful abode abounding with
arboreal excellence, and separated from all external dangers. For occupation the most interesting collection of living
creatures ever placed under the control of man. For instructors the angels. To Adam were brought “every beast of the
field, and every fowl of the air, to see what he would call them. Each according to his attributes were named, “and
whatsoever Adam called every living creature, that was the name thereof” (Gen. 2:19). On Adam also was bestowed the
gift of prophecy (Gen. 2:24). He was instructed in the first surgical operation ever recorded, a proof to him of the
superiority of his instructors—the Elohim—whose companionship he enjoyed, and who first met his gaze as the breath
of life animated his hitherto lifeless form. (Gen. 2:7). For more intimate companionship he received the gift of one
fashioned from his own members, thus providing complete and perfect sympathy.
From that ideal state Adam fell. He failed to obey the one restriction put upon his actions. He was not required to do
anything, but only to refrain from doing one thing.
But even the Fall does not sufficiently exhibit the frailty of man. Something more was needed. Hence the law was given,
that “the offence might abound” and that “sin might appear sin” (Rom. 3:20: 7:13). Under the most favourable conditions
it becomes manifest that man is not able to redeem his brother, or to give a ransom for him (Job 6:14; Rom. 5:19). Hence
it is written:
“There is none that understandeth; there is none that seeketh after God. They are all gone out of the way, they
are together become unprofitable: there is none that doeth good, no, not one.”
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“Their throat is an open sepulchre; with their tongues they have used deceit; the poison of asps is under their lips:
Whose mouth is full of cursing and bitterness: Their feet are swift to shed blood: Destruction and misery are in
their ways: And the way of peace have they not known: There is no fear of God before their eyes” (Rom. 3:10–
18).
A dreadful indictment postulating the question, “How can he be clean that is born of woman?” (Job 25:4) and justifying
the affirmation that no one can bring that which is clean out of the unclean (chap. 14:4). Even Job must have been fully
convinced that “his own right hand could not save him,” when he realised his own “vileness” (chap. 40:4). But that which
is impossible with men is possible with God, yet only in harmony with his own inviolate supremacy. Hence it is written:
“I, even I, am the Lord: and besides me there is no saviour” (Isa. 48:11).
“I am the Lord Thy God . . . there is no saviour besides me” (Hosea 13:4).
“The living God is the Saviour of all men, especially of those that believe” (1 Tim. 4:10).
“God (is) our Saviour” (Titus 1:3: 2:10).
“The Father sent the Son to be the Saviour of the world” (1 John 4:14).
The work was to be accomplished through the “seed of the woman” by God, who long before the appearing of that seed
was preparing the foundation for instruction to the man who would have the opportunity of closing the breach between
man and God, as foretold in Isaiah:
The Lord saw that there was no man and wondered that there was no intercessor: therefore his arm brought
salvation unto him; and his righteousness, it sustained him. “For he put on righteousness as a breastplate, and
an helmet of salvation upon his head; and he put on the garments of vengeance for clothing, and was clad with
zeal as a cloke” (chap. 59:16, 17).
Here we have one of those delightful passages of scripture in which is a double flash of light. In this testimony reference
is made to Him who delivers and the agency of deliverance, the “right arm” of both securing the end in view.
The arm of salvation was to be manifested through “the seed of the woman” (“Emphatically so, and not through man.”—
Dr. Thomas.)
The initial stage of the preparation of the “seed” commenced with the miraculous conception of Jesus, as related in the
Gospel of Luke, chap. 1:30, 31, 35. According to subsequent records, the ultimate result in causing the Virgin Mary to
bring forth a son without the intervention of man, was the production of an obedient descendant from the woman—Son
of Man and Son of God. This is just as much a special provision of the Father, as were the skin coverings for the nakedness
of our first parents.
Although the Son of Mary was a new creation, yet, being “made of a woman.” he was, as it were, a graft into the Adamic
stock, and was subject to all the natural impulses appertaining to human flesh, so it is written, “He hath been in all points
tempted like his brethren, yet without sin” (Heb. 4:15, R.V.). Again it is written, “Forasmuch as the children are partakers
of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise partook of the same” (Heb. 2:14).
From childhood the Son of Mary “grew in favour with God and man,” was “subject to his parents,” whilst also giving heed
to higher instruction (Luke 2:46–52). Subsequently, after baptism, he received the gift of the Holy Spirit in fulness, and
was tempted of the devil in the wilderness (Matt. 3:13–17; John 3:34; Matt. 4:4).
Whence came the “obedient disposition” of this Son of Mary, so different from the first Adam? It could not be because
of the bestowal of the Holy Spirit, for he manifested a commendable character before receiving it. His divine begettal
supplies the answer. But the character he manifested was his own, just as is the character of children who manifest traits
similar to that of their progenitors and who take heed to wise instruction. If his obedience was merely due to the
operation of the Holy Spirit, then he must have been an automaton, and bereft of all glory for the deliverance of men
from sin. Moreover, others who received the gift of the Holy Spirit were not preserved from error thereby. See the record
respecting Saul, Balaam, and some who fell away after receiving the Holy Spirit (Heb. 6:4–6). The “second Adam” must
have been just as much a free agent as the first. The foundation of his obedience was laid in precedent, examples, and in
the Holy Oracles, to which he gave heed, and to which he constantly referred in his conflict with temptation, saying:
It is written “Man shall not live by bread alone, but by every word of God.”
It is written “Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve.”

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Henry Sulley

P a g e | 176

It is written “Thou shalt not tempt the Lord thy God.”
In all things he regulated his conduct so that the scripture might be fulfilled: for instance, we read: “When the days were
well nigh come that he should be offered up, he steadfastly set his face to go to Jerusalem (Luke 9:57). Yes, to the very
place where he knew he was to be crucified. And again, in the midst of his agony upon the cross remembering the words
in Psalm 69. “They gave me also gall for my meat; and in my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink” (verse 21). He said I
thirst: “Then they filled a sponge with vinegar and put it to his mouth. When Jesus therefore had received the vinegar:
Then he said, It is finished” (John 19:28–30).
To fulfil that which was written of him is the keynote of his character. This trait shone forth in his first temptation, when
he said: “Man shall live by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God: and was again exhibited after the close
of his trials in his words to the disciples: “O fools, and slow of heart to believe all that the prophets have spoken; ought
not Christ to have suffered these things? (Luke 24:25–26).
No wonder, then, of him it is testified: Thou hast loved righteousness, and hated iniquity; therefore God, even thy God,
hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness above thy fellows (Heb. 1:9).
Exception is taken to my use of the term “unsanctified union” in Article No. 1 on the Atonement because in Gen. 1:27–28
it is said that “God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him, male and female created he them.
And God blessed them, and God said unto them, Be faithful, and multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdue it; and
have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over every living thing that moveth upon the
earth,” just as though God had said this to Adam and Eve in the garden. But the relation of chapter 2. in Genesis is not
quite clear from the record. This part of the record may not refer to the Eden phase. The garden was an enclosure (Gen.
2:8: 3:23–24). So Adam and Eve were separated from the rest of the earth for the time being, in the garden in the
company of angels who do not marry and are not given in marriage (Luke 20:34). The fulness of things required a state
of innocence such as we see in young children. How God intended the arrangement to work out had that state of
innocence continued we are not told. If my “logic is at fault” here, I err in good company. In Elpis Israel, pp. 75–76 (4th
edition), under the heading, “THE NATURE OF THE TRANSGRESSION, ” Dr. Thomas expresses his opinion very clearly. The article
is well worth reproduction.
Henry Sulley, The Atonement (3), The Christadelphian, vol. 58, 1921, pp. 497-502
I have kept the ways of the Lord . . . I was also upright before him, and I kept myself from mine iniquity.—Psalm
18:21, 23.
“MINE INIQUITY.” The phrase, “I kept myself from mine iniquity,” in relation to Jesus the Son of God is not easily
understood. We instinctively shrink from the idea that “imagination of evil” was part of the make up of Jesus our Lord.
Rightly so, but if our idea of Jesus in relation to “iniquity” is confined to his anger against sin in others (Mark 3:8), we shall
lack apprehension of the most important phase in his mission. Something much more incidental to himself is revealed in
his “abhorrence of iniquity,” as portrayed in that which is written of him. Doubtlessly even from his mother’s side he
inherited a good disposition. She was a woman of faith, and voluntarily acquiesced in the promised method of preparing
the “seed” of the woman. This is a highly important phase of the happenings in Judea nineteen hundred years ago, and
it should not be passed over without notice.
When Mary received the Angelic salutation, “Hail, thou that art highly favoured, the Lord is with thee: blessed art thou
among women” (Luke 1:28), “she was troubled, . . . and cast in her mind what manner of salutation this should be.” Then
came the assurance, and the promise, “Fear not, Mary: for thou hast found favour with God.” Had she previously
pondered upon the promise of a redeemer, and the expiration of the time foretold in Daniel when Messiah should appear?
Had she, like Nathaniel under the fig tree, set her heart in contemplation of the promised deliverer who should be born
of a woman? From that which is subsequently written we may surely infer this. There is something very touching in the
record of Mary’s answer when she received the promise: “Behold, thou shalt conceive in thy womb, and bring forth a
son, and shalt call his name JESUS. He shall be great, and shall be called the Son of the Highest: and the Lord God shall give
unto him the throne of his father David; and he shall reign over the house of Jacob for ever; and of his kingdom there
shall be no end” (verses 31 to 33). Although she was betrothed, Mary did not understand, and simply replied, “How shall
this be, seeing I know not a man?” (verse 34).
When further enlightened by the words, “The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee, and the power of the Highest shall
overshadow thee: therefore also that holy thing which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God. And, behold,
thy cousin Elisabeth, she hath also conceived a son in her old age; and this is the sixth month with her who was called
barren. For with God nothing shall be impossible” (verses 35–37).
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Mary immediately assented, saying: “Behold the handmaid of the Lord; be it unto me according to thy word” (verse 34).
Time and space forbid comment on the biological aspect of this miracle in connection with the relationship subsisting
between Jesus and the Father as opposed to the idea of “the Holy Trinity.” This phase is considered in the new edition of
“The Temple of Ezekiel’s Prophecy.”
Here reference should be made to Mary’s exhibition of faith and belief in the promise of the Father on account of which
she is set forth as an example, and to the remarkable position in which Mary and her son Jesus were placed in
consequence of the manner of his birth, a position in which both were subjected to trials of heart searching kind.
As to Mary’s faith, the Holy Spirit through her cousin Elisabeth commended her on account of it thus: “Blessed is she that
believed: for there shall be a performance of those things which were told her from the Lord” (Luke 1:45). No wonder
Mary added: “My soul doth magnify the Lord, and my spirit hath rejoiced in God my Saviour. For he hath regarded the
low estate of his handmaiden: for, behold, from henceforth all generations shall call me blessed. For he that is mighty
hath done to me great things; and holy is his name. And his mercy is on them that fear him from generation to generation.
He hath shewed strength with his arm; he hath scattered the proud in the imagination of their hearts. He hath put down
the mighty from their seats, and exalted them of low degree. He hath filled the hungry with good things; and the rich he
hath sent empty away. He hath holpen his servant Israel, in remembrance of his mercy; as he spake to our fathers, to
Abraham, and to his seed for ever” (verses 46–54). Here we have the key to the mental attitude of Mary when she
received the angel’s salutation. In the above utterance Mary shewed belief and faith in the work of the promised seed of
the woman. No doubt she was well acquainted with the testimony of the prophets and understood the meaning of the
promise to Abraham and Eve concerning the “seed” which should deliver Israel.—[Are we likewise alert? Can we read
the signs of the times? Do we set our heart upon the promise of the coming one? Or are we like those in Nazareth where
the Lord could not do many mighty works because of their unbelief?]
As to the trials of Mary and Jesus before his baptism and “His shewing to Israel,” they are worthy of deep thought. They
help us to realize how closely the experience of Jesus approximated to our own, and that the phrase “tempted in all
points like unto his brethren” is a more realistic expression than appears upon the surface. We are definitely told that
Mary lived under suspicion of unchastity in consequence of her selection as the “handmaid of the Lord,” and that of Jesus
it was said, “Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary?” (Mark 6:3). Through these trials they no doubt behaved with
commendable restraint and faith towards God our Father.
Now all this shows that the Mother of Jesus was one whose faithful disposition would be reflected in her son, just as the
faith of Timothy’s grandmother Lois shone forth in him (2 Tim. 1:5). At a very early age, Jesus recognized that God was
his Father. Thus we read of him when twelve years old, saying, “Wist ye not that I must be in my Father’s house?” (Luke
2:29., R.V.). Nevertheless he was subject to his parents during the thirty years of his preparation for the period when he
should be manifested to Israel (verse 6). During this time in the occupation of a carpenter (Mark 6:3) his custom was to
go into the synagogue on the Sabbath day and read (Luke 4:16). He was, therefore, well versed in the testimony of the
prophets. Trained thus in the amenities of life, suffering the petty trials incidental thereto, he “increased in wisdom and
age, and in favour with God and man” (Luke 2:52), and came to understand “what was in man.”
The good disposition of Jesus inherited from his mother, and the fact that he was not begotten of the will of the flesh,
may be said to account for the great difference between Jesus and his brethren—a difference like unto that which we
see in two boys, one of whom would never think of stealing an apple till his companion suggests the theft. Severe trials,
therefore, were necessary in order to enable him to feel to the uttermost the frailty of human nature. This aspect of him
is portrayed in many portions of scripture, showing how he fully realized the true character of the flesh. In the fortieth
Psalm, we read of him thus:—
“I have preached righteousness in the great congregation; lo, I have not refrained my lips, O Lord, thou knowest . . .
withhold not thou thy tender mercies from me, O Lord; let thy loving kindness and thy truth continually preserve me. …
For innumerable evils have compassed me about: mine iniquities have taken hold upon me, so that I am not able to look
up; they are more than the hairs of my head; therefore my heart faileth me” (Psalm 40:9–12). This Psalm undoubtedly
represents the Son of Mary in relation to Sin, because the Apostle Paul in his letter to the Hebrews quotes the words, “Lo,
I come (in the volume of the book it is written of me), to do thy will, O God.”
Again in the eighteenth Psalm we read of an “upright one” thus:
“I was also upright before him, and kept myself from mine iniquity” (verse 23).
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This could not refer to David, because he was not altogether upright before God, and because the upright one is also
represented as saying: “Thou hast delivered me from the strivings of the people; and thou hast made me the head of the
heathen: a people whom I have not known shall serve me” (verse 43). Now since the Son of Mary “partook of the same
flesh as the children,” since “he was tempted in all points as they” (Heb. 2:14: 4:15), there should be no difficulty in
understanding in what way he kept himself from “his iniquity.” He knew what was in man (John 2:24, 25), therefore he
must at all times have possessed perfect knowledge of any thought or impulse arising from the flesh contrary to the
purpose of His Father, thus leading him to view his temptations as “iniquities” more numerous than the hairs of his head
(Psalm 40:12). While the “iniquity” that took hold of him was in His flesh, in which dwelleth no good thing (Rom. 7:18;
Matt. 19:17) the character which he manifested was perfect and pleasing to his Father, hence we read in Psalm 18., “He
delivered me, because he delighted in me” (verse 19), and could say, “I do always the things that please him.” Nothing
can be more truthfully said than as stated in this Psalm: “He kept himself from his iniquity” (18:23).
Again, the sixty-ninth Psalm must refer to Jesus Christ because the following statements in the New Testament are said
to be fulfilled in Him: “For the zeal of thine house hath eaten me up” (verse 9). “They gave me also gall for my meat; and
in my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink” (verse 21). Now, the One whose burden is foreshadowed in this Psalm speaks
to the Father thus:—
“O God, thou knowest my foolishness, and my sins are not hid from thee” (ibid. verse 5).
The possibility of such an expression and such an aspiration ascending from the Son of God seems unthinkable unless we
look at him in the Garden of Gethsemane, and consider him in that agony of mind when he shrank from crucifixion and
death. The impulse to escape from that terrible ordeal, and the mental conflict arising therefrom was in his flesh (Eph.
2:15), yet in the midst of it all he said:—
“O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me, nevertheless, not as I will, but as thou wilt.”
Here was consciousness of “will” in himself contrary to that of his Father: of a desire to escape the ordeal, but his mind
was in absolute submission to his Father, willing to offer himself upon the tree. How often he may have meditated upon
this possibility we know not, but who can doubt that in the intensity of his trial he felt that perfect hatred for those
impulses which he could not prevent arising, and to which he did not yield. In this situation he may have felt towards God
just as that weeping woman, in the midst of poignant grief, who looked up through her tears, and saith: “I know this is
foolish of me, it is right and good for God to affiict those whom He chooses to become perfect under the rod of His
chastisement, so that they may be prepared for that great joy which is to be revealed.”
In view of such a situation the Psalm literally expresses the mind of Jesus Godward: “O God, thou knowest my foolishness,
and my sins are not hid from thee” (ibid. verse 5). To recognise this aspect of Him is very different from entertaining the
idea that there was in Jesus Christ any thought offensive to God, or that his character was tainted in the least degree by
the corruption to which he was related. Had he passed over the line of injunction there would have been sin in the sense
of transgression, but he did not err even in thought. He “hated” the emotions of the flesh called into operation by
temptation. The point of the testimony is that he who came to do the will of the Father manifested a perfect character
in defiled human nature, from which he was ultimately cleansed.
Too much prominence cannot be given to this attribute of the Son of man and the Son of God, for thereby we learn to
estimate more fully the love of the Father in him, and the measure of his ability to be touched with the feeling of our
infirmities. Let us, therefore, further consider it.
So fully was Jesus to realise the sinful nature of his flesh that he is prophetically represented in the thirty-eighth Psalm as
saying:
“There is no soundness in my flesh because of thine anger; neither is there any rest in my bones because of my
sin.”
“For mine iniquities are gone over mine head: as an heavy burden they are too heavy for me.”
“My wounds stink and are corrupt because of my foolishness.”
“I am troubled: I am bowed down greatly; I go mourning all the day long.”
“For my loins are filled with a loathsome disease: and there is no soundness in my flesh” (verses 3–7).
This Psalm undoubtedly represents the mental attitude to sin and the mental anguish of the Son of God in temptation,
because the very words of verse thirteen: “I, as a deaf man, heard not; and I, as a dumb man opened not my mouth. Thus
I was as a man that heareth not, and in whose mouth are no reproofs,” portray his actual character. Again the parallel
passage descriptive of the sufferings of Messiah in the seventh verse of the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah are definitely
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ascribed to Jesus Christ by Philip (Isa. 53:7; Acts 8:32). Our difficulty is to realise in what way the whole of these prophetic
utterances could be fulfilled in Him, which undoubtedly was the case, for the Scripture cannot be broken (John 10:35).
He could say: “There was no soundness in his flesh” because He himself said the flesh profiteth nothing (John 6:63). This
testimony is amplified by the spirit in the apostle Paul thus:—“In me (that is in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing.”
Jesus also could say: “There is no rest in my bones because of my sin” when realizing fully, as he did, that there could be
no freedom from temptation so long as he was of flesh and blood nature, and for this reason: until crucifixion, when the
life-blood exuded from his wounds, there could be no release from those impulses which are aroused by temptation and
which were intensely offensive to him, causing him to say to Peter, “Get thee behind me Satan (adversary); thou are an
offence unto me: for thou savourest not the things that be of God, but those that be of man” (Matt. 16:13). So long as
the life-blood was coursing through his veins (“The blood is the life of all flesh,” Lev. 17:11–14; Deut. 12:23, and therefore
the cause of all its motions) Jesus must always be in conflict with temptation to sin, for only “he who is dead is free from
sin” (Rom. 6:7).
His:“Iniquities went over his head” and were “a burden too heavy for him to bear because without help the flesh was
weak and not equal to the conflict, as vividly exhibited when in the midst of his greatest anxiety “an angel” was sent “to
strengthen him” (Luke 22:43). Nevertheless, “his iniquities went over his head” and overwhelmed him when he uttered
that last bitter regret, “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?”
“His wounds,” as it were, “stank of corruption” because of the foolish nature of the flesh. How troubled he was! How
bowed down! Possessed of this corruptible nature, this “loathsome disease,” this “unsound flesh,” he was “mourning all
the day long,” yet looking for deliverance, as expressed in relation to the outcome of his baptism, saying: “How am I
straitened till it be accomplished” (Luke 12:49–50).
From the time he stepped out of the waters of Jordan to the day of his crucifixion the Son of God must have understood
the significance of his baptism, and must have understood the only way in which there could be deliverance from
temptation to sin. The parallel which the apostle Paul draws between baptism and the death of Jesus justifies this
conclusion. That parallel, given by inspiration from God, shews that Jesus died to sin personally in relation to Himself.
“Know ye not that so many of us as were baptised into Jesus Christ were baptised into his death?”
“Therefore we are buried with him by baptism into death: that like as Christ was raised up from the dead by the
glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life.”
“For if we have been planted together in the likeness of his death, we shall be also in the likeness of his
resurrection.”
“Knowing this, that our old man is crucified with him, that the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth
we should not serve sin.”
“For he that is dead is freed from sin” (Rom. 6:3–7).
The physical is the basis of the mental, so of Jesus it is written: “Who his own self bare our sins in his own body on, or to,
the tree” (1 Pet. 2:24).
Seeing that Jesus could not have borne our personal sins in his own body; seeing that he did not commit sin in the sense
of personal transgression, the only admissible inference is that sin was crucified in the person of Jesus. This conclusion is
supported by the illustration which Jesus himself furnished of his own relationship to sin, saying: “As Moses lifted up the
serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of man be lifted up” (John 3:14).
Here we have a parallel which may be readily understood by those unspoiled by philosophy. First, as to the type. The
children of Israel sinned. Fiery serpents bit them, and caused death, in consequence of their sin. Those who looked upon
a representative, fixed upon a pole, of that which caused death, were healed from the serpent’s bite. What then do we
see in looking upon Jesus impaled upon the tree?
The Apostle Paul shall answer: “Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise
took part of the same! That through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil” (Hebrews
2:14).
What is it that has the power of death? Again the Apostle shall answer: “The sting of death is sin: and the strength of sin
is the law” (1 Cor. 15:56).
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Whence cometh sin? Another Apostle shall answer: “Every man is tempted when he is drawn away of his own lust, and
enticed” (James 1:14).
These testimonies conclusively show that, physically, Jesus was related to sin just as are all the children of Adam, yet
without question, Jesus did not sin, for he was “holy, guileless, undefiled, separate from sinners” (See Heb. 7:26).
But like the High Priests under the Mosaic economy he offered for his own sins. Thus we read: “Who needeth not daily,
like those high priests, to offer up sacrifices, first for his own sins, and then for the sins of the people; for this he did once
for all, when he offered up himself” (Heb. 7:27).
Now since impulse to sin arises from the flesh (James 1:14) in response to the wiles of the tempter, the motive power of
which is provided by the life blood coursing through the arteries of the body, the only way to abolish such impulses is by
death, as saith the Apostle: “He that is dead is free from sin.”
In this way the source from which sin comes, its fountainhead, is destroyed. This occurred in the crucifixion of Jesus, who
not only destroyed the adversary in himself by dying (Heb. 2:14; Eph. 2:15–16), but will also destroy the power of sin in
others (1 John 3:8).
Henry Sulley, The Atonement (4), The Christadelphian, 1921, vol. 58, pp. 534-537
“In all points tempted like his brethren yet without sin” (Heb. 4:15).
JESUS must have fully understood why his Father required him to die. A reason aptly expressed in subsequent apostolic
comment on his sacrifice, thus: “God condemned sin in the flesh” (Rom. 8:3). “He hath made him sin for us who knew no
sin.” Obviously, these two testimonies shew that there is a state of sin, or “constitution of sin” in human nature. That
which leads to sin being described as sin. Consequently, impulses in man contrary to the will of God are sinful. Does this
truth imply that temptation is sin? By no means. There is no law against impulses aroused by temptation if those impulses
are resisted, therefore sin is not imputed to those who experience them, otherwise temptation would be sin.
Of temptation we read: “Every man is tempted, when he is drawn away of his own lust, and enticed.” “Then when lust
hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin; and sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth death” (Jas. 1:14, 15).
Here reference is made to three processes:
1. Every man is tempted when he is enticed by lust, or desire. Into this state every man comes involuntarily.
2. When desire hath conceived it bringeth forth sin” (Matt. 5:28; 1 John 3:15), whether the object of desire is
attained or not.
Thus it is written: “Ye have heard that it was said by them of old time, Thou shalt not commit adultery: But I say unto you
that whosoever looketh on a woman to lust after her hath committed adultery with her already in his heart” (Matt. 5:27,
28). “Whosoever hateth his brother is a murderer” (1 John 3:15).
These testimonies are startling indications where sin begins, and are sober invocations to righteousness, because Jesus
said: “Except your righteousness shall exceed the righteousness of the Scribes and Pharisees ye shall in no case enter into
the kingdom of heaven” (Matt. 5:20). [Here it may be observed that under the Mosaic law judgment was meted out
against overt actions, but those “under law to Christ” will be judged for wicked words and evil thoughts. (See Matt. 5:21–
30; Acts 8:18–23.)]
3. Sinwhen it is finished bringeth forth death” (James 1:15; Rom. 6:23).
In Jesus we see one who, according to the first condition, was made sin, i.e., was constituted of sinful flesh or of human
nature, but never passed into the second state, for he instantly repelled any and every impulse contrary to his Father’s
will, as illustrated in temptation by the devil, by Peter, and in the garden of Gethsemane.
Into the third state Jesus passed voluntarily, not as a penalty, because he never transgressed God’s commandments, but
in order that he might be delivered from the power of sin in himself, “in that he died, he died unto sin once” (Rom. 6:10),
and also that he might deliver others, “So Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many; and unto them that look for
him shall he appear the second time without sin unto salvation” (Heb. 9:28).
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Now it is written that “The law was our schoolmaster unto Christ” (Gal. 3:24). It may also be said that it was the
schoolmaster to Christ, because “the law was ordained to eternal life” (Rom. 7:10; Luke 10:25–27). It called forth in him
perfect obedience, obedience which necessitated faith and self-sacrifice, because of the precept: “Thou shalt love the
Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy strength”; and the precept. “Thou shalt love thy
neighbour as thyself” (Mark 12:29–31) involves self-sacrifice. In fact, if those two precepts are observed, to die for others
is a necessary corollary. By the exercise of this faith it may be said that Jesus earned eternal life, for he manifested perfect
faith and complete and whole-hearted subjection to the mind and will of God in loving response to the manifestation of
the love of his Father to him. He kept the first commandment, i.e., He loved God with all his heart, soul, and strength,
always doing that which pleased his Father. He kept the second commandment, loving his neighbour as himself by
permitting himself to be slain—pouring out his soul (blood) unto death—yea, in anticipation of the event, saying, This is
my blood, shed for the remission of sins, and this is my body, broken for you.
Now also it is written that although the law was ordained to eternal life it was powerless to effect that result and to
condemn sin because of the weakness of the flesh. “What the law could not do,” God did in Jesus, when “by His
determinate counsel and foreknowledge He delivered him to be slain” (Rom. 8:3; Acts 2:23). Seeing then that the life
blood must be poured out in order to deliver from sin, seeing that Jesus did not sin, notwithstanding the weakness of the
flesh, it was impossible for the Father to leave His son in the grave (Acts 2:24), “because he (Jesus) saw the Lord always
before his face, he was on his right hand that he could not be moved.” Therefore, “his heart always rejoiced.” Moreover,
the flesh of the Anointed One “rested in hope,” because his Father “would not leave his soul in hell, neither suffer His
Holy One to see corruption” (ibid. verses 25–27).
In permitting himself to be crucified, Jesus, by his obedience of the law came under its curse, therefore the law which
cursed an obedient, righteous man is abolished, and the gift of eternal life becomes available upon the principle of “the
righteousness of faith.” Jesus fully exhibited that righteousness, for what greater faith can a man exhibit than permitting
himself to be slain, believing that God will raise him from the dead. In this way, Jesus becomes a medium for delivering
from death those who transgressed under the first covenant (Heb. 9:15). Thus it is written that he “Abolished in his flesh
the enmity, the law of commandments in ordinances; for to make in himself of twain one new man, making peace.” “And
that he might reconcile both unto God in one body by the cross, having slain the enmity (Marg., in himself)” (Eph. 2:15–
116).
Now, after transgression Adam was a body of sin. This “old man” Jesus and his brethren inherit from him. Physically, Jesus
was one with his brethren in this respect—an extension of Adam’s being—“made of a woman” (Gal. 4:4). Therefore, our
“old man crucified with him that the body of sin might be destroyed, ” is that flesh and blood nature whose impulses led
Adam to transgress God’s laws.
A dual result was accomplished in the death of Jesus, viz., deliverance from the power of sin (Heb. 2:14) and the abolition
of the law (Gal. 3:13).
The method adopted by the Father for removing the evil which ensued in consequence of Adam’s transgression illustrates
his righteousness and unchangeableness. Without abrogating the law of sin and death, the bestowal of the Mosaic law
opened the way for the removal of its effects by causing its precepts to meet on Jesus, who fulfilled that law in its minutest
details. In obedience to that law he freely offered himself as a sacrifice, and thus came under its curse, “for it is written,
Cursed is everyone that hangeth on a tree” (Gal. 3:13). Since the law cursed a righteous man, its abolition in Christ was a
justifiable procedure. “He hath taken it out of the way, nailing it to the cross” (Col. 2:14), Sin being crucified in Jesus,
“Who magnified the law,” and honoured his Father in his death. Therefore, “God raised him up, having loosed the pains
of death because it was not possible that he should be holden of it” (Acts 2:24).
Thus was illustrated another law, viz., “The righteousness of God by faith of Jesus Christ unto all and upon all that believe”
(Rom. 3:22). “Being justified freely by his grace through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus: Whom God hath set forth
to be a propitiation through faith in his blood, to declare His righteousness for the remission of sins that are past, through
the forbearance of God. To declare, I say, at this time his righteousness: that he might be just, and the justifier of him
which believeth in Jesus” (ibid. verses 24–25).
In this we have the most remarkable illustration of the way in which one law may be neutralised by another, after the
example of the law of Medes and the Persians. Mordecai was not permitted to alter the edict given under the King’s Seal
for the destruction of the Jews, but another edict permitting them to defend themselves brought to nought the evil
designs of the enemy. Similarly, “a law” in our members which leads to sin and death is neutralised and its ultimate effects
removed in the case of those who are redeemed in Jesus Anointed.
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Yet again, if even the Son of God, who was righteous, could not be delivered from the motions of sin in human flesh
without dying, the law of sin in our members cannot be a barrier to the gift of eternal life to those who do “not sin after
the similitude of Adam’s transgression.” For: “God hath set forth (Jesus) to declare His righteousness for the remission of
sins that are past through the forbearance of God; To declare at this time his righteousness: that he might be just, and
the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus” (Rom. 3:25, 26). Just upon the same principle that death passed upon all men
on account of one that sinned, so the righteousness of one brings eternal life upon all that believe in Jesus (Rom. 5:12–
21). In the one case all men are helplessly involved in the results of the sin of one man, through no fault of their own
(Rom. 8:20). In the other case they become entitled to eternal life through the righteousness of one, by voluntarily
confessing their own personal sins and belief in the resurrection of Jesus from the dead (Acts 2:38: 22:16: 8:12).
The idea of a trinity of gods discussing ways and means of saving fallen humanity, and one of the three asking the others
to be sent on a redeeming mission, would, apart from its tragic consequences, be very comical. For this third party in the
trinity to contract and come forth as a babe from Bethleham, like the genie of some Arabian story, must invite ridicule in
those who expect a reason for the hope of the believer. The fact is that God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself
(2 Cor. 5:19), so that from the very beginning when sin came into the world by transgression, the means of deliverance
was promised to the woman. She was told that her seed would bruise the head of the serpent (Gen. 3:15) and the manner
of accomplishing this was foreshadowed in the antitypical covering of skins obtained from slain animals (ibid. verse 21).
In due time the medium of reconciliation was manifested. Thus we read: “He (Jesus) made of a woman, a man approved
of God by mighty works and wonders and signs, which God did by him in the midst of you. . . Him, being delivered by the
determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God, ye have taken, and by wicked hands have crucified and slain” (Acts 2:22,
23).
In this way Jesus became the Sin-bearer, the Lamb provided by the Father, for delivering from sin and death those who
come unto God through him. Moreover, the deliverance from death through the righteousness of faith precludes any
glorifying of the flesh (1 Cor. 1:29; Rom. 3:20–22). “For God hath shut up all unto disobedience, that he might have mercy
upon all.” “O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of God!” “How unsearchable are His judgments,
and His ways past finding out!” “For who hath known the mind of the Lord? or who hath been his counsellor?” (Rom.
11:32–36). “Or who hath first given to him, and it shall be recompensed unto him again?” “For of him, and through him,
and to him, are all things: to whom be glory for ever.” Amen.
Henry Sulley, The Atonement (5), The Christadelphian, vol. 59, 1922, pp. 23-27
“It is better, if the will of God be so, that ye suffer for well doing, than for evil doing. For Christ also hath once
suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he might bring us to God” (1 Pet. 3:17, 18).
“THE just for the unjust.” Did Jesus die as a substitute for others? If so, the above parallel would be without meaning, for
no one will contend that those who suffer unjustly for Christ’s sake suffer as substitutes.
Did Jesus die under a penalty, or was the penalty due to sin carried out upon Jesus instead of Adam? If so, the latter
should be alive and Jesus should be dead.
Further, since a substitute stands in the place of another, and suffers the penalty or disability of that other, and since we
have seen that the penalty for Adam’s sin was gradual decay ending in death (Gen. 2:16–17: 3:19), the crucified one could
not have died for Adam’s sin.
Respecting Adam’s posterity, if the sentence due to sin was carried out not upon them, but upon Jesus, that would be in
violent opposition to the divine precept: “The fathers shall not be put to death for the children, neither shall the children
be put to death for the fathers: every man shall be put to death for his own sin” (Deut. 24:16).
In refutation of the theory that Jesus died as a substitute it may further be said:
1.—If Christ died as a substitute, no man after his death ought to die, but they do.
2.—If Christ died as a substitute, he ought not to have been raised from the dead, unless the punishment due
to sin was death for three days; in such case no saviour was necessary.
3.—If Christ died as a substitute, all men, good and bad, should equally share the benefit of his death.
4.—If Christ died as a substitute, there is no place for forgiveness.
5.—If Christ died as a substitute, all benefits from his death alone should accrue to those in whose stead he died,
whereas the believer is saved by his life (Rom. 5:10).
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6.—If Christ died as a substitute, all men should benefit by his death irrespective of belief in him, whereas
salvation depends upon belief in him and obedience (John 3:16; Heb. 5:8–9).
7.—Lastly, the words “substitute” and “substitution” are absent from the language of the Bible.
But one may say:
(a) “Christ died for the ungodly” (Rom. 5:6).
(b) “If one died for all, then were all dead” (2 Cor. 5:14).
(c) “Christ died for us” (1 Thess. 5:10).
(d) “Christ also hath once suffered for sins, the just for the unjust.”
The word “for” in the above quotations, if used in the sense of substitution, traverses the principle of eternal justice, viz.,
that “every man shall die for his own sin.” But there is another meaning to the word “for.” A man may do a thing for, on
behalf of another, without necessarily doing it “instead” of him. To illustrate this see the following quotations:
“God hath raised up an horn of salvation for us in the house of his servant David” (Luke 1:69), i.e., “on behalf of
us, ” not “instead of” us.
“Christ, who also maketh intercession for us” (Rom. 8:34). Obviously not “instead of” us.
A substitutionary death involves two insurmountable difficulties. The first—eternal death of the sacrifice. The second—
freedom from death of those atoned for. This must be a wrong interpretation of the Scriptures because it would exclude
Christ from resurrection and preserve his disciples from ever entering the grave.
Again, one may say, Is it not written, “The Lord hath laid upon him the inquity of us all”? Yes, but in what way? Physically
he did not, and could not, as a substitute, bear the suffering of all mankind, for they still suffer; but the Father who loved
His only begotten Son put upon him all the chastening and scourging (Heb. 12:5–6) necessary first to redeem himself
(Heb. 9:12) and secondly to prepare him for filling the position of a perfect example to his fellow men. “Though he were
a son, yet learned he obedience by the things which he suffered; and being made perfect, he became the author of
eternal salvation unto all them that obey him” (Ibid. 5:8, 9). In fact, in this respect his own personal suffering was not
sufficient and complete exhibition of that which the Father requires all His children to see, for it is written that the apostle
Paul was “a chosen vessel unto Christ, to bear his name before the Gentiles, and kings, and the children of Israel” (Acts
9:15) as an example to “fill up that which is lacking of the afflictions of Christ” (Col. 1:24, R.V.).
This aspect of the sufferings of Jesus Christ, first for his own perfection, and also for promoting and creating the mind of
the Father in all His children may be amplified much. For instance, it is written:
“Surely he hath borne our griefs, and carried our sorrows: yet we did esteem him stricken, smitten of God, and
afflicted.”
Just so. His griefs are the same as the griefs of his brethren: his sorrows their sorrows likewise. Therefore they are
encouraged to be steadfast under trial, as he was.
“But he was wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities: the chastisement of our peace
was upon him: and withhis stripes we are healed.”
“All we like sheep have gone astray; we have turned every one to his own way; and the Lord hath laid on him
the iniquity of us all.”
“He was oppressed, and he was afflicted, yet he opened not his mouth: he is brought as a lamb to the slaughter,
and as a sheep before her shearers is dumb, so he opened not his mouth.”
“He was taken from prison and from judgment: and who shall declare his generation? for he was cut off out of
the land of the living:for the transgression of my people was he stricken.”
“And he made his grave with the wicked, and with the rich in his death, because he had done no violence, neither
was any deceit in his mouth.”
“Yet it pleased the Lord to bruise him, he hath put him to grief: when thou shalt make his soul an offering for
sin, he shall see his seed, he shall prolong his days, and the pleasure of the Lord shall prosper in his hands” (Isa.
53:4–9).
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All the statements italicised in the above quotations may be understood in the sense of suffering as an example or in
common with his brethren. If they are interpreted as meaning that Jesus suffered all the evils which came upon him
instead of those he came to save, then we have the anomaly that many of the children of God suffered more than Jesus
did. For example, those who were tortured and sawn asunder, stoned and scourged (Heb. 11:35–27). One of whom
received “stripes above measure,” having been scourged five times, thrice beaten with rods, once stoned (2 Cor. 11:23–
25) and afterwards put to death (2 Tim. 4:6), and this may be said of many others. If, on the other hand, we recognise
that all Jesus suffered in the day of his flesh was put upon him by the Father (Acts 2:26) for a double purpose, first in
order to prepare him for the position of high priest over His own house, and secondly, in order to exhibit a perfect example
to men, then all things written of him shine with a new light. When we read, “Surely he hath borne our griefs and carried
our sorrows,” we may say that most certainly he did not bear the afflictions of Israel in his person, but we may say that
he did bear their infirmities and sicknesses in the manner described in the following verses:
“When evening was come, they brought unto him many demoniacs: and he cast out the spirits with his word,
and healed all that were sick.”
“That it might be fulfilled which was spoken by Esaias the prophet, saying, himself took our infirmities, and bare
our sicknesses” (Matt. 8:16–17).
Again, when we read, “He was despised and rejected of men,” “He was oppressed and he was afflicted, yet he opened
not his mouth, etc.,” the object to be served in permitting the Son of God to thus suffer, is indicated in the Psalms:
“For thy sake I have borne reproach; shame hath covered my face. . . . The reproaches of them that reproach
thee are fallen upon me. . . . Remember, O Lord, the reproach of thy servants how I do bear in my bosom the
reproach of all the mighty people:
“Wherewith thine enemies have reproached, O Lord; wherewith they have reproached the footsteps of thine
anointed” (Psa. 69:7, 9: 89:50–51).
In all this we see an example of patient suffering under trial so perfect and complete that men everywhere are more or
less influenced thereby, and apart from which the righteous way of God could not have been exhibited. He “became the
Author (Gr., cause) of eternal salvation unto all them that obey Him” (Heb. 5:9). Thus his example under suffering is the
means whereby others learn to endure and overcome, for concerning him it is written:
“He shall see of the travail of his soul, and shall be satisfied: by his knowledge shall my righteous servant justify
many” (Isa. 53:11).
These premises indicate that there must be some other explanation of the Atonement than that of a substitutionary
sacrifice. That when “the Lord laid upon him all the iniquities” of Israel (Isa. 53:6) he acted upon a different principle.
That which Daniel wrote foretelling the time when the great work would be accomplished leads to an explanation. Thus
we read that:
“Seventy weeks are determined upon thy people and upon thy holy city, to finish the transgression, and to make
an end of sins, and to make reconciliation for iniquity, and to bring in everlasting righteousness, and to seal up
the vision and prophecy, and to anoint the Most Holy” (chap. 9:24).
“Reconcilation for iniquity” is illustrated in two incidents preceding the great act of “reconciliation” which brings in
“everlasting righteousness.” These incidents help us to understand how the sufferings and crucifixion of Jesus became an
“atonement,” and how his offering becomes available for others.
1.—In consequence of the children of Israel sacrificing to the gods of Moab, when also one of the children of Israel
unlawfully took a Midianitish woman, God sent a plague in punishment for their sins. It is written that Phinheas, the son
of Aaron, turned wrath away from the children of Israel so that the plague was stayed, because he made an atonement
by slaying the Israelite and the Midianitish woman (Num. 25.).
2.—The roll call of the fighting men of Israel who made war upon Midian showed that there lacked not one of the twelve
thousand who went out to war. This remarkable deliverance so impressed the fighting men that they brought an oblation,
or portion of the spoil, as an offering to the Lord. “Jewels of gold, chains, and bracelets, rings, earrings, and tablets, all
the gold of the offering was sixteen thousand seven hundred and fifty shekels,” to make “atonement” before the Lord.
That is, they recognised the source of their deliverance from death by a voluntary offering (Num. 21:49).
These two instances appear to exhibit the root principle of Atonement, viz., a basis upon which mercy is shewn, and a
recognition that God alone can save.
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(a) In the case of the slaughter of Zimri and Cozbi, coupled with the destruction of those who perished in the plague when
four and twenty thousand were slain, there was a sufficient demonstration against sin to serve as a warning inculcating
righteousness. An example had been made, the object of the plague as a means of instruction and deliverance of Israel
from sin had been attained, just as the plague which came upon Israel was stayed when David brought “reconciliation”
by building an altar unto the Lord in the threshing floor of Ornan the Jebusite (1 Chron. 21:14–22).
(b) In the case of the offering presented in consequence of preservation in the war there was a spontaneous, grateful
recognition of the favour received from Him, without whom not a sparrow falls to the ground. This offering is called an
atonement.
In Jesus crucified we have a complete exhibition of the principle illustrated in the foregoing examples. Just as the act of
Phinheas brought “reconciliation,” saving Israel from threatened destruction, so also because of the sacrifice of the Son
of God, man is now permitted to live in hope of ultimate deliverance. Just as a crucified Roman soldier served as an
example to his fellows, so Jesus Anointed became an example and a foundation for the exercise of mercy to mankind;
but that mercy could not be fully available until the one important condition for its exercise was fulfilled, viz., crucifixion
of sin’s flesh. In Jesus, as in the first illustration, the hand of the destroying angel was not stayed till blood was shed, so
not until blood was poured out from sin’s flesh could the power of sin be destroyed. Now in order to bring deliverance
from sin, the death of one was sufficient to exhibit the only way in which sin could be destroyed, i.e., by death. In this
sense the sins of all the human race “were laid upon him.” Yet this exhibition must be demonstrated in one who did not
personally sin, in order that the Father could raise him from the dead because of his righteousness.
In Jesus also there is an exhibition of faith, without which it is impossible to please God, conjoined with a free-will
response in loving recognition of the Father’s love to him.
We have already seen how constantly Jesus responded to the behests of his Father, how constantly he refers to his
coming crucifixion, which most certainly was a free-will offering in compliance with his Father’s wish. This may be
gathered infallibly from the following statements:
“I lay down my life for the sheep.”
“Therefore doth my Father love me, because I lay down my life that I might take it again.”
“No man taketh it from me, but I lay it down myself” (John 10:15–18).
“Greater love hath no man than this, that a man lay down his life for his friends” (ibid. 15:13).
“Thinkest thou that I now cannot pray to my Father, and he shall presently give me more than twelve legions of
angels? But how then shall the Scriptures be fulfilled that thus it must be?” (Matt. 26:53).
“Verily, verily, I say unto you, except a corn of wheat fall into the ground and die, it abideth alone: but if it die,
it bringeth forth much fruit” (John 12:24).
The foregoing premises and conclusions may now be summarized:
1.—Adam sinned by disobeying one command.
2.—He suffered the penalty for his disobedience.
3.—His descendants became involved in his transgression, so far as the consequences which follow disobedience, viz., a
natural tendency to cherish thoughts contrary to God’s commandments, leading to sin and disobedience. Therefore all
Adam’s descendants are born subject to death, and unable to escape from the power of sin and death, because of the
weakness of the flesh. Hence it became a proverb in Israel, “The fathers have eaten sour grapes, and the children’s teeth
are set on edge” (Ezek. 18:2). This proverb was an unjust accusation against God, which He emphatically repudiated (Ibid.
18:25). But now in view of the method adopted by the Father for “reconciliation” and “atonement” showing that every
man from Adam to Jesus Anointed dies for his own sin, this proverb must pass away.
4.—Since the only way in which man could be cleansed from the defilement of the flesh by disobedience was through
death, the Father so loved the world that He gave his only begotten son for this purpose,—and without question, a father
has proprietorship in his children, and in this case absolutely so. This prerogative and this purpose was vividly illustrated
in the offering of Isaac by Abraham, indicating that God’s promise of deliverance from sin could only be fulfilled by the
death and resurrection of His Son from the dead (Gen. 22:14; Heb. 11:17–19). This was not an exhibition of wrath, but of
love to mankind.
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5.—Jesus, the Son of Mary through the Eternal Spirit, voluntarily offered himself in order to effect this great deliverance.
6.—In order to fit the Son for this purpose, and in order to prepare him for the high function which he fulfils, the Father
caused him to pass under the rod of affliction, even as a true father so deals with his son.
7.—Seeing that Jesus Anointed was perfectly steadfast under affliction, he is to be “exalted above his fellows,” as head
of the Church which he redeemed to himself as his own possession (Eph. 1:12–14).
8.—Two principles are rooted in the atonement, viz., without shedding of blood there is no remission. Without faith it is
impossible to please God. These two principles shine forth in every ordinance of the law of Moses, but cannot now be
considered in detail. One point, however, should be mentioned, viz., the presentation of blood upon the Ark of the
Covenant on the great day of Atonement. According to the apostle Paul, this covering of the Ark was a “mercy seat” and
representative of Jesus Anointed (Heb. 9:4), in whom the Father had placed His testimony (Deut. 18:15–18). His shed
blood, therefore, became a “covering” for sin. Just as one who converts his brother from error saves a soul from death
and “covers a multitude of sins,” so Jesus by his example and sacrifice leads many sons to glory, “converts” them, and
covers over their sins (Heb. 2:10).
9.—He (Jesus) then was not a substitute or propitiatory sacrifice, but one for whose sake the Father shews mercy to
sinners, and offers deliverance from death to obedient believers in Jesus. As saith the apostle Paul:
“Whom God set forth a propitiator (Mercy Seat) through faith in his blood, to shew his righteousness, because of the
passing over of sins done aforetime in the forbearance of God” (Rom. 3:25, R.V.).

Henry Sulley, The Atonement (6), The Christadelphian, vol. 59, 1922, pp. 49-52
“Your father Abraham rejoiced to see my day: and he saw it, and was glad. Then said the Jews unto him, Thou
art not get fifty years old, and hast thou seen Abraham? Jesus said unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, Before
Abraham was, I am” (John 8:56–69).
HAVING considered the main features of the Atonement, there yet remain some passages of scripture worthy of
particular notice which are a stumbling block to many in the way of understanding the wonderful victory by Jesus over
sin.
First of all those portions of the word which are supposed to support the doctrine of the Trinity should be considered, for
it is impossible for a Trinitarian to comprehend how Jesus was tempted in all points as we are, or to realize the close
affinity which he had with his brethren in their trials and temptations. The two systems are diametrically opposed—the
one leads to a subordination of man to God in faith and trust, His strength becoming manifest in their weakness; while
the other leads to a system of personal righteousness, exalting man in his own eyes, worshipping God afar off in
ceremonies and symbols.
The above quoted passage of scripture was not only a stumbling block to the Scribes and Pharisees, but is also to many
religious people to-day.
In order to understand the sayings of Jesus three facts must always be kept in mind. First, that he was born of a woman,
as other men are born. Secondly, that he was conceived of the Holy Spirit of God, and therefore by inheritance hath a
more excellent name than they. Thirdly, that he was not an automation, but possessed an individual volition and character
of his own. Nevertheless, he was the prophet in whom the Father put His words as foretold by Moses (Deut. 18:18–19).
Since Jesus did at all times exhibit the character of his Father, and since the words that he spoke to Israel were not his
own words, but the words of Him who sent him (John 7:16: 8:28: 12:49), many things that he said must be understood
as the expressions of the Father, who existed before the Creation. In the mouth of Jesus they are the words of the Father
speaking through the Son. For instance, Jesus said, “Ye have heard that it was said by them of old time, Thou shalt not
kill; and whosoever shall kill shall be in danger of the judgment: but I say unto you, That whosoever is angry with his
brother without a cause shall be in danger of the judgment: and whosoever shall say to his brother, Raca, shall be in
danger of the council: but whosoever shall say, Thou fool, shall be in danger of hell fire.” (Matt. 5:21, 22). This was the
voice of the Father, speaking through Jesus, not propounding a new law, but giving an amplification of it in association
with the knowledge, experience, and prerogative of the Son.
Now in the light of the first fact, when Jesus said, “Abraham rejoiced to see my day,” we may ask, What day? As previously
stated in the same chapter, Abraham was dead, and could not see Jesus contending with the Pharisees, because “the
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dead know not anything” (Eccles. 9:5), and because when “the breath of man goeth forth, he returneth to his earth; in
that very day his thoughts perish” (Psa. 146:4). For the same reason Abraham could not literally see Jesus crucified and
raised from the dead, yet by faith he saw, and understood, and believed in the resurrection of the promised Messiah, for
it is testified that in a figure he received Isaac again from the dead (Heb. 11:19). So clearly did Abraham understand the
meaning of the command to offer Isaac that he called the place where he presented Isaac on the altar Jehovah-jireh, so
it was said, “In the mount of the Lord it shall be provided” (Gen. 22:14, R.V.). The point of the argument between Jesus
and the Pharisees was whether Jesus was greater than Abraham (see verse 53). Jesus clinched the argument by saying,
“Before Abraham was, I am.” What did he mean? Not that he existed personally before Abraham, but that he took
precedence of Abraham, for in view of the subsequent resurrection of Jesus, and the declaration of the apostle Paul
concerning it (see 1 Cor. 15:18), neither Abraham nor any other man can be delivered from the power of sin and death
except through Jesus the Anointed. Moreover, the day of Christ which Abraham saw afar off by faith was not the day of
his contention with the Pharisees but the day when all the faithful will shine forth in the kingdom of the Father, and will
sit down with Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, in that kingdom, as a sequence of the resurrection of Jesus from the dead
(Matt. 8:11: 13:43; Heb. 11:39, 40; 1 Cor. 15:17, 18; 1 Thess. 4:16, 17; 2 Thess 1:10).
When speaking of the time of the fulfilment of these promises Jesus referred to his second appearing thus: “For as the
lightning, that lighteneth out of one under heaven, shineth unto the other under heaven; so shall also the Son of Man be
in his day” (Luke 17:24). It is the day referred to by the Apostle Paul in his first epistle to the Corinthians, chap. 5., verse
5, and in his second epistle, chap. 1., verse 14, when speaking of “The day of the Lord Jesus Christ.” It is the day foretold
in Zechariah, chap. 14:1–4, when the feet of the Lord shall stand again on the Mount of Olives, and when that mountain
shall “cleave in the midst thereof toward the east and toward the west.” This day has no relation to the day when he
sojourned upon the earth in the midst of his brethren, i.e., his twelve disciples, except that the presence of himself and
the faithful of all ages in that day, yet future, is due to and in consequence of his faithful fulfilment of all the commands
of his Father. It is in fact “the day which the Lord hath made,” when the stone which the builders rejected is become the
head of the corner. (Psalm 118:22–24). Truly a marvellous thing, when the Lord Jesus becomes the cynosure of all eyes.
For, “Behold he cometh with clouds, and every eye shall see him” (Rev. 1:7).
Now also in the light of the second fact, since Jesus was a manifestation of the Father he may be said to be before
Abraham, although born subsequently. He could not be a third person of a trinity of gods, for he himself said the first of
all commandments is, “The Lord our God is one Lord” (Mark 12:29).
In the light of the third fact, it must be conceded that if Jesus, the Son of God, was pre-existent before his appearance as
a babe in Judea, co-equal and co-eternal with the Father, then he could not have possessed that individual character as
a man so fully manifested by him. He could not have lost the consciousness of pre-existence, and could not have been
tempted like his brethren. This idea was well expressed by a good churchwoman, who illustrated the point by reference
to those highly-placed ladies and gentlemen who, from a comfortable position in the world, go “slumming” in order to
feel the experience of the poor. She said they could not do so, because they would be upheld by the consciousness of the
assured position to which they could return when the experiment was ended.
Trinitarians can only see the babe Jesus in a manger with a nimbus on his head. This does not represent the babyhood of
the Son of God, nor the period during which he was subject to his parents up to the day of his baptism. Truly he was a
“Holy Thing” from his birth (Luke 1:35), but in what way? In the gospel of Luke we have a description of his birth: “Behold,
thou shalt conceive in thy womb and bring forth a Son, and shalt call his name JESUS. “He shall be great, and shall be called
the Son of the Most High” (ch. 1:31, 32).
Until instructed, Mary could not understand how a virtuous maiden, as she was, could give birth to a son, hence her
question: “How shall these things be, seeing I know not a man?”
Since no one can dispute this universal law of generation; since, also, no one can dispute biological facts which shew that
the birth of a child is due to the vitalization of one of the many seeds which come forth from the womb, it must be
admitted that “Jesus was made of a woman” (Gal. 4:4), and that the man Jesus had no separate existence before the time
chronicled by Luke.
The Holy Spirit which came upon Mary was not, and could not be, anything but that which is described as the power of
the Highest overshadowing Mary (ibid., verse 35), and for that reason the babe was called the Son of God, otherwise the
son of the increate Father, whose power or Spirit existed with the Father from eternity. Thus the manifestation of the
Father in a Son commenced when the Father, by His Spirit, vitalized the seed of the woman, but that fact did not alter his
relationship to the human family; or destroy his individuality as a man. Jesus himself constantly recognised his
relationship to the human family by designating himself “the Son of Man” (a phrase which is recorded some 65 times in
the New Testament). This aspect of him is frequently revealed in prophecy as, for instance, in Psalm 22:22, Isa. 8:16, to
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which the apostle Paul referred in order to illustrate the oneness between Jesus and his brethren in the days of his flesh.
Thus we read: “For both he that sanctifieth and they who are sanctified are all of one: for which cause he is not ashamed
to call them brethren, saying, I will declare thy name unto my brethren, in the midst of the church will I sing praise unto
thee. And again, I will put my trust in him. And again, Behold I and the children which God hath given me.” This
relationship he further stated in the most emphatic manner thus: “Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh
and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same. . . . Wherefore in all things it behoved him to be made like unto
his brethren, that he might be a merciful and faithful high priest in things pertaining to God, to make reconciliation for
the sins of the people” (Heb. 2:11–14, 17).
Further, the words used by Jesus before baptism unquestionably shew that Jesus could not have existed before his birth
of Mary, viz., “Thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteousness” (Matt. 3:5), an obscure statement unless emphasis is placed
on that little word us, which signified that Jesus and his brethren were one in physical constitution, made of the same
flesh and blood (Heb. 2:14), and therefore subject to the same temptations. The saying, “thus it becometh us to fulfil all
righteousness” could not refer to a pre-existent personality in any sense. It could not refer to the Father, who was not
baptised, neither could it have reference to the Spirit of the Father, which was the means of bringing him forth from the
womb, any more than it can be said that the vitalizing power of a human father brings forth a pre-existent son. The preexistent character of a father is often manifested in his offspring, and so it was in Jesus. The character of the Father
manifested in the Son was shown in the righteous walk of Jesus, who received from John this tribute: “Comest thou to
me? I have need to be baptised of thee!” The mind of the Father also shone forth more fully in Jesus when the spirit came
upon him after baptism.
Again, since that little word us includes Jesus and his brethren, if he were pre-existent then they must be pre-existent
too! A conclusion too absurd to entertain for one moment.
The recorded facts concerning the birth of Jesus do not furnish one title of evidence that the Son who prayed to his Father,
who confessed that his Father was greater than himself (John 14:28), that there was none good but God (Matt. 19:17),
was pre-existent before his birth of Mary.
If further proof is needed that the Son of God was not a third person of a trinity “existent before all worlds, co-equal and
co-eternal,” it will be found in that bitter cry uttered when the sustaining power of the Father was withheld: “Eli, Eli, lama
sabachthani?” That is to say, “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?”
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“He was before me” (John 1:15).
LIKE many other statements in the first chapter of the gospel according to John, the above affirmation is misunderstood
by our Trinitarian friends (or enemies if they choose so to be). Apart from the bias created by the doctrine the meaning
is obvious when read with the context. “He that cometh after me is preferred before me; for he was before me, ” or
according to the R.V. marginal rendering, first in regard of me. Of course, he was “first” in the purpose of God from the
very beginning, and takes precedence of all the sons of God in relation to the earth which is His inheritance (Psa. 2:6–8).
In the fabric which the Father is erecting (Heb. 3:5) Jesus Christ is not only the “head, ” but he is the “root” also. In fact
he is the foundation stone upon which the building is to be erected (Eph. 2:21). From the commencement of the Adamic
era he, in relation to Mother Eve, is foreshadowed as the One through whom life would come, for she is spoken of as the
mother of life (Gen. 3:21) and he as the seed of the woman who should bruise the head of the serpent, a result which
must involve the abolition of death (ibid 3:15). From the very beginning of the Adamic era the promise to Eve was the
promise of life through her seed. This is that promise of eternal life mentioned by the Apostle in his letter to Titus (ch.
1:1 and 2), a promise given before “times eternal” (R.V.), i.e., before the ages, when its full scope was kept secret; not a
promise before the creation of the world physical (Rom. 16:25, R.V.). It is that promise pointing to the One through whom
it is to be realised. He, as it were, the pole-star by which the faithful steer their earthen vessels to the haven of rest (Heb.
4:1–11). Apart from the sacrifice of Christ, foreshadowed to Eve, no son of Adam could have eternal life. He thus becomes
“the author or beginner of faith” (Heb. 12:2). The apostle speaks of him as “The first-born of every creature,” for “by him
(or through him) were all things created that are in heaven, and that are in earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones
(see his promise to his twelve disciples, Matt. 19:28), dominions (see Dan. 7:13, 27), or principalities (see Luke 19:1–17),
or powers (see Luke 9:1). All things were created by or through him, and for him, and he is before all things (in this sense)
and through him all things subsist” (Col. 1:16). Abel, Noah, Abraham, Moses, David, and the great cloud of witnesses
cannot be made perfect without the exercise of power vested in Him (Heb. 11.; Matt. 28:18). When that vast throng
symbolized by the number one hundred and forty-four thousand assemble upon Mount Zion, with the Father’s name
written on their foreheads, the Lamb stands in their midst, the One through whom they all have been redeemed (Apoc.
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14:1–4). He is “the head of the body.” The first born from the dead, “that in all things he might have the pre-eminence”
(Col. 1:18). For this reason he is said to be “before all things,” “for through him all things are,” i.e., all things which will be
created for eternity, because he is the means through which they come into relation to the Father. The promises
concerning Him are the initial cause of faith in every son of God. Faith will finish in every son of God when that marvellous
change from mortality to immortality comes upon them (1 Cor. 15:50–54). The terms here used by the apostle, “Things
in heaven, and things in earth, visible and invisible,” apply only to elements in relation to Jesus Christ. The element “in
earth” are the called and chosen who die in faith and await the time of their redemption at the return of Christ. The
“things in heaven” refer to those who occupy a higher sphere in the manifestation of the purpose of God, and are
representative of the class who never die. Such as Enoch, Elijah, Melchisedec, and others not specifically mentioned, but
whom we may infer exist in and with the same class. The testimony in Eph. 1:10 and Col. 1:16–18 incidentally refers to a
wonderful feature in the unfolding of the purpose of the Father. They are glimpses which are now seen, as it were, in a
mirror darkly (1 Cor. 13:12), but in the fulness of time, when their relation to the work of Christ is complete, they will be
seen clearly. Notwithstanding, it must be understood that the terms “heaven” and “earth” are here used of those in
Christ in a relative sense. The terms are not geographical, and do not refer to the heaven where the Father dwelleth and
where Jesus sits at His right hand, because it is written, “No man hath ascended into heaven, but he that came down
from heaven” (John 3:13). Therefore, the heaven into which Elijah was carried was not that heaven to which Jesus
ascended, but the “firmament” which divided the waters beneath from those above, called heaven (Gen. 1:6–7). Where
these highly exalted ones now are we are not told, but there are plenty of nooks and corners in the earth where the foot
of man does not tread suitable for their concealment. The joyful thing for the believer is to know that such intelligences
exist somewhere, and that shortly they will be joined with believers both dead and living when the Lord returns from the
presence of the Most High, when the wonder of this arrangement and the necessity for it will be revealed.
Here it may be noted how easy is the transmission from fact to fancy by those who believe in the serpent’s lie. Those
who are not well equipped with a knowledge of the Scripture, viz., that “the dead know not anything,” that “there is no
work, nor device, nor knowledge, nor wisdom, in the grave” (Eccles. 9:10), and are not acquainted with the teaching of
Jesus respecting resurrection (see John 5:29, 29), but believers that “there is no death, only transition,” easily pass on in
their ignorance to a belief in a host of saints in Heaven or sinners in Hell, the doctrine of Purgatory, and the sin of
“worshipping angels.” One of the astounding illustrations of this cult is found in the dying request of Pope Benedict XV.
for his spiritual confessor to intercede for him through the Madonna of Pompeii! As though that idolatrous image
possessed more virtue with the “Holy Mother of God” than other numerous effigies, elsewhere, of the said goddess!!!
Perverted Christianity does not appear to know that “there is One Mediator between God and man, the man Christ Jesus”
(1 Tim. 2:5).
The relationship of Melchisedec to Jesus Anointed is more than interesting. Some may be disposed to account for the
pre-eminence of Jesus over Melchisedec on the supposition that the former preceded the latter, but the evidence
shewing that Jesus did not exist as a person before his birth of Mary is irrefutable. Now Jesus was made a high priest after
the order of Melchisedec (Heb. 6:20). A high priest involves subordinate priests of the same order.
A comparison of the title of Jesus, the Son of God, as high priest of the order of Melchisedec and the titles of the priest
who blessed Abraham after his victory over the Elamitish invaders (Gen. 14.) indicates the relationship of the one to the
other. As to the great worthy of old who officiated in the days of Abraham:
Priest of the Most High God.
First, by interpretation, King of Righteousness.
Then, King of Salem, which is King of Peace.
Without father, without mother. (That is to say, his priesthood is not by genealogy.)
Like unto the Son of God . . . (Heb. 7:1–3).
However great this man was, Christ Jesus is greater, although the latter appeared upon the scene centuries after the
former: for he is the only begotten Son of God, and because he alone gave himself as a sacrifice to deliver his fellows
from death (Heb. 10:12, 14). See also the following testimonies:
He is the only begotten SON OF GOD (John 1:18; Heb. 1:1–5, 7).
The Righteous ONE (Zech. 9:9; Jer. 23:5–6; Acts 3:14: 7:52: 22:14; 1 John 2:1; James 5:6).
The Prince of PEACE (Isa. 9:6).
The Prince of LIFE (Acts 3:15).
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The firstborn of the dead (Rev. 1:5, R.V.).
Therefore the man who brought forth bread and wine wherewith, as priest of the Most High, to bless Abraham, does not
take precedence of his high priest—Jesus. By interpretation Melchisedec was “King of Righteousness”; by interpretation
he was “King of Peace”; and by adoption he must become a “Son of God,” for Jesus, as we have seen, is the only begotten
Son of God, and the one Mediator between God and man. Again, the fact that the Melchisedec mentioned in Genesis
precedes in point of time the appearance of the High Priest of the same order, presents no difficulty in the way of the
pre-eminence of the latter over the former; for just as the Father’s intention to bestow a favour is spoken of as though
that favour has already been given while yet centuries must elapse before the promise could be fulfilled (see Rom. 4:17;
Heb. 11:9–12, 13, 39, 40), so the titles of the Melchisedec priest in Genesis are prospectively bestowed upon him.
Since Melchisedec “abideth a priest continually” (Heb. 7:13), he seems to be like Enoch, who was translated that he
should not see death (Heb. 11:5). The continued existence of Melchisedec, Enoch, and Elijah, while still in an unglorified
body, through many millenniums, may appear startling, but is quite in harmony with Scripture testimony. If a man can
live nine hundred and sixty-nine years without death, as Methuselah did, there can be no difficulty in granting life to a
man for six thousand years. We have two exceptional examples of long life in the case of Enoch and Elijah. Of the former
it is stated that he did not die, and of the latter we have indubitable evidence that he was alive at the Transfiguration,
about a thousand years after he was removed in the chariot of fire (Luke 9:30). No doubt there are other highly privileged
individuals who have received special attributes to enable them to fulfil the functions recorded of them in the Scriptures.
The Angel, or messenger, mentioned in the Apocalypse by, or through, whom the last message from Jesus Christ was
conveyed to John in Patmos appears to be one such. This angel definitely stated that he was “a fellow-servant, and of his
brethren the prophets, and of them which kept the sayings of this book” (Rev. 22:9). Melchisedec, Enoch, Elijah, and the
messenger who delivered the Apocalypse to John, one and all stand relatively in the same class of redeemed ones who
will be alive at the appearing of Jesus Christ, and receive the gift of eternal life without seeing death in their own persons;
as the Apostle said, “We shall not all sleep, but we shall all be changed . . . For this corruptible must put on incorruption,
and this mortal must put on immortality.” When this change occurs, then will be “gathered together in one all things in
Christ, both which are in (Gr. upon) the heavens and the things upon the earth in Him” (Eph. 1:10 R.V.). The false doctrine
of the immortality of the soul and failure to apprehend the full significance of the Apostle’s definition of the method
adopted by the Father when speaking of future events is responsible for many false opinions, leading by easy stages to
the doctrine of the Trinity. Statements which relate to the pre-eminent position of Jesus as the head of the body of Christ,
and which only refer to the sphere of his inheritance, which is the earth, are interpreted as applying to the Increate
himself. When the Apostle John said that Jesus was “the true light which lighteth every man coming into the world,” he
was not propounding the law of life in the physical sense, but the fact that through Jesus only light and life comes to the
believer (chapter 1., verse 9). The world that is made by or through (R.V.) him is not the physical world, but the “world”
or constitution which is to come, and which will be developed through him (5:10, R.V.). When he “came to his own and
they that were his own received him not” (5:11, R.V.) obviously must mean that he came to his own people or “world,”
because as many of this “world” of people as received him to them gave he the power to become children of God, even
them that believe on his name (John 1:11, 12).

Henry Sulley, The Atonement (8), The Christadelphian, vol. 59, 1922, pp. 193-199
God, having of old times spoken unto the fathers in the prophets . . . hath at the end of these days (the Mosaic
age) spoken unto us in his son, through whom (i.e., on account of whom) also he (God) made the ages: who being
the effulgence of his glory, and the impress of his substance, and upholding all things by the word of his power,
when he had made purification of sins, sat down at the right hand of the Majesty on high. (Heb. 1:1–3, R.V.)
THE opening words of the above quotation are distinctly adverse to the doctrine of the Trinity. It is GOD who spake unto
the fathers in, or by, the prophets. HE who is one (Mark 12:29), not three personalities in one. The statement that God
spoke of old times by the prophets, and in the later time by His Son, is sufficient to show that the Son of God did not
speak until that Son was brought into existence as related in the first chapter of Luke’s gospel.
The next statement, “through whom God made the ages,” must mean that God did the work on account of Jesus. To
suggest that an eternal pre-existent Son was the medium through whom the work was done creates confusion, because
there are no “ages” with the increate. Ages commence when the Eternal One “out of himself” (1st Cor. 8:6) forms that
which becomes related to time or age. Now, since God created the earth (Isa. 45:18) and man upon it (Gen. 1:27) many
“ages” have been marked off on the stream of time. In the record of these ages it will be seen that the development of
the sons of God hinges upon the sacrifice of Christ, to which all must look as a foretold event, or as a memorial of that
which has been accomplished. This development presents many phases, and is divided into “ages,” which have been
brought into existence and providentially overruled by the Father. Hence the apostle Paul said that He (God) “hath
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determined the times before appointed and the bounds of their habitation” (Acts 17:26). For illustration, the Adamic age
commenced with the creation of man. Afterwards, we are told that “God saw that the wickedness of man was great in
the earth (Gen. 6:5), and that “God” brought that period, extending from Adam to Noah, to an end by the Flood (Gen.
7:13). Then God made a new covenant with Noah, commencing a new age with him and his children (ibid. verse 18).
Further, although in the age before the Flood we are not told much, yet sufficient is recorded to show that this period
commenced with offerings and sacrifices pointing to the coming deliverer. From the Flood to Moses the same feature
becomes more apparent in the record. See the history of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, with their altar building and sacrifices,
and the miraculous deliverance of their children from Egypt. In the succeeding age, commonly called the “Mosaic age,”
extending from the giving of the law to the abolition thereof, we find figures and types pointing to the sacrifice of Jesus,
and a continuous stream of prophecy referring to the mission of the coming Messiah, illuminating every phase of His
experience in relation to His deliverance from death, and the way in which that deliverance will bring joy and blessing,
honour, and glory, to those who look for and wait for it. In every age Jesus is the pivot, as it were, upon which all things
appertaining to the glory of God revolve. We can, therefore, readily understand why the apostle Paul should say that “on
account of Him all these ages were made,” because they were unquestionably brought into existence by the overruling
providence of the Father in and for the glory of the promised deliverer.
The statements that the Son is “the effulgence of His (the Father’s) glory, and the impress of His (the Father’s) substance,”
and that He is “the image of the invisible God,” are not quite so easy to understand.
The Son of God the effulgence of the Father’s glory. We may ask, What is the glory of the Father? The answer will be
found in the reply to the request of Moses, who said, I beseech thee to show me thy glory (Exod. 33:18). “Behold, there
is a place by me, and thou shalt stand upon a rock . . . while my glory passeth by . . . And the Lord passed by before him,
and proclaimed, The Lord, the Lord God, merciful and gracious, long-suffering, and abundant in goodness and truth,
keeping mercy for thousands, forgiving iniquity and transgression and sin, and that will by no means clear the guilty;
visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children, and upon the children’s children, unto the third and to the fourth
generation.” (Exod. 33:21, 22; 34:6, 7). These attributes then are the glory of the Father, which in some way become
effulgent in the Son. Now it is written: “It became him, for whom are all things, and by whom (or on account of whom)
are all things, in bringing many sons unto glory, to make theCaptain of their salvation perfect through sufferings” (Heb.
2:10). Two things become apparent from this testimony. First, that the glory of the Father is to dwell in Jesus and his
brethren. Secondly, that perfection in glory comes through suffering. From this it may be understood that the Father
delights to see the glory which He proclaimed to Moses manifested in men and that this manifestation was to be
developed in the sufferings of Jesus as well as in those of his brethren. So it is written: “Thus saith the Lord, Let not the
wise man glory in his wisdom, neither let the mighty man glory in his might, let not the rich man glory in his riches: but
let him that glorieth glory in this, that he understandeth and knoweth me, that I am the Lord which exercise
lovingkindness, judgment and righteousness in the earth: for in these things I delight, saith the Lord.” (Jer. 9:23–24).
Obviously, therefore, the glory of the Father could not have been manifested until the birth of Jesus, and until He passed
through those experiences which manifested the attributes above mentioned. In this way, the “Word” became flesh and
dwelt among men. They “beheld his glory, glory as of an only begotten of a father, full of grace and truth” (John 1:14)
The first annunciation of the coming glory was the message of Gabriel to Mary. The second was the annunciation of the
angel who said, “Behold, I bring you good tidings of great joy, which shall be to all people. For there is born unto you this
day a Saviour, which is Christ the Lord.” Concerning which the angelic company foretold, “Glory to God in the highest,
and on earth peace, good will towards men” (Luke 2:10, 11, 13, 14).
These are the beginnings of a great consummation, which must come in strict harmony with the conditions appertaining
to its manifestation as foreshadowed to Moses. The attributes then made known should be particularly noted. They not
only comprise mercy, graciousness, long-suffering, and abundant goodness and truth, keeping mercy for thousands,
forgiving iniquity, and transgression and sin: which will by no means clear the guilty, but also visiting the iniquity of the
fathers upon children’s children until the third and fourth generation. This declaration presents a problem to solve. In
what way can visiting sins of the fathers upon the children be a merciful attribute of the Father? The seeming
contradiction is explained by the fact that had not God decreed that death should pass upon all men in consequence of
the sin of our first parents there could not have been that glorious manifestation of redemption by Christ Jesus, which
enabled God to bestow through the righteousness of one the free gift of eternal life, “for by one man’s disobedience
many were made sinners.” Upon the same principle, “by the obedience of one shall many be made righteous . . . that as
sin had reigned unto death, even so might grace reign through righteousness unto eternal life by Jesus Christ our Lord.”
(Rom. 7:19–21).
Thus it will be seen that the offering of sacrifices from the very beginning foreshadowed the manifestation of glory in the
redemption wrought through Christ. Jesus referred to this glory in the following words, spoken immediately before his
crucifixion: “The hour is come; glorify thy Son, that thy son also may glorify thee: as thou hast given him power over all
flesh, that he should give eternal life to as many as thou hast given him. And this is life eternal, that they may know thee
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the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.” Now, speaking prophetically of the manifestation of glory in
the experience and tribulation of the disciples, Jesus said: “The glory which thou gavest me I have given them; that they
may be one even as we are one: I in them, and thou in me, that they may be made perfect in one.” (ibid., verse 22, 23).
Obviously, therefore, the glory with which the Father clothes Jesus could not have existed before he was born, except as
a determined purpose of the Father. Moreover, that glory cannot be fully manifested until the last element thereof is
developed.
Here it should be distinctly understood that there are at least three phases of glory associated with the purposes of the
Father in Jesus.
1.—The apostle Paul speaks of the glory of the ministration of death “written and engraved on stones” as a glory
upon which the children of Israel could not look (2 Cor. 3:7). The ministration was a “glorious” thing in itself,
because the Father was revealing His purpose to men through Moses by miracles, signs, and wonders. This is
one phase.
2.—These divine arrangements were the means of causing “glorification” in others, yea, every obedient Israelite
who responded to the divine behests reflected a ray of light from the source thereof. That is another phase of
glory.
3.—There is a third phase of glory which is to be manifested when the Lord comes “to be admired and glorified
in his saints.” This phase need not now be mentioned particularly further than to say that when Jesus returns he
comes in “the glory of his Father” (Matt. 16:27) which, as already shown, must be like unto the glory revealed
to Moses.
In the mission of the Son of Mary we have many illustrations of phases one and two, the Father first glorified Him by
Mary’s miraculous conception (Luke 1:31–35); then at his baptism (Matt. 3:16–17) and then by the miracle performed
through him when he turned the water into wine. Thus it is written: This beginning of miracles did Jesus in Cana of Galilee,
and manifested forth his glory” (John 2:11). Again, when Jesus raised the son of the widow of Nain, “they glorified God,
saying, That a great prophet is risen up among us; and, That God hath visited his people” (Luke 7:16). In many other
miracles also was the Father glorified in Jesus, for Jesus said, “Believest thou not that I am in the Father, and the Father
in me? The words that I speak unto you I speak not of myself: but the Father that dwelleth in me, he doeth the works”
(John 14:10). Again, the transfiguration, when Moses and Elias talked with Jesus (Luke 19:27) is referred to by the apostle
Peter thus: “For we have not followed cunningly devised fables, when we made known unto you the power and coming
of our Lord Jesus Christ, but were eyewitnesses of his majesty. For he received from God the Father honour and glory,
when there came such a voice to him from the excellent glory, This is my beloved son, in whom I am well pleased. And
this voice which came from heaven we heard, when we were with him in the holy mount” (2 Peter 1:16–18). Here it may
be pointed out to our Trinitarian friends that in proclaiming Jesus as his beloved son, the Father glorified Jesus,
foreshadowing by the Transfiguration the Majesty which he is to exercise when he comes to reign in his kingdom. Jesus
did not at the time of the Transfiguration enter into his kingdom, for he said, “The Son of man shall come in his glory, and
all the holy angels with him, then shall he sit upon the throne of his glory” (Matt. 25:31). Unfortunately, also, Trinitarians
misunderstand the words, “Glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory which I had with thee before the world
was” (John 17:5). This statement is easily understood upon the principle that God speaks of things that be not as thou
they were (Rom 4:17), and upon this principle His foretold purposes from the beginning are spoken of as though they
were actually accomplished. For illustration, of the prophet Jeremiah we read: “Before I formed thee in the belly I knew
thee; and before thou camest forth out of the womb I sanctified thee, and I ordained thee a prophet unto the nations”
(Jer. 1:5). Jeremiah known of God before he was formed, and yet given as “a prophet unto the nations before he was
born?” Here the intention of the Father is spoken of as being already done before it was actually accomplished, because
with Him all things purposed are, as it were, done. Similarly, Jesus is spoken of as “The Lamb slain from the foundation
of the world” (Rev. 13:8), because the sacrifices at Eden’s gate merely pointed to the intention of the Father to provide
the sacrificial lamb which, millenniums later, was given. So also the glory with which Jesus was arrayed when he rose
from the tomb could not, and did not, exist till after his resurrection. As an intended purpose of the Father the glory was
just as much in the womb of the future as was the promise to Abraham, “I have made thee a father of many nations,”
when as yet he had no son (Gen. 15:35: 16:5; Rom. 4:17).
This was the glory for which Jesus prayed before he was crucified, and which was bestowed upon him because he glorified
the Father in offering himself a sacrifice for sin. This is clearly demonstrated by his prayer, and the parable of the corn of
wheat. Thus we read: “The hour is come that the Son of Man should be glorified. Verily, verily, I say unto you, Except a
corn of wheat fall into the ground and die, it abideth alone: but if it die, it bringeth forth much fruit” (John 12:23, 24).
“Therefore when he (Judas) was gone out (to betray) Jesus said, Now is the Son of man glorified, and God is glorified in
him. If God be glorified in him, God shall also glorify him in himself, and shall straightway glorify him” (ibid. 13:31, 32). Of
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this great achievement he said, “I have overcome the world. These words spake Jesus, and lifted up his eyes to heaven,
and said, Father, the hour is come; glorify thy Son, that thy Son also may glorify thee” (Jno. 16:33: 17:1, 2). Now just as
Jesus submitting to crucifixion was an example of the second phase of glory, so also this phase was illustrated by the
disciples of Jesus steadfastly following his example. Thus we read: “Beloved, think it not strange concerning the fiery trial
which is to try you, as though some strange thing happened unto you: but rejoice, inasmuch as ye are partakers of Christ’s
sufferings; that, when his glory shall be revealed, ye may be glad also with exceeding joy. If ye be reproached for the
name of Christ, happy are ye; for the spirit of glory and of God resteth upon you; on their part he is evil spoken of, but on
your part HE is glorified” (1 Pet. 4:12–14). Again, we read: “Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your
good works, and glorify your Father which is in heaven” (Matt. 5:16). Here we have reference, first, to the spirit and glory
of the Father resting upon those who endure trial. Secondly, to the glorification of the Father and the Son reflected from
those who are obedient to the source from which it comes. As to the third phase of glory, that can only come when the
work of the Father in Jesus anointed is complete at the close of the Millennium. Then he becomes “the effulgence of the
Father’s glory.” In saying that “Jesus is the effulgence of the Father’s glory,” the apostle speaks of things that be not as
though they were, for the fulness of this glory cannot be attained until it becomes manifested in all the sons who are
related thereto, for the Apostle said the gospel had been revealed in order that the disciples might be “conformed to the
image of his Son” (Rom. 8:29). When that work is accomplished, it will be seen that the children of God have glorified
both the Father and Jesus. The sons will then be to the glory of their Captain; he will be to their glory; and the whole
community from the Lord Jesus downward to the glory of God the Father.
Well may the apostle say that Jesus is “the effulgence of God’s glory.”
The impress of his substance—R.V. Now we are told that in the beginning was the “Word” (Gr., logos), and the “word”
was with God (Gr., theos), and that the “word” was “God.” Since the word theosmeans substance we must in our
conceptions of the Father remember that the Father is not an abstraction, but an entity, or substance; i.e., eternal
substance, always existent. For something to come out of nothing is unthinkable, i.e., impossible. Further, since the word
logos represents speech, which implies wisdom, knowledge and power of expression, these attributes always existed
with uncreated substance. They did not come into existence either before or after substance, but were always present
therewith. Since also it is said that the logos (word) is God, we must also believe that the Father uncreate is intelligent
substance. Moreover, God is a spirit (John 4:24), therefore we may say that the Father is spirit substance, possessing all
intelligent attributes in fulness. “All things were made by him, and without him was not anything made that hath been
made (John 1:3). Here we have a definition of “substance” which we find difficult to define in words. The finite mind is
scarcely able to grasp the meaning of these terms, but by analogy we may reach forward a little. Substance without
intelligence is practically non-existent. That mass of granite knows nothing of the superimposed clay, or vice versa. Gold
and silver in juxtaposition know not of the diverse qualities possessed by either. They are relatively non-existent.
Intelligence is the thing which makes for existence. Therefore, while substance is the basis of intelligence, intelligence
comprehends the whole and is the whole. Thus John, while distinguishing between “substance” and “the Word,” could
say that the latter was God. He also says that the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, full of grace and truth, “and
we beheld his glory, as the glory of the only begotten son of the Father” (John 1:14). That is to say, men saw in Jesus a
manifestation of the glory of the Father in grace and truth, or in all those attributes which it was possible to be manifested
in the person of Jesus. Now, the apostle could not mean that the “substance” of God became flesh, because from Mary
came the substance which, at birth, was called Jesus, “made of a woman” (Gal. 4:4).
Since also “no man hath seen God at any time,” but the only-begotten Son hath declared him, men must have beheld in
him a manifestation of the Father in the form of grace and truth. Thus the impress of the attributes of the Father, defined
elsewhere in the Bible, appeared in Jesus; or, as expressed by the apostle Paul, “God was manifested in the flesh of sin.”
This relationship was clearly understood by the Lord Jesus, who said, “It is the spirit that quickeneth; the flesh profiteth
nothing” (John 6:63). In consequence of the nature of his birth (Luke 1:35), and in consequence of the possession of the
Holy Spirit in fulness (John 3:34), there shone forth in him that which differed from all other men, for he was not born
after the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God. Just as a leaf bud potentially contains in its substance all the
beautiful features of the fully developed leaf, so the characteristic attributes of the Father were impressed upon the
ovum in Mary’s womb, which, under the overruling providence of the Father, became a perfect bloom for the Paradise
of God. From what has previously been said, there is no need to enlarge upon the biological aspect of the matter. The
result of this new birth is strictly in harmony with true scientific knowledge. No life without antecedent life. No plant
except from seed. No variety except that variation comes from the interposition of new conditions. But the impress of
this image did not alter the nature of the flesh upon which it was impressed, any more than does the form of a leaf alter
the substance of that leaf, or the character of a human father the nature of the child through which it is manifested. The
result was a perfect specimen of humanity, capable of feeling all human impulses which were from beneath, and capable
of manifesting all the grace and excellence of the Father from above.
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There are two statements by the apostle John which help us to realize the relationship between Jesus and His Father.
After saying that Jesus was “the only begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth” (John 1:14), he adds, “And of his
fulness have all we (his disciples) received” (verse 16). Now if it was necessary for Jesus to pre-exist in order to partake
of the Father’s fulness, it would be likewise necessary for his disciples to pre-exist in order to partake of his fulness, but
we see how Jesus partook of the fulness of his Father, by Spirit begettal and by the bestowal of the Spirit at baptism. So
also his disciples who receive the spirit partake of this fulness;
Upholding all things by the word of his power. Yes, for he never let one precept slip, and when he had by himself purged
our sins, sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high.
Now, it is written that “God is love” (1 John 4:8). This attribute of the Father was perfected fully in the Son of God. He is
the embodiment of imperishable love, for he gave himself for his fellows. He was God-like in his manifestation of the love
of God, and in the harmony which existed between the deeds of God and the activities of Jesus Anointed. Thus:—
All things the Father has done, or is doing, are for the benefit of His children. So also all things that Jesus did
were for the welfare of mankind.
All things the Father has revealed or said are for the benefit of His children. So also all the words spoken by Jesus
were for the same end.
The Father never ceases to work for the accomplishment of His gracious purpose in which the highest blessings
must come upon the human race. So also Jesus did not at any time slacken his hand for the same object.
The Father has declared that He will not give His glory to another. So also the Son always ascribed precedence
to his Father.
This perfection of character and the presence of the Holy spirit in the Son did not in the least degree release Jesus from
the torment to which a righteous man is subject when tempted by an appeal to human instincts, or the impulses of the
flesh. On the contrary, the perfect knowledge which he possessed of what was in man, and his perfect conception of that
which God required of him, must have made the conflict between the flesh and the Spirit the more acute.
From afar I see him victorious over sin. Bye-and-bye, every son of God will see him nigh, and with a thrill of joy will sing:
“Thou art worthy . . . for thou wast slain and hast redeemed us to God by thy blood, out of every kindred, and tongue,
and people, and nation; and hast made us unto our God kings and priests; and we shall reign on the earth” (Apoc. 5:9–
10).
[Friend Bell, whose capable and useful co-operation when I visited Australia is a very pleasant recollection, has now
become an enemy because of his identification with the Free Life theory of renunciationism, and the Substitution theory
of brother Strickler, whose time-past friendly co-operation is also a pleasant memory. Both propagandas are alike in
essence. They are the inception of that which is totally opposed to the definition of the destruction of the body of sin in
the sacrifice of Christ. Brethren who adopt their theories will be led astray. Friend Bell roundly denies the statements
which I have made in my articles on “The Atonement,” but he does not furnish any proofs to support his assertions. He
considers me egotistical, because I refer to those who “darken counsel by words without knowledge.” I submit to his
reproof with patience and thanks, but the fact cannot be denied that there has been much darkening of counsel by words
without knowledge on this subject. If I have not spoken in harmony with the word, disprove my statements by reference
to the evidence.—H. S.]
“TO HIGHER THINGS”
“We rise by the things that are under our feet,
By what we have mastered of good and gain,
By the pride deposed and the passion slain,
And the vanquished ills that we hourly meet.”
IGNORANCE shows either blank dismay or dumbstruck marvel. Intelligence is prepared to take precautions, or to admire
excellence.
Henry Sulley, The Atonement (9), The Christadelphian, vol. 59, 1922, pp. 344-348
The image of the invisible God, the first-born of every creature (Col. 1:15).
FROM what has passed in review in the previous section (see pp. 193–199 ante) respecting the impress of the substance
of the Father and the effulgence of His glory, there should be no difficulty in comprehending what the Apostle Paul meant
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when he said that Jesus was “the image of the invisible God.” A similar statement by the apostle in another place helps
us to understand his meaning, viz., that God did predestinate those who are called according to His purpose “to be
conformed to the image of His Son” (Rom. 8:29). Since the physical constitution of Jesus and his brethren were alike, for
“he was made in the likeness of men, and was found in fashion as a man” (Phil. 2:7, 8; Heb. 2:14), the apostle must mean
that the disciples are to be conformed to the moral image of their Lord. Now, just as the disciples must be conformed to
the image of the Son of God, so also was Jesus conformed to the image of his Father; in fact, the way in which the disciples
of Christ are conformed to his image is an object lesson illustrating the way in which Jesus became “the image of the
invisible God.” This comparison should effectively prove that the image of the invisible which we see in Jesus is an image
of the moral attributes of the Father, attributes pre-existent in the Father from eternity but manifest in the Son after his
birth of Mary, and which could only be consummated at his crucifixion and resurrection. Not until Jesus was raised from
the dead was the image of the Father complete in him, for after that event he was “declared to be the Son of God with
power, according to the spirit of holiness by the resurrection from the dead” (Rom. 1:4).
The parallel between the generation of Jesus and his brethren is indeed very remarkable. It may be thus summarized:
He was “the word made flesh” (John 1:14). They are begotten by the word (1 Peter 1:23).
He was the beginning of a new creation (Col. 1:18). They are a new creature (2 Cor. 5:17).
Both Jesus and his brethren are perfected through suffering (Heb. 5:5–9: 12:6).
After probation Jesus was crucified and raised from the dead, and was indued with the power of an endless life (Heb.
7:16). So likewise when probation is ended the disciples approved at the judgment seat of Christ will be the subjects of
that instantaneous change, when this corruptible will put on incorruption (1 Cor. 15:51–54), when they will be made like
unto him (Phil. 3:20–21; 1 John 3:1–2)—will be equal to the angels, and cannot die any more (Luke 20:36).
Further, even though Jesus was begotten of Mary by the Holy Spirit yet he came forth as a babe just as other children are
born. In common with other children, his first impulse was to seek nourishment at his mother’s breast, and to grasp her
caressing hand. Next to perceive the sunlight enlightening his eyes, and then the impress of his mother’s voice and loving
features. Then receiving the impress of all good influences while yet subject to his parents, until at man’s estate, by
reading the Holy Oracles (Luke 4:16), he was able to discern between good and evil, and to understand the way in which
sin was to be put away, a knowledge which lead him to be baptised of John in the Jordan for the remission of sins, saying,
“Thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteousness” (Matt. 3:15). During all this period he grew up before his Father “as a
tender plant, and as a root out of a dry ground” (Isa. 53:2). For God had set His love upon him, giving His angels charge
over him to keep him in all the ways of the Lord, lest at any time he should dash his foot against a stone (Psalm 91:11, 12;
Matt. 4:6). Under divine fatherly guidance reading the Holy Oracles, he learned to “love the law of the Lord” (Psa. 119:97),
which he “took it for a heritage for ever” when he humbled himself in the waters of baptism, a baptism which signified
his death unto sin—ibid, verse 3. (Matt. 3:15; Rom. 6:3, 6, 10; Phil. 2:8). Immediately afterwards he was tempted in all
things. So also his brethren humble themselves in the waters of baptism, because dead to sin and to take the law of the
Lord as their heritage for ever. They likewise, under the overruling providence of Him who has called them, have learned
of the Father’s purpose through His written word (John 15:16; Ps. 119:130).
In one particular only does the generation of Jesus differ from that of his disciples. They in time past fulfilled “the desires
of the flesh and of the mind” (Eph. 2:2, 3), but he never, because he always did that which was pleasing to his Father,
even from his birth.
There are many other elliptical statements which refer to beautiful aspects of the character of him whom the Father has
prepared for the salvation of men, sadly misunderstood and misinterpreted by Trinitarians, but which are readily
comprehended by a scribe fully instructed in the things concerning the kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ,
which need not now be mentioned.
In conclusion, there are a number of terms and phrases current in Christadelphian circles which have assumed an
unnatural meaning. Just as the word “lust” has come to mean not fleshly impulse or desire, as indicated in Scripture, but
is used to imply excessive desire or gross immorality, so also there are terms and phrases current which cause many to
stumble at the Word. Their consideration, therefore, seems to be a necessary appendix to these articles on The
Atonement.
Appendix No. I: “SIN IN THE FLESH” (Rom. 8:3)
This phrase, shorn of its context, has come to express ideas subversive of the truth. When the apostle said that “what the
law could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for
sin, condemned sin in the flesh” (Rom. 8:3), he did not mean that God condemned “sin” in the flesh as though sin was a

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Henry Sulley

P a g e | 196

something in the flesh, but that he condemned sinful flesh, for He sent His Son in “the likeness of sinful flesh” (i.e., in the
same flesh (Heb. 2:14) in order to condemn sin. “Flesh” was crucified and put to death in Jesus so that all emotions to sin
arising from it in him should nevermore arise. Now, when Adam sinned his flesh became “sinful flesh.” Its quality then
was sinful, although beforetime very good. So after transgression, the emotions of sin became a law, or rule of action, in
Adam. Thus he may be said to be “sin made flesh,” and the law of disobedience its principal attribute. This fleshly condition
was transmitted to his posterity, who became incapable of themselves of manifesting any other quality. Hence we may
say, “flesh is full of sin.” The results of its emotions are graphically described in the third chapter of Romans: “There is
none righteous, no, not one” (verse 10). A statement fully endorsed by Jesus, who said, “Why callest thou me good? there
is none good but one, that is, God” (Matt. 19:17).
On the other hand, “sinful flesh” presents a different aspect in different persons, no two of which are exactly alike.
Although the righteousness of men is but as “filthy rags” (Isa. 64:6), yet those who “become dead indeed unto sin” (Rom.
6:11) present a very different picture of humanity from those who are “servants of sin” and “walk after the flesh,” or do
not “live unto God” (Rom. 6:20: 8:10, 11). For instance, Enoch, who walked with God and did not die, presents a different
likeness to Seth, who was born unto Adam in his own likeness, after his own image, and who died like his father (Gen.
5:3). Flesh under control by the operation of a higher impulse inculcated by the Word of God presents a different image
to those who exhibit only the carnal mind. Man was created in the image of God—Elohim (Gen. 5:1). Before transgression
there was perfect harmony between him and his Creator. The Elohim did the will of the Supreme, so before transgression
did Adam and Eve. As already noted, this harmony did not continue—the image was broken and destroyed when they
transgressed. Jesus, the second Adam, came to restore the image, so that harmony might exist between mankind and
the Creator. In order to do this he was made of a woman in the likeness of sin’s flesh—the same flesh—but never during
his probation did he act the part of a sinner, or exhibit a morally-defiled image such as is presented by other sons of Adam.
Some will say that “he had sin in his flesh.” This is an unskillful way of stating his relationship to sin, and thus stumble
many who rightly perceive that Jesus stood on the apex of moral rectitude (Heb. 7:26). According to the law of temptation
(see James 1:14, 15, and previous article, pp. 534–536, Vol. lviii.) Jesus was absolutely free from any moral taint, because
he always perceived the corrupting influence of any impulse contrary to the will of God. He was morally guileless, holy,
harmless, and separate from sin, yet physically unclean and corruptible.
Now the temptation of Jesus was on this wise. Being driven into the wilderness by the Spirit which he had just received
in fullness, after forty days he felt the pangs of hunger—quite a natural impulse of the flesh. The tempter suggested the
use of his new-born power in order to turn stones into bread. “If thou be the Son of God, command that these stones be
made bread.” Here his knowledge of scripture enabled him to answer wisely, and reject the wiles of the adversary, for
he was now mentally equipped by the Holy Spirit, which no doubt in his case, as in that of his disciples later, brought to
their recollection all things which he had told them. Jesus, perceiving that life depended on something more important
than food, and perceiving that he must exercise faith in God, he readily answered, “It is written, Man shall not live by
bread alone, but by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God” (Luke 4:2, 4).
From this record, quite apart from the question who was the agent of temptation, it will be seen that the “devil” which
tempted Jesus was in his flesh, because it is written that he partook of flesh and blood “that through death he might
destroy that which had the power of death, that is, the devil” (Heb. 2:14). We have already seen that until death no one
is free from temptation to sin, which has the power of death in those who yield to its impulses. Natural impulse—or
inclination to sin—is the devil which has to be destroyed. Therefore those who yield to temptation are of the devil. Hence
Jesus said to the Jews, “Ye are from beneath; I am from above” (John 8:23), a statement more readily comprehended by
his further definition, “Ye are of this world” (ibid), “Ye are of father the devil, and the lusts of your father ye will do” (ibid,
verse 44). In saying that the Jews were of “father the devil” he not only recognised that he was generated from the stock
of Adam, but also that human flesh with all its impulses contrary to the will of the Father is the devil. For in making this
statement he could not be referring to his immediate parentage any more than he did to the immediate progenitor of
the Jews to whom he was speaking, for it must be evident that in this case he referred to the original cause of sin, i.e.,
the desire to eat the pleasant fruit of the forbidden tree, which arose in Eve in consequence of the lying suggestion of
the serpent, whom Jesus said was a liar and murderer from the beginning. Hence he said, “Ye are of your father the devil,
and the lusts of your father ye will do.” “Ye do the deeds of your father” (ibid, verse 41). “I speak that which I have seen
with my Father: and ye do that which ye have seen with your father” (ibid, verse 38). “Ye are from beneath; I am from
above” (ibid, verse 23).
The apostle James explains the source of the things which are from beneath when he says, “Every man is tempted when
he is drawn away of his own lust, and enticed” (James 1:14). He further explains the source of the things from above,
saying, “Do not err, my beloved brethren. Every good gift and every perfect gift is from above, and cometh down from
the Father of lights, with whom is no variableness, neither shadow of turning. Of his own will begat he us with the word
of truth, that we should be a kind of first-fruits of his creatures” (ibid, verses 16–18). We have already seen the source of
those things which enabled Jesus to exhibit perfect knowledge and manifest perfect obedience to his Father’s precepts.
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Just as the disciples owe to the knowledge of the scriptures all their power to follow in the way of wisdom, so Jesus was
completely and perfectly furnished for the same purpose and from the same source.
Further, we are told that the wisdom of man not only is “earthly, sensual and devilish,” but also that it is due to the
“course of nature” (ibid, 3:15–16). It is “earthly” because Adam was formed from the dust of the ground (Gen. 2:7; 1 Cor.
15:46–48). It became sensual and devilish because at the suggestion of the serpent Adam and Eve gratified their natural
inclination contrary to the command of God. The root of their action was the flesh; this in them had the power of death.
The serpent, a beast of the field, caused Adam and Eve to cross over the line from obedience to disobedience. Since he
caused their death, “he was a murderer from the beginning” (Gen. 3:4, 5; John 8:44). He was a liar, and the father of it.
No supernatural agent was needed to make the serpent that. This was the beginning of transgression. The serpent’s
subtle powers of observation were needed to put Adam and Eve to the test, and to manifest the frailty of human nature.
The serpent uttered the first lie, “he was the father of it.” Well might Jesus describe the Scribes and Pharisees as serpents
and vipers, casting their lies back into their face” (ibid, verse 55).
From the foregoing premises the following conclusions may be drawn:—
1.—The Devil, or Sin, which Jesus came to destroy by dying, is inherent in the flesh, which is “sinful.”
2.—“Sinful flesh” does not assume the same image in all the descendants of Adam. Some are like Cain, and the Scribes
and Pharisees. Some are like Abel and Enoch.
3.—Jesus partook of this same flesh, but presented a perfect image of what man under the influence of that which comes
from above should be. God sent His own Son in the “likeness of sinful flesh”—that is to say, there was no manifestation
in him of the character of the old Adam, but an image of sinful flesh under perfect control. He was not a sinner.
4.—To speak of “sin in the flesh” as something in the flesh called sin, and to say that “sin in the flesh has been inherited
from Adam by his descendants, Jesus Christ included,” as the late J.T. Anderson did, is misleading and offensive. On the
other hand, to teach as another does, that we have sin in the flesh only in the sense in which we have Christ in the flesh,
is equally misleading. That is a very academic idea, and very untrue. When the apostle expressed the desire that Christ
“may dwell in your hearts by faith,” he referred to faith or conviction which comes by the reception of evidence. That is
quite different from the impulse which is natural to all men to follow their own bent and inclination. The testimony of
the Apostle is emphatic on this point. “I find there a law, that when I would do good evil is present with me” (Rom. 7:21).
He further describes this “law” as “in his members.” Again, when the apostle speaks of “Christ in you, the hope of glory,”
he is referring to a hope begotten by belief in the word, which is not something natural to us, and becomes part of our
mental attitude as the result of that which we have learnt; whereas no one needs to learn disobedience—it is inherent
in our members. To deny this is to deny the truth. To deny that Jesus felt the same impulse when tempted to do that
which was contrary to his Father’s will is to deny the truth and equal to denying that Jesus came in the flesh: “Every spirit
that confesseth not that Jesus came in the flesh is not of God: and this is that spirit of Antichrist, whereof ye have heard
that it should come, and even now already is in the world” (1 John 4:3–4).
Henry Sulley, The Atonement (10), The Christadelphian, vol. 59, 1922, pp. 436-441
(Continuation of Appendix No. 1 from page 348).
WRITING of “sin in the flesh,” Dr. Thomas in some place stated that “the animal creation are as full of sin in the flesh as
are human beings.” A statement difficult to accept, apart from understanding exactly what he meant by it. I heard a
brother say, “I do not believe it.” This set me thinking. As we have not the doctor here to question him upon the subject
one is left to consider what testimony would be before his mind when making such a statement. Now, we read in Genesis
respecting the animals in Eden:—
“Out of the ground the Lord God formed every beast of the field, and every fowl of the air; and brought them
unto Adam to see what he would call them: and whatsoever Adam called every living creature, that was the
name thereof. And Adam gave names to all cattle, and to the fowl of the air, and to every beast of the field”
(Gen. 2:19, 20).
Respecting these we also read:—
“Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over
the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon
the earth. . . . And to every beast of the earth, and to every fowl of the air, and to everything that creepeth upon
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the earth, wherein there is life, I have given every green herb for meat: and it was so. And God saw everything
that he had made, and, behold, it was very good” (Gen. 1:26, 30, 31).
According to these testimonies there was then peace and friendship between the animal creation and man. Moreover,
the food of the animal creation was such that they needed not to prey upon one another for sustenance. Further, each
living creature became subject to man, who dwelt amongst them without fear or danger. But this state did not continue.
It is written:
“The Lord God said unto the serpent, Because thou hast done this, thou art cursed above all cattle, and above every beast
of the field” (Gen. 3:14).
And again:—
“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” (Ibid, verses 17, 18).
According to the above testimonies, when Adam fell from his first estate his fall resulted in a change in creation. That
which springeth from the ground, heretofore bringing forth abundantly food for man and beast, now produced thorns
and thistles, so that laborious cultivation became necessary to produce sustenance from the earth. Be it observed, also,
that not only was the serpent cursed because of his part in the transgression, but all other living creatures. These all, if I
may say so, were possessed of Adam, therefore he lost an inheritance when he sinned. Peaceful rulership over every
living thing passed away with his transgression. Instead of unity, sympathy, and peace between man and the living
creatures, discord and strife entered. All creation partook of the evil consequence of Adam’s sin—death reigned.
Henceforth, all followed their natural instincts and preyed upon each other, man proving himself the most ferocious
beast of all. So Dr. Thomas says:
“THE EARTH is the habitation of races of animals which graze its fields, lurk in its forests, soar through its
atmosphere and pass through the paths of its seas. At the head of all these is a creature like themselves, animal,
sensual, and mortal He is called MAN. He has replenished the earth and subdued it, and filled it with his renown.
His crimes, however, rather than his virtues, have illustrated and distinguished him with an unhappy
preeminence above all other created things. His heart is evil; and, left to its uncontrolled impulses, he becomes
licentious, merciless, and more cruel than the fiercest beast of prey.” (Elpis Israel, second opening paragraph,
chap. 1.)
In thus voicing the obvious change which occurred in creation after the introduction of sin in the world I know that I am
in opposition to scientists with their foolish imaginings against God, but “there are more things in heaven and earth than
are dreamt of in their philosophy.” So it is written that “the wisdom of this world is foolishness with God. For . . . He
taketh the wise in their own craftiness” (1 Cor. 3:19). Continually the inferences of the scientists are shown to be wrong,
and a new generation abandons the conclusions of their fathers. Not so with the Bible, its simple truths are constantly
receiving verification. Written and unwritten changes have occurred in the past, others lie ahead of which we have
definite information in the word of God. The existence of an ideal state when man first walked the earth, or in preAdamite epochs, when all creation was subservient to the will of the Creator, is too grand a conception for man unaided
by Scripture analogy. He can only picture a brutalized form of life—cave men, and such like horrid forms, instead of
beauty and harmony, showing glory to God in the highest. We may be perfectly sure that the latter, and not the former,
was the true ideal state from which Adam and his predecessors fell. By bitter experience we become painfully acquainted
with the earth in a state of sin; but a change is coming when paradise is to be restored, in which even living creatures
now wild and tearing will participate. We read in Isaiah of such a change when the rod and branch out of the stem of
Jesse is fully manifested:
“The wolf shall dwell with the lamb, and the leopard shall lie down with the kid; and the calf and the young lion
and the fatling together; and a little child shall lead them. And the cow and the bear shall feed; their young ones
shall lie down together; and the lion shall eat straw like the ox. And the sucking child shall play on the hole of
the asp, and the weaned child shall put his hand on the cockatrice’ den. They shall not hurt nor destroy in all my
holy mountain: for the earth shall be full of the knowledge of the Lord, as the waters cover the sea” (Isa. 11:1,
6–9).
That is to say, under the millennial reign of Jesus Anointed restraint will be exercised even over the animal creation. They
will be subject to control. Probably some will become extinct, as unnecessary in the new era, comparable with the
“binding of Satan for a thousand years.” Others will remain for some definite purpose, which is not far to seek when we
remember that sacrifices are to be offered during that era. Respecting others we can only surmise, because their specific
use has not been defined.
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Again, at the restoration of Israel, when “Jerusalem is made a rejoicing and her people a joy,” we read:—
“Behold, I create new heavens and a new earth: and the former shall not be remembered, nor come into mind.
But be ye glad and rejoice for ever in that which I create: for, behold, I create Jerusalem a rejoicing, and her
people a joy. And I will rejoice in Jerusalem, and joy in my people: and the voice of weeping shall be no more
heard in her, nor the voice of crying . . . The wolf and the lamb shall feed together, and the lion shall eat straw
like the bullock: and dust shall be the serpent’s meat. They shall not hurt nor destroy in all my holy mountain,
saith the Lord” (Isa. 65:17–19, 25).
Here we have a repetition of the testimony of Isaiah in the earlier chapter with the addition that “dust shall be the
serpent’s meat.” Evidently some physical change must take place in the animal creation in harmony with the status of
man in the coming new era.
Have we not a hint of this coming change in a statement by the Apostle Paul:—
“The creature was made subject to vanity, not willingly, but by reason of him who hath subjected the same in
hope, because the creature itself also shall be delivered from the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty
of the children of God. For we know that the whole creation groaneth and travaileth in pain together until now.
And not only they, but ourselves also, which have the first-fruits of the Spirit, even we ourselves groan within
ourselves, waiting for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of our body” (Rom. 8:20–23).
Since both man and the animal creation now follow their natural instincts unless controlled by something higher, their
natural inclinations become a law in their members contrary to the law of God. The basic fact is that the natural man, or
the carnal mind, whether in man or animal, is not subject to the law of God, and therefore they are in a state of sin. In
mankind there is the will, to put it mildly, to serve self, and to be driven hither and thither by every wind or impulse that
comes along. This does not imply that in any particular instance there is of necessity a corrupt mind. The use of the term
“sinful flesh” without apprehending its real significance is liable to convey this impression. Naturally we are, and all
creation is, in the present order of things, living in a state contrary to the ideal purpose for which we and it were created.
It is a state in which “law” imposing restraint upon natural impulse calls forth the impulse to disobey. “Without the law
sin was dead” (Rom. 7:5). It is inherent. We cannot escape from its operation, nor can we obtain deliverance therefrom
but through Jesus Anointed. For this prospective deliverance Paul thanked God. It is a plague, from which Jesus was
delivered by death (Rom. 6:7, 10). The idea underlying the term “sinful flesh” used by Dr. Thomas must be gathered from
the whole tenor of his use of the words, which by no means implied that because Jesus possessed the same flesh as his
brethren, and was tempted in all points like as they are, that there was any moral taint in the Lord Jesus Christ. No one
would repudiate such an idea more stoutly than Dr. Thomas, if we may judge by his writings.
APPENDIX NO. II: “Tempted In All Points” (Heb. 4:15).
The foregoing premises have an important bearing upon the temptation of Jesus. A careful analysis of those temptations
in harmony with the written word will help us to understand how high and lifted up was he above his brethren, and will
also enable us the better to comprehend the significance of the phrase “In all points tempted like as we are, yet without
sin,” a phrase which may be repeated as a form of words merely, and without the faintest idea of his intimate
acquaintance with sin in his own personal experience, and consequently without an adequate idea of the greatness of
his victory. On the one hand he is supposed to be immaculate, on the other hand, to be so much on the level of his
brethren that he was as full of evil imagination as they. Two postulates very, very far from the truth.
Respecting him we read that, after baptism, Jesus being full of the Holy Spirit was led by the Spirit into the wilderness,
being forty days tempted of the devil. And when the devil had ended all the temptation he departed from him for a
season (Luke 4:1–13). Here it becomes necessary, at the risk of repetition, to clearly define what was the devil which
tempted Jesus, why it could be said that “when the devil had ended all the temptation he departed from him for a season.”
In the record by Matthew the tempter of Jesus is styled both the devil and Satan (ch. 4:3–10). Mark simply states that
“the spirit driveth him into the wilderness. And he was there in the wilderness forty days, tempted of Satan” (ch. 1:12,
13). The use of the word Satan by Jesus is significant, and implies the presence of a personal agent with him in the
wilderness, for he used the same personal term when resenting the kindly suggestions of Peter, and the same form of
words, saying, “Get thee behind me, Satan.” The signification of the word “Satan” is well understood. It is an anglicised
Hebrew word transferred to the English text. The word is translated adversary in Numbers 22:22 and in 2 Sam. 19:22. In
the former testimony the term is applied to an angel, and in the latter to the hard-hearted sons of Zeruiah, who counselled
the death of Shimei. We have also seen that because of the kindly suggestion of Peter he was called Satan. These
illustrations of the use of the term show that one may be a Satan without of necessity being a bad man. The adversary
with Jesus in the wilderness was probably one whose friendly suggestions furnished the necessary test to call forth
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impulses contrary to the will of the Father. The adversary came and departed, so we are entitled to draw the inference
that up to the time of the temptation in the wilderness there had been no appeal to any natural instinct contrary to the
word of God. During the early years of his life, while still subject to his parents, his relation to their authority, and to the
Word (which no doubt was his constant study), may be likened to the position of an obedient child who is not disposed
to do anything contrary to the wish of its mother. This is often illustrated in well disciplined children who before deciding
a question about which they have any doubt say, “I will ask mother.”
The tempter of Jesus is styled both “the devil” and “Satan.” We naturally enquire, Why? The application of the term
“Satan” to Peter (Matt. 16:23) and the description of Judas as a “devil” (John 6:70) supplies an answer. There was a vast
difference between Peter and Judas. Nevertheless the kindly desire expressed by Peter that Jesus should not be crucified
was reproved because it “savoured not of the things of God, but of men.” In Peter there dwelt faith in and love for his
Lord, but in Judas nothing commendable. He was a thief, and cared not for the poor (John 12:5, 6). He was willing to
cheat the Pharisees out of thirty pieces of silver, because he thought Jesus would escape out of their hands (Mark 14:44:
Matt. 26:48), and that Jesus would be a party to his nefarious schemes (ibid 23–25; John 13:26, 27). He discovered his
mistake too late (Matt. 27:3, 5). He was not clean (John 13:11). He did not believe in Jesus (ibid. 6:6), and by reason of
his deceitful, grasping disposition became a fit instrument to betray his Lord (ibid 13:18, 19), which he did even after
being warned of the fate of one who should perform that part (Luke 22:21, 22). Further, he was a fit representative of
man actuated only by natural impulse. The record of this transaction does not leave a loophole for the idea that some
supernatural influence came upon Judas in order to cause him to transgress. The motive is sufficiently laid bare which
influenced him to perform his part. He was, in fact, a mere natural man—a child of “father the devil.” But someone will
say, “Do not the Scriptures tell us that after Judas received the sop ‘Satan entered into him,’ and was not this a fiend, the
enemy of God and man?!! Thou foolish one, for, if so, why should Judas be punished for the work of another? As to the
expression “Satan entered into him,” this form of speech occurs elsewhere. The apostle Paul, describing the influence of
the word preached by himself and others when writing to the Thessalonians, said, “For yourselves, brethren, know our
entrance in unto you” (1 Thess. 2:1–6). As well might we say that Paul and his co-labourers personally entered into the
Thessalonians as say that some supernatural agent entered Judas. The Satan whose influence entered Judas was the
adversaries of Jesus, namely, the Scribes and Pharisees, who bribed Judas to betray his Lord. In all this we have an
exhibition of desire for gain—covetousness—which Jesus said came from the heart of men from “within” (Mark 7:21–
23), and which the Apostle Paul declares to arise from the flesh (Romans 7:5–8, R.V.). Jesus also told the Pharisees that
they were of “father the devil,” and that their “inward part was full of ravening and wickedness” (Luke 11:39). He called
them “serpents” because they lied like the serpent in Eden, and “vipers” because the poison of their lips destroyed men
(Matt. 15:19; Luke 11:52). The wicked aim of the Pharisees was the “devil” which “entered into Judas,” causing him to
conceive in his heart a plan to get money.
From the above premises it must be evident that there were two elements in the temptations of Jesus in the wilderness.
One a personal agent, and the other an impulse of the flesh called into operation by a personal agent. We are left to guess
who was the personal agent. To do so is not vital to the story, but an interesting study. There are many reasons for
thinking that John the Baptist was with Jesus in the wilderness, and that all the temptations in this case were friendly
suggestions from one who had the power to make them without understanding their inward significance, as Jesus did.
Be that as it may, there cannot be any doubt that two elements existed in the temptation in the wilderness, namely, a
personal agent suggesting that which raised in Jesus impulses in his flesh which was “the devil,” or other element in the
case.
From the record of the temptation of Jesus it must be evident also that there was nothing essentially evil in the impulses
which were called into operation in him by the suggestions of his adversary. For instance, there was nothing evil in the
natural desire to satisfy hunger, exercise the powers which God had given him to possess the glory of universal empire,
or to escape death, pain, and suffering; but to indulge in these desires and to exercise these powers contrary to the will
and arrangements of the Father would have been sin, he himself on one occasion saying, “I lay down my life that I might
take it again. This commandment have I received of my Father.” This fact is also encouraging to us. Dr. Thomas well
expressed this when he wrote:—
“We are only blameworthy when, being supplied with the power of subduing it (i.e., the flesh) we permit it to
reign over us. This power (to resist) resides in ‘the testimony of God’ believed; to that we are kept by the power
of God through faith unto salvation” (1 Pet. 1:5). (Elpis Israel, p. 69.)
The period during which the impulses of the flesh contrary to the will of the Father were quiescent in Jesus could not
have been long. Whether long or short, judging by his experience, the purpose of the Father was to try and test him to
the uttermost (Heb. 5:8). Of these trials, probably a few only are mentioned for our guidance, but sufficient to illustrate
how fully he felt the same trials as his brethren. When he was spat upon, did he resent the insult? When he was reviled,
did he revile again? When he was smitten, did he retaliate? No. We are expressly told that in all this “he threatened not,
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but committed himself to him that judgeth righteously,” and that he did not sin (1 Pet. 2:22, 23). Now, if he did not feel
the same grief and the same impulses which such tortures raises in the human heart then he was not tempted in all points
like his brethren, and that testimony in Hebrews could not have been written, viz., that we have a high priest who can be
touched with the feeling of our infirmities (Heb. 4:15).
The difference between the temptations of the Lord Jesus Christ and his brethren may be illustrated by those personal
trials in which an impulse arises contrary to the commandment for the gratification of which there is no mental desire or
assent even though that impulse may not be readily overcome. We have an illustration of this in the record of
Gethsemane. In anguish of spirit the Lord at short intervals three times made the same request, thus indicating that the
impulse to escape death came again and again upon him, but always throughout “not my will but thine” was the keynote of his character. Even so, because of the weakness of the flesh, he needed an angel from heaven to strengthen him
(Luke 22:43). Subsequently, he was able to face the trial, even saying to Judas who betrayed him, “Friend, wherefore art
thou come” (Matt. 26:50).
The purpose of the Father was to cause him to so fully realize the imperfection and weakness of the flesh that he could
use those graphic expressions respecting himself which we find prophetically recorded in the Psalm already referred to,
the most telling of which probably is that in which he is represented as himself “filled with a loathsome disease.” Since it
is said that he knew what was in man (John 2:25) his perception of all the impulses of the flesh contrary to the will of the
Father must have been keener than that of any man. What the Father required of him would surely make his temptations
and trials sharper and more difficult to bear than that of any who will ultimately form the household of God, of which
Jesus anointed is the Head. He is worthy of that pre-eminence because he loved righteousness and hated iniquity,
therefore God, even his God, hath anointed him with the oil of gladness above his fellows” (Heb. 1:9).
Henry Sulley, Christ Tempted, The Christadelphian, vol. 63, 1926, pp. 165-167
In answer to your two questions:—(1) respecting the mind of Christ, and (2) the temptation of Christ.
As to No. 1, we are told that he was “holy, harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners, and made higher than the heavens”
(Heb. 7:26), and that he “needed not daily, as those high priests, to offer up sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for
the people’s: for this he did once, when he offered up himself” (ibid, verse 27). The first definition (verse 26) refers to his
generation, which was higher than that of the angels, for “Unto which of the angels said he at any time, Thou art my Son,
this day have I begotten thee?” (Ibid 1:5 and Luke 1:31–35). That is to say, he was not begotten of the will of the flesh,
nor were the angel messengers of God produced in the same way as was Jesus, that is, by begettal through the Holy
Spirit. This fact, however, did not alter his physical relation to the human race, but it would produce in him a character
above the ordinary, just as we find a difference in children, some being ill-formed and deficient in mental apprehension,
others intelligent, and capable of receiving instruction higher than some of their fellows. But in the case of Jesus this was
more so, for it is written: “He shall make him of quick understanding in the fear of the Lord” (Isa. 11:3). He was, in fact, a
perfect specimen of the human family, a relationship which he constantly recognised by calling himself “The Son of Man.”
At the early age of twelve he realised the purpose for which he was born, and later came to John for baptism, saying,
“Thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteousness” (Matt. 3:15), signifying that he, in common with his brethren, was
required to be buried in baptism unto death, a figure of his actual deliverance from his relationship to sin by death. He
was carefully nurtured and taught of God, just as human parents nurture and teach their children only in a perfect way
(see Luke 4:16: 2:51; Luke 1:41–55, 67–79).
In these circumstances his mind was in harmony with his Father, expressed in the terms, “I and my Father are one” (John
10:30). The fact that he did all things that his Father required of him, saying, “I do always those things that please him”
(John 8:29), does not do away with that other fact that he was tempted like unto his brethren, and therefore could feel
the impulses that arise contrary to the will of God when they were suggested to him. It was from these temptations that
he desired to escape, and did escape through death, but that was the only way, and the form of his death resulted in the
destruction of that which had the power of death. What is that? We are told that “forasmuch as the children are partakers
of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same; that through death he might destroy him that had the
power of death, that is, the devil” (Heb. 2:14). Now here comes in the second aspect of him, defined in the 27th verse,
viz., that he offered a sacrifice for his own sins when he offered up himself, which solves the difficulty many feel as to
how it can be said that he offered for his own sins when he never transgressed the law. In view of the fact that we have
positive testimony that he did so offer, i.e., for his own sins, and that he did not transgress the law, it must be obvious
that there is a relation to sin in consequence of our physical nature, and that this relationship could only be removed in
him in the way in which it was removed—by the shed blood of the Lord Jesus Christ (see Heb. 9:12, 22, 23: 13:20).
The idea that the shedding of blood was not necessary for cleansing the physical constitution which we have received
through the transgression of our first parents in Eden cannot be maintained in view of the fact that even inanimate
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substances, formed by the hand of man, required to be cleansed by the shedding of blood, much more therefore animate
substance, which is prone to transgress, and whose whole natural impulses are contrary to the divine will, must also be
cleansed by the shedding of blood. Even the record of the commandments given by God to Moses needed to be purified
by blood; thus we read: “Neither the first testament was dedicated (see margin, or purified) without blood. For when
Moses had spoken every precept to all the people according to the law, he took the blood of calves and of goats, with
water, and scarlet wool, and hyssop, and sprinkled both the book, and all the people, saying, This is the blood of the
testament which God hath enjoined unto you. Moreover he sprinkled with blood both the tabernacle, and all the vessels
of the ministry” (Heb. 9:18–21). Here you observe that the book containing the record of God’s requirements was
sprinkled with blood for the purpose of cleansing it. In fact, any human hand in the construction of the tabernacle polluted
it. How much more, then, must a man born of a woman require cleansing?
In view of these testimonies there should be no difficulty in deciding who and what is the devil. It is that which bringeth
death. But what is it that brings death? That which leads to death are inclinations contrary to the commandments of God.
These arise from the flesh. “Every man is tempted when he is drawn away of his own lust and enticed. Then when lust
hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin: and sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth death” (James 1:14, 15). So it was and is.
In the temptation of Jesus in the wilderness we have an illustration of temptation by desire—which is a more appropriate
word to use than lust, because the modern use of the latter word is generally associated with a particular form of desire.
We are told that Jesus was “driven into the wilderness, to be tempted of the devil” (Mark 1:12, 13). How was he so
tempted? First the suggestion was made to him that he should, to satisfy his desire for food, turn the stones into bread,
but he refused assent because of something that was written. He mentally controlled “his desire.” Now, the agent of
temptation may either be the circumstances in which an individual is placed, or temptation may arise from a personal
suggester. We have an illustration of the latter in the case of the good intention of the apostle Peter, who in response to
the prophecy that the Son of Man should suffer many things and be put to death, suggested that he should not be
subjected to those evils. The reply of Jesus was, “Thou art an offence unto me: for thou savourest not the things that be
of God, but those that be of men” (Matt. 16:23). Why “offence”? Because Peter’s words appealed to his natural desire to
escape death, which was contrary to the purpose God intended for him. Similarly in the garden of Gethsemane, the
natural impulse to escape from the pain of crucifixion was so strong that three times he intreated deliverance, praying
that the cup might pass from him, but adding, “Not my will, but thine, be done.” Here we have an exhibition of two
phases of his impulses. His natural will was to escape death; his determination to do the will of his Father, and only to
escape if it was in harmony with His will. The one the natural physical impulse shrinking from pain, and the other his
mental self-control arising from his belief in God and the education he had received from God. What was the source of
his temptation? His flesh, called “the devil,” respecting which in the wilderness temptation we are told that “the devil
left him for a season,” but it came upon him again in Gethsemane.
It is not difficult to see who was the agent of temptation in Gethsemane. Certainly not the same as in the wilderness.
Judas was the one who brought about the circumstances which called forth the impulse that led Jesus to feel the desire
to escape crucifixion. Judas had placed the Lord Jesus Christ in a position from which he could not escape without
becoming a partner to a fraud. Judas had accepted money from the chief priests believing that Jesus would escape. This
is indicated by the fact that he said to those who accompanied him to arrest Jesus, “Whomsoever I shall kiss, that same
is he, hold him fast” (Matt. 26:48), and also by what he said when he “brought again the thirty pieces of silver to the chief
priests and elders, saying, I have sinned in that I have betrayed the innocent blood,” showing his disappointment by
casting down the pieces of silver in the temple, and hanging himself (Matt. 28:3–5). The inference is that he never
intended Jesus to be arrested. Now, had Jesus complied with the impulse to escape he would have assented to the
deception which Judas practised upon the Jews. It was Judas who was the outside agent who brought about the
circumstances which led to the temptation to which Jesus in this case did not yield. He was the unalloyed embodiment
of “father the devil.”
But in the case of the temptation in the wilderness, we are not told enough to enable us to draw such a probable
inference. Whether there was a personal agent or not, the root of the temptation was the same—Sin or the Devil. But
God forbid that we should think that Jesus “ruminated” or countenanced the impulses which arose in him contrary to the
will of the Father. Yet in him temptation must have been more severe than in us, because of his perfect and complete
apprehension of what God required of him. He knew better than we the tendency of any inclination which might arise in
him. The point is, that he was tempted of the devil, i.e., of flesh impulses, whether the agent calling forth those impulses
was a human agent or the circumstances in which he was placed. To lift him up on a pedestal as one who could not feel
our infirmities is contrary to the Scriptures. And it is contrary to Scripture to suppose that he ever countenanced or
consented mentally to any temptation that came upon him, for he was “holy, harmless, undefiled, and separate from
sinners.” Yet even so his triumph was due to help from above, as testified by the statement that in Gethsemane “there
appeared an angel unto him from heaven, strengthening him.” Those who represent Jesus triumphant, himself all
powerful to resist pain, destroy for us the wonder of his deliverance, and the human touch of that physical weakness
which is common to all the descendants of Adam.
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I perceive you ask two other questions: What do the Nottingham ecclesia teach? and, What do the Birmingham ecclesia
teach? The Nottingham ecclesia teaches the same things that we have always taught since I have been connected with
them. Our basis of fellowship I believe is practically identical with that of Birmingham, although it may be expressed in
different language. We have no one here in Nottingham who teaches anything contrary to it, and I do not know of anyone
in Birmingham, so you need not trouble yourself about what is transpiring on this side of the water, unless you have
irrefutable evidence that we are going wrong. Affectionately, in the Name of the Anointed Son of God.
Henry Sulley, The Parable of the Sin Bearer, The Temple of Ezekiel’s Prophecy, 1929, pp. 113–117 (Logos
Publication)
The beautiful figure contained in the sixth chapter of the book of Isaiah described one whose sin is purged by a live coal
taken from the altar (V. 7).
Without question the one referred to must be Jesus Anointed, because he quoted this prophecy in explanation of the use
of parables in order that men who were not worthy of receiving the precious gift of divine knowledge should “hear”
without understanding, and “see” without perceiving (Matt. 13:10–16).
Further, the Apostle John quotes this prophecy, Chap. 12:40 and specifically applies it to Jesus, saying:
These things said Isaiah, when he saw His glory and spake of Him (ibid, verse 41).
“He saw his glory,” i.e., Isaiah saw the earth full of the glory of him whose sin was figuratively purged by the live coal
taken from off the altar, and who also said, “Behold me: send me” (Isa. 6:8). In this prophecy we have a parabolic
representation of the behests of the Father and the response of the Son, a parable not readily understood by those who
are influenced by a theory of pre-existence sanctified by hoary tradition. Also the same theory blinds the eyes to the true
meaning of the fortieth psalm, which undoubtedly refers to Jesus Christ, because the Apostle Paul in his letter to the
Hebrews quotes the words, “Lo, I come (in the volume of the book it is written of me) to do thy will, O God” (Chap. 10:7).
The words following in this Psalm also indicate that he who thus speaks was encompassed with iniquities which had taken
hold upon him, and therefore he needed purgation therefrom. Thus we read:
I have preached righteousness in the great congregation; lo, I have not refrained my lips, O Lord, thou knowest
… withhold not thon thy tender mercies from me, O Lord; let thy loving kindness and thy truth continually
preserve me.
For innumerable evils have compassed me about: mine iniquities have taken hold upon me, so that I am not able
to look up; they are more than the hairs of my head: therefore my heart faileth me (Psalm 40:9–12).
Nor is this the only Psalm which represents the Son of Mary in his relation to sin, of which more anon, and consequently
sharing the necessity of passing through a cleansing or “purging” process as indicated in the prophecy of Isaiah. For
instance, in the eighteenth Psalm we read of an “upright one” thus:
I was also upright before him, and kept myself from mine iniquity (verse 23).
This could not refer to David, because he was not altogether upright before God, and because the upright one is also
represented as saying: “Thou hast delivered me from the strivings of the people; and thou hast made me the head of the
heathen (verse 43). A prophecy not fulfilled in David, but will be in Christ. Now since the Son of Mary “partook of the
same flesh as the children,” since “he was tempted in all points as they” (Heb. 2:14; 4:15) there should be no difficulty in
understanding in what way he kept himself from “his iniquity.” He knew what was in man (John 2:24, 25) therefore he
must at all times have possessed perfect knowledge of any thought or impulse arising from the flesh contrary to the
purpose of His Father, thus leading him to view his temptations as “iniquities” more numerous than the hairs of his head
(Psalm 40:12). While the “iniquity” that took hold of him was in his flesh, in which dwelleth no good thing (Rom. 7:18;
Matt. 19:17) the character which he manifested was perfect and pleasing to his Father, hence we read in Psalm 18., “He
delivered me, because he delighted in me” (verse 19), and could say, “I do always the things that please him.” Nothing
can be more truthfully said than as stated in this Psalm: “He kept himself from his iniquity” (V. 23).
Again, the sixty-ninth Psalm must refer to Jesus Christ because the following statements are in the New Testament said
to be fulfilled in Him: “For the zeal of thine house hath eaten me up” (verse 9). “They gave me also gall for my meat; and
in my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink” (verse 21.) Now, the One whose burden is foreshadowed in this Psalm speaks
to the Father thus:
O God, thou knowest my foolishness, and my sins are not hid from thee (ibid. verse 5).
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The possibility of such an expression and such an aspiration ascending from the Son of God seems unthinkable unless we
look at him in the Garden of Gethsemane, and consider him in that agony of mind when he shrank from crucifixion and
death. The impulse to escape from that terrible ordeal, and the mental conflict arising therefrom, was in his flesh (Ep.
2:15), yet in the midst of it all he said:
O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me, nevertheless, not as I will, but as thou wilt.
Here was consciousness of “will” in himself contrary to that of his Father: of a desire to escape the ordeal, but his mind
was in absolute submission to his Father, willing to offer himself upon the tree. How often he may have meditated upon
this possibility we know not but who can doubt that in the intensity of his trial he felt that perfect hatred for those
impulses which he could not prevent arising, and to which he did not yield. In this situation he may have felt towards God
just as that weeping woman, in the midst of poignant grief, who looked up through her tears, and said: “I know this is
foolish of me, it is right and good for God to afflict those whom He chooses to become perfect under the rod of His
chastisement, so that they may be prepared for that great joy which is to be revealed.”
In view of such a situation the Psalm literally expresses the mind of Jesus Godward:
O God, thou knowest my foolishness, and my sins are not hid from thee (ibid. verse 5).
To recognise this aspect of Him is very different from entertaining the idea that there was in Jesus Christ any thought
offensive to God, or that his character was tainted in the least degree by the corruption to which he was related. Had he
passed over the line of injunction there would have been sin in the sense of transgression, but he did not err even in
thought. The point of the parable in Isaiah is that he who came to do the will of the Father manifested a perfect character
in defiled human nature, from which he was ultimately cleansed.
The way in which Jesus was “cleansed from His iniquity,” is indicated in the prophecy, “One cf the seraphim” having a live
coal in his hand taken from off the altar, laid it upon his mouth, and said:
Lo, this hath touched thy lips; and thine iniquity is taken away, and thy sin purged (verse 7).
We have seen that Seraphim are not single individuals, but communities through whom the Father has manifested, or is
manifesting Himself by His word (see pp. 99–114). Moreover, we are told that the law was a “schoolmaster.” (Gal. 3:24).
Now, Jesus appeared during the Mosaic epoch, “made under the law” (Gal. 4:4). He was ever ready to quote and observe
its words. In the sixteenth chapter of Proverbs (verses 27–28) “words” are described as a scorching fire. The prophet
Jeremiah also said that the word of God in his heart was as it were a burning fire “shut up in his bones” (Chap. 20:9, R.V.).
This effect is produced in those who receive the word of God in the love of it. The conscience is stirred until the heart
becomes hot within them. “While musing the fire is kindled” (Psalm 39:3). This fire consumes impulses contrary to the
word of God, and causes obedience to the law. This was the result of the operation of the word in Christ Jesus. “He
fulfilled the law” (which no other man did) the whole of which was comprehended in two precepts, first, “Thou shalt love
the Lord thy God with all thy heart, all thy mind, and all thy strength,” and, secondly, “thou shalt love thy neighbour as
thyself.” To carry out these precepts involved a voluntary offering of self; in fact, if those two precepts are observed, to
die for others is a necessary corollary. This hot, burning stone—the living fiery spirit of instruction under the law—touched
His lips. He magnified the law, and made it honourable. The observance of the law, with its essential attribute of the
exercise of faith, led to complete purgation from sin physically as well as mentally, for of Him it is written:
Who his own self bare our sins in his own body on, or to, the tree (1 Pet. 2:24).
Seeing that Jesus could not have borne our personal sins in his own body; seeing that he did not commit sin in the sense
of personal transgression, the only admissible inference is that sin was crucified in the person of Jesus. This conclusion is
supported by the illustration which Jesus himself furnished of his own relationship to sin, saying:
As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of man be lifted up (John 3:14).
Here we have a parallel which may be readily understood by those unspoiled by philosophy.
First, as to the type. The children of Israel sinned. Fiery serpents bit them, and caused death, in consequence of their sin.
Those who looked upon a representative, of that which caused death, fixed upon a pole, were healed from the serpent’s
bite. What then do we see in looking upon Jesus impaled upon the tree? The Apostle Paul shall answer:

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Henry Sulley

P a g e | 205

Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same!
that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil (Hebrews 2:14).
What is it that has the power of death? Again the Apostle shall answer:
The sting of death is sin: and the strength of sin is the law (1 Cor. 15:56)
Whence cometh sin? Another Apostle shall answer:
Every man is tempted when he is drawn away of his own lust, and enticed (James 1:14).
These testimonies conclusively show that, physically, Jesus was related to sin just as are all the children of Adam, yet
without question, Jesus did not sin, for he was “holy, guileless, undefiled, separate from sinners.” (See Heb. 7:26). But
like the High priests under the Mosaic economy he offered for his own sins. Thus we read:
Who needeth not daily, like those high priests, to offer up sacrifices, first for his own sins, and then for the sins of
the people; for this he did once for all, when he offered up himself (Heb. 7:27).
Now since impulse to sin arises from the flesh (James 1:14) in response to the wiles of the tempter, the motive power of
which is provided by the life blood coursing through the arteries of the body, the only way to abolish such impulses is by
death, as saith the Apostle:
He that is dead is free from sin.
In this way the source from which sin comes, its fountainhead, is destroyed. This occurred in the crucifixion of Jesus, who
not only destroyed the adversary in Himself by dying (Heb. 2:14; Eph. 2:15–16), but will also destroy the power of sin in
others (1 John 3:8.)
The connection between the Sin bearer and the method appointed by the Father for cleansing the altar upon which the
memorials of the sacrifice of Christ are to be offered is significant. Just as under the law any human production was
unacceptable unless accompanied with a recognition of the element of sin in man, and the means by which that sin is to
be removed, so also this basic principle is to be recognised when the altar in the Temple of the future age is prepared for
use. Thus we read:
These are the ordinances of the altar in the day when they shall make it (or, when it shall be made) …. Thou shalt
take the blood (of a young bullock) and put it on the four horns of it, and on the four corners of the settle, and
upon the border round about; thus shalt thou cleanse and purge it. (Chap. 43:18–20.)
Although the altar will be fashioned according to divine specification, the work of man in the construction thereof is only
acceptable to the Father whet accompanied by the conditions which he appoints. This becomes apparent in the above
provision for purging and cleansing the altar. From all time this element in acceptable worship is indicated. In the
wilderness when as yet there was not time to prepare an altar of sacrifice, the decree went forth:
An altar of earth thou shalt make unto me, and shalt sacrifice thereon thy burnt offerings, and thy peace offerings,
thy sheep, and thine oxen: in all places where I record my name I will come unto thee, and I will bless thee. If thou
wilt make an altar of stone, thou shalt not build if of hewn stone: for if thou lift up thy tool upon it, thou hast
polluted it. (Exod. 20:24, 25.)
The altar must be of earth or of virgin stone, entirely provided by the Father, upon which no human hand hath wrought,
thus indicating that men may not each “worship God according to the dictates of his conscience.” The first attempts to
do so ended in a tragedy, when Cain brought the fruits of his labour instead of a sacrifice (Gen. 4:2–8). Even Adam and
Eve sought to cover their nakedness with their own prepared fig-leaf, but only a covering provided by the Father was
acceptable (Gen. 3:7–21).
The Hebrew word translated “purge” in Ezekiel 43:20., is פר
ָ כּ
ַ (Ka-phar) elsewhere translated atonement in at least sixtythree instances out of the ninetysix in which it occurs in the Old Testament. It is also frequently rendered “reconcile” and
“reconciliation.” We find it is used in connection with the offering of a ram for “covering” a trespass (Numb. 5:8) and
used generally with sacrificial offerings in the sense of “a covering.” The signification of the word thus used in relation to
the purification of the altar must be understood in harmony with these occurrences and with the eternal principles of
divine justice, which necessarily differ from the opinions of men, as it is written:
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For my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways, saith the Lord. For as the heavens are
higher than the earth, so are my ways higher than your ways, and my thoughts than your thoughts. (Isa. 55:8,
9.)
In order to understand why the altar in the Temple of the age to come is to be cleansed and purged with blood, one must
also be instructed in the means adopted by the Father for deliverance from the consequences of disobedience in Eden.
In this connection it is all-important to remember the recorded facts. Adam having transgressed the condition upon which
he was permitted the free choice of all the good things in the garden, one inevitable consequence must follow. The
penalty for eating of the proscribed fruit, according to the record, was gradual decay ending in death. Thus we read:
In the day that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die. (Mar., dying thou shalt die) (Gen. 2:17.)
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. (Gen. 3:17–19.)
From these testimonies it seems we must understand that the moment Adam partook of the forbidden fruit he became
a dying creature, just as a man in the dock is “a dead man” the moment the judge pronounces sentence upon him. Hence
his sojourn on the earth came to an end before the expiration of one day of a thousand years (2. Peter 3:8). Thus it is
written: “All the days that Adam lived were nine hundred and thirty years: and he died.” (Gen. 5:5.)
Adam having eaten of the forbidden fruit, a new situation was created in which the unfettered prerogative of the Creator
came into operation, except as regards the foretold result of disobedience. In order to establish His word Adam and Eve
were expelled from the garden lest they should “take also of the tree of life, and eat and live for ever.” (Gen. 3:22.) That
significant word “also” implies that Adam had not then partaken of the tree of life even if up to that time the tree had
borne fruit. The inference becomes the more apparent when considering a parallel sentence respecting boys unlawfully
plucking fruit in a garden. They are discovered while eating the apples, but now the owner expels them from the garden
“lest they also steal the pears.”
In the new situation created by Adam’s disobedience two important facts must be borne in mind, first—Eating the
forbidden fruit must have created desire in Adam and Eve to which heretofore they were strangers, leading to
unsanctioned union which resulted in offspring. This inference may be drawn unquestionably from the curse which
followed upon discovering their nakedness, expressed thus:
I will greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy conception; in sorrow shalt thou bring forth children. (ibid. verse 16.)
Secondly—Although expelled from the garden, and free access toy the tree of life denied, yet Adam was not left without
hope, because God provided a covering for their nakedness and because:
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. (ibid. verse 24, )
Thus indicating the provision of a way to the tree of life, though carefully guarded.
The condition of children born to Adam and Eve as the result of transgression is aptly described by the psalmist thus:
Behold, I was shapen in iniquity; and in sin did my mother conceive me. (Ps. 51:5.)
Their relation to sin and death is thus described:
By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that all have
sinned. For until the law sin was in the world: but sin is not imputed where there is no law. Nevertheless death
reigned from Adam to Moses, even over them that had not sinned after the likeness of Adam’s transgression.
(Rom. 5:12–14. R.V.)
Verse fourteen is explanatory of verse twelve. “Death reigned from Adam to Moses even over those that had not sinned
after the similitude of Adam’s transgression.” Inversely, therefore, all men may be said to be sinners in Adam, even
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though they do not sin personally. All are subject to death in consequence of Adam’s sin, for a baby, incapable of doing
good or evil, dies. If it may be said that “Levi paid tithes in Abraham” because “he was yet in the loins of his father, when
Melchisedec met him,” so also it may be said that all Adam’s descendants sinned in him, for they were yet in his loins
when he sinned. Therefore all his descendants are subject to death, and to the same conditions which supervened when
he sinned, i.e., they are naturally born in a state of sin and subject to death unless a way of escape is provided by the
Father. Yet Adam’s descendants are not penalised for his sin. As his descendants they are excluded from the privileges
which he possessed in Eden. In this respect they may be likened to the descendants of a prince who by some act has
abrogated his title to freedom and becomes a slave. In such case his descendants do not suffer a penalty, but the disability
of their progenitor descends upon them. They never had what they would have enjoyed had not their father vitiated his
title and by his misdeeds led them into slavery. This is their misfortune, not their crime.
The descendants of Adam also suffer all the consequences of his transgression which are transmissible through their
physical relationship to him; much more so than the son of a leper who becomes leprous, or the son of a syphilitic who
is syphilitic. By nature they inherit the natural impulses of the flesh set in motion by Adam’s disobedience. This would
have been an unmitigated evil had not a covering for sin and “a way” to the tree of life been provided.
Henry Sulley, The Atonement, The Temple of Ezekiel’s Prophecy, 1929, pp. 117- 120 (Logos Publication)
Sin having entered into the world, and death having passed upon all men (Rom. 5:12), deliverance from death must be
according to the Divine prerogative. Just as one born a slave under State law is only liberated upon the condition which
the supreme authority imposes, so deliverance from the state or constitution of Sin which passed upon the human race
from Adam, can only come on the condition, or conditions, prescribed by the Father. Those conditions are defined,
implied and illustrated throughout the Bible. Briefly the conditions are chiefly three:
1. Deliverance must come through a descendant of the woman.
2. The deliverer must first suffer death.
3. Just as disbelief and disobedience brought condemnation and death, so also deliverance must be by belief
and obedience.
Respecting the first condition we read:
I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed. IT shall bruise thy head, and
thou shalt bruise his heel. (Gen. 3:15.)
Interpreting the figures here used, the meaning of the passage is that all descendants of the woman who, like the serpent,
lie, dishonour God, and disobey His word will perish. (Are they not called serpents, generation of vipers? Matt. 3:7; 13:30–
33.) And that He who is to finally destroy the power of sin must be a descendant of the woman.
Respecting the second condition, in the light of Apostolic testimony, the covering “coats of skins” provided for Adam and
Eve and the incident recorded respecting the offerings of Cain and Abel, are significant and instructive. Thus we read that:
In process of time it came to pass, that Cain brought of the fruit of the ground an offering unto the Lord.
And Abel, he also brought of the firstlings of his flock. And of the fat thereof. And the Lord had respect unto Abel
and to his offering.
But unto Cain and unto his offering he had not respect, and Cain was very wrath, and his countenance fell.
And the Lord said unto Cain. Why art thou wroth? and why is thy countenance fallen?
If thou doest well, shalt thou not be accepted? and if thou doest not well, sin lieth at the door. And unto thee
shall be his desire, and thou shalt rule over him. (Gen. 4:3–7. R.V.)
It is not possible that the blood of bulls and goats should take away sins. (Heb. 10:4.)
Without shedding of blood is no remission. (Ibid. 9:22.)
The inevitable inference from these testimonies is that the reason why Abel’s offering pleased God was because “the
offering of the firstling of his flock and the fat thereof” exhibited faith in the promise of a deliverer from sin, who through
death should accomplish that deliverance. This feature was entirely absent from the offering of Cain, who merely brought
the results of his own labours on the field, probably also filled with pride over his own accomplishments. We can see the
embittered controversy which ensued between Cain and Abel (verse 8) resulting in the typical slaughter of the first martyr
and the long history of persecuted sons of God by the seed of the serpent from Abel onward to Stephen. (Matt. 23:29–
35. Acts 7:51–53.) Now just as the offering of Abel exhibited elements pleasing to the Father, so only will He permit the
altar fashioned by man in the temple of the age to come to be used after it has been cleansed and sanctified with blood.
As to the third condition, without obedience there could be no deliverance, thus we read:
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For as by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall many be made
righteous. (Rom. 5:19.)
When the Father promised to bring good out of evil, He must have known how weak is human nature, and how incapable
of self-deliverance from sin. Under the most favourable conditions provided by the Father man has not been able to save
himself (Job 40:14.) or to redeem his brother (Ps. 49:7.) Hence it is written:
There is none righteous, no, not one.
There is none that understandeth, there is none that seeketh after God.
They are all gone out of the way, they are together become unprofitable: there is none that doeth good, no, not
one.
Their throat is an open sepulchre; with their tongues they have used deceit; the poison of asps is under their
lips:
Whose mouth is full of cursing and bitterness:
Their feet are swift to shed blood:
Destruction and misery are in their ways:
And the way of peace have they not known:
There is no fear of God before their eyes. (Rom. 3:10–18.)
Truly this is a dreadful indictment postulating the question, “How can he be clean that is born of woman?” (Job 25:4),
and justifying the affirmation that no one can bring that which is clean out of the unclean (Chap. 14:4.) Even Job must
have been fully convinced that “his own right hand could not save him,” when he realised his own “vileness.” (Chap. 40:4.)
But that which is impossible with men is possible with God, vet only in harmony with his own inviolate supremacy. Hence
it is written:
I, even I, am the Lord: and beside me there is no saviour. (Isa. 43:2.)
I am the Lord Thy God … there is no saviour beside me. (Hosea 13:4.)
The living God is the Saviour of all men, especially of those that believe. (1st Tim. 4:10.)
God (is) our Saviour. (Titus 1:3.; 2:10.)
The Father sent the Son to be the Saviour of the world. (1st John 4:14.)
The work was to be accomplished through the “seed of the woman” by God, who long before the appearing of that seed
was preparing the foundation for instruction to the man who would have the opportunity of closing the breach between
man and God, as foretold in Isaiah:
The Lord saw that there was no man, and wondered that there was no intercessor: therefore his arm brought
salvation unto him; and his righteousness, it sustained him.
For he put on righteousness as a breastplate, and an helmet of salvation upon his head; and he put on the
garments of vengeance for clothing, and was clad with zeal as a cloke. (Chap. 59:16, 17.)
Here we have one of those delightful passages of Scripture in which is a double flash of light. In this testimony reference
is made to Him who delivers and the agency of deliverance, the “right arm” of both securing the end in view.
The initial stage of the preparation of the “seed” commenced with the miraculous conception of Jesus, as related in the
Gospel of Luke, Chap. 1:30, 31, 35.
According to subsequent records, the ultimate result in causing the virgin Mary to bring forth a son without the
intervention of man, was the production of an obedient descendant from the woman—Son of man and Son of God. This
was just as much a special provision of the Father, as were the skin coverings for the nakedness of our first parents.
Although the son of Mary was a new creation, yet, being “made of a woman” He was, as it were, a graft into the Adamic
stock, and was subject to all the natural impulses appertaining to human flesh, so it is written, “He hath been in all points
tempted like his brethren, yet without sin.” (Heb. 4:15. R.V.) Again it is written, “Forasmuch as the children are partakers
of flesh and blood, he also Himself likewise partook of the same” (ibid. 2:14.)
From childhood the Son of Mary “grew in favour with God and man,” was “subject to his parents,” whilst also giving heed
to higher instruction. (Luke 2:46–52.) Subsequently, after baptism, he received the gift of the Holy Spirit in fulness, and
was tempted of the devil in the wilderness (Matt. 3:13–17; John 3:34; Matt. 4:1–4.)
Whence came the “obedient disposition” of this Son of Mary, so different from the first Adam? It could not be because
of the bestowal of the Holy Spirit, for he manifested a commendable character before receiving it. His divine begettal
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supplies the answer. But the character he manifested was his own, just as is the character of children who manifest traits
similar to that of their progenitors and who take heed to wise instruction. If his obedience was merely due to the
operation of the Holy Spirit, then he must have been an automaton, and bereft of all glory for the deliverance of men
from sin. Moreover, others who received the gift of the Holy Spirit were not preserved from error thereby. See the record
respecting Saul, Balaam, and some who fell away after receiving the Holy Spirit (Heb. 6:4–6.) The “second Adam” must
have been just as much a free agent as the first. The foundation of his obedience was laid in precedent, examples; and in
the Holy Oracles, to which he gave heed, and to which he constantly referred in his conflict with temptation, saying:
It is written
“Man shall not live by bread alone, but by every word of God.”
It is written
“Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve.”
It is written
“Thou shalt not tempt the Lord thy God.”
In all things he regulated his conduct so that the Scripture might be fulfilled: for instance, we read:
When the days were well nigh come that he should be offered up, he stedfastly set his face to go to Jerusalem
(Luke 9:51.)
Yes, to the very place where he knew he was to be crucified. And again, in the midst of his agony upon the cross
remembering the words in Psalm 69., “They gave me also gall for my meat; and in my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink”
(verse 21.) He said, I thirst:
Then they filled a sponge with vinegar and put it to his mouth. When Jesus therefore had received the vinegar:
he said: It is finished. (John 19:28–30.)
To fulfil that which was written of Him is the keynote of his character. This trait shone forth in his first temptation, when
he said, Man shall live by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God: and was again exhibited after the close of
his trials in his words to the disciples, O fools, and slow of heart to believe all that the prophets have spoken; Ought not
Christ to have suffered these things? (Luke 24:25–26.)
No wonder, then, of him it is testified:
Thou hast loved righteousness, and hated iniquity; therefore God, even thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil
of gladness above thy fellows. (Heb. 1:9.)
“Hating iniquity.” We have before considered some testimonies which exhibit this aspect of his character, see pp. 114–
115. Too much prominence cannot be given to this attribute of the Son of man and the Son of God. Let us, therefore,
further consider it.
So fully was he to realize the sinful nature of his flesh that he is prophetically represented in the thirty eight Psalm as
saying:
There is no soundness in my flesh because of thine anger; neither is there any rest in my bones because of my
sin
For mine iniquities are gone over mine head: as an heavy burden they are too heavy for me.
My wounds stink and are corrupt because of my foolishness.
I am troubled: I am bowed down greatly; I go mourning all the day long.
For my loins are filled with a loathsome disease: and there is no soundness in my flesh. (VV. 3–7.)
This Psalm undoubtedly represents the mental attitude to sin and the mental anguish of the Son of God in temptation,
because the very words of verse thirteen: “I, as a deaf man, heard not; and I, as a dumb man, opened not my mouth.
Thus I was as a man that heareth not, and in whose mouth are no reproofs,” portray his actual character. Again the
parallel passage descriptive of the sufferings of Messiah in the seventh verse of the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah is definitely
ascribed to Jesus Christ by Philip (Isa. 53:7; Acts 8:32.) Our difficulty is to realize in what way the whole of these prophetic
utterances could be fulfilled in him, which undoubtedly was the case, for the Scripture cannot be broken (John 10:35.)
He could say:
“There was no soundness in his flesh” because he himself said, the flesh profiteth nothing. (John 6:63.) This testimony
is amplified by the spirit in the apostle Paul thus:
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“In me (that is in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing.” Jesus also could say:
“There is no rest in my bones because of my sin,” when realizing fully, as he did, that there could be no freedom from
temptation so long as he was of flesh and blood nature, and for this reason—“the blood is the life of all flesh,” Lev.
17:2–14; Deut. 12:23, and therefore the cause of all its motions. Until crucifixion, when the life-blood exuded from
his wounds, there could be no release from those impulses which are aroused by temptation and which were
intensely offensive to him, even causing him to resent the well-meant solicitude of Peter, and to say, “Get thee
behind me, Satan (adversary); thou are an offence unto me for thou savourest not the things that be of God, but
those that be of man.” (Matt. 16:23.) So long as the lifeblood was coursing through his veins he must always be
amenable to and in conflict with temptation to sin, for only “he who is dead is free from sin.” (Rom. 6:7.) His:
“Iniquities went over his head” and were “a burden too heavy for him to bear” because without help the flesh was
weak and not equal to the conflict, as vividly exhibited when in the midst of his greatest anxiety “an angel” was sent
“to strengthen him” (Luke 22:43.) Nevertheless, “his iniquities went over his head” and overwhelmed him when he
uttered that last bitter regret, “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?”
“His wounds,” as it were, “stank of corruption” because of the foolish nature of the flesh. How troubled he was !
How bowed down! Possessed of this corruptible nature, this “loathsome disease,” this “unsound flesh,” he was
“mourning all the day long,” yet looking for deliverance, as expressed in relation to the outcome of his baptism,
saying:
“How am I straitened till it be accomplished.” (Luke 12:49–50.)
Henry Sulley, The Atonment, The Temple of Ezekiel’s Prophecy, 1929, pp. 120-124 (Logos Publication)
From the time he stepped out of the waters of Jordan to the day of his crucifixion the Son of God must have understood
the significance of his baptism, viz., that only through death could there be deliverance from temptation to sin. The
parallel which the apostle Paul draws between baptism and the death of Jesus justifies this conclusion. That parallel,
given by inspiration from God, shews that Jesus died to sin personally in relation to himself.
Know ye not that so many of us as were baptised into Jesus Christ were baptised into his death?
Therefore we are buried with him by baptism into death: that like as Christ was raised up from the dead by the
glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life.
For if we have been planted together in the likeness of his death, we shall be also in the likeness of his
resurrection.
Knowing this, that our old man is crucified with him, that the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we
should not serve sin.
For he that is dead is freed from sin. (Rom. 6:3–7.)
After transgression Adam was “a body of sin.” This “old man” Jesus and his brethren inherit from him. Physically, Jesus
was one with his brethren in this respect—an extension of Adam’s being—“made of a woman.” (Gal. 4:4.) Therefore the
“old man crucified with him that the body of sin might be destroyed, ” is that flesh and blood nature whose impulses led
Adam to transgress God’s laws, hence Jesus:
Abolished in his flesh the enmity, the law of commandments in ordinances; for to make in himself of twain one
new man, making peace. And that he might reconcile both unto God in one body by the cross, having slain the
enmity. (Marg., in himself) (Eph. 2:15–16.)
Thus a dual result was accomplished in His death, viz., deliverance from the power of sin (Heb. 2:14.) and the abolition of
the law. (Gal. 3:13.)
The method adopted by the Father for removing the evil which ensued in consequence of Adam’s transgression illustrates
His righteousness and unchangeableness. Without abrogating the law of sin and death, the bestowal of the Mosaic law
opened the way for the removal of its effects because its precepts brought a curse on Jesus, who fulfilled obedience to
its minutest details. In obedience to that law he freely offered himself as a sacrifice, and thus came under its curse, “for
it is written, Cursed is everyone that hangeth on a tree” (Gal. 3:13). Since the law cursed a righteous man, its abolition
was justifiable.
He hath taken it out of the way, nailing it to the cross. (Col. 2:14).
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Sin being crucified in Jesus, “Who obeyed the law and made it honourable”;
God raised him up, having loosed the pains of death: because it was not possible that he should be holden of it.
(Acts 2:24).
Thus was introduced another law, viz.:
The righteousness of God by faith of Jesus Christ unto all and upon all that believe. (Rom. 3:22).
Being justified freely by his grace through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus:
Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood, to declare His righteousness for the
remission of sins that are past, through the forbearance of God.
To declare, I say, at this time his righteousness: that he might be just, and the justifier of him which believeth in
Jesus (ibid. verses 24–25).
In this we have the most remarkable illustration of the way in which one law may be neutralized by another, after the
example of the law of the Medes and the Persians. Mordecai was not permitted to alter the edict given under the King’s
Seal for the destruction of the Jews, but another edict permitting them to defend themselves brought to nought the evil
designs of the enemy. Similarly, “a law” in our members which leads to sin and death is neutralised and its ultimate effects
removed in Jesus and in those who are redeemed in Jesus Anointed.
Here it may be observed that Jesus could not have died as a substitute for others. If the sentence of death due to sin was
carried out upon Jesus instead of Adam, the latter should be alive and Jesus should be dead.
Further, since a substitute stands in the place of another, and suffers the penalty or disability of that other, and since we
have seen that the penalty for Adam’s sin was gradual decay ending in death (see p. 116), the Crucified One could not
have died for Adam’s sin.
Respecting Adam’s posterity, if the sentence due to sin was carried out not upon them, but upon Jesus, that would be in
violent opposition to the divine precept:
The fathers shall not be put to death for the children, neither shall the children be put to death for the fathers:
every man shall be put to death for his own sin. (Deut. 24:16.)
In refutation of the theory that Jesus died as a substitute it may further be said:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

If Christ died as a substitute, no man after his death ought to die, but they do.
If Christ died as a substitute he ought not to have been raised from the dead, unless the punishment due
to sin was death for three days; in such case no saviour was necessary.
If Christ died as a substitute, all men, good and bad, should equally share the benefit of his death.
If Christ died as a substitute there is no place for forgiveness.
If Christ died as a substitute all benefits should accrue from his death alone to those in whose stead He
died, whereas the believer is saved by His life. (Rom. 5:10)
Lastly, the words “substitute” and “substitution” are absent from the language of the Bible.

But one may say:
a.
b.
c.
d.

“Christ died for the ungodly.” (Rom. 5:6.)
“If one died for all, then were all dead.” (2nd Cor. 5:14.)
“Christ died for us.” (1st Thess. 5:10.)
“Christ also hath once suffered for sins, the just for the unjust.”

The word “for” in the above quotations, if used in the sense of substitution, traverses the principle of eternal justice, viz.,
that “every man shall die for his own sin.” But there is another meaning to the word “for.” A man may do a thing for, on
behalf of another, without necessarily doing it “instead” of him. To illustrate this see the following quotations:
God hath raised up an horn of salvation for us in the house of his servant David (Luke 1:69), i.e., on behalf of us,
not instead of us.
Christ, who also maketh intercession for us. (Rom. 8:34.) Obviously not “instead of” us.
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A substitutional death involves two insurmountable difficulties. The first—eternal death of the sacrifice. The second,
freedom from death of those atoned for. This must be a wrong interpretation of the Scriptures because it would exclude
Christ from resurrection and preserve his disciples from ever entering the grave.
Again, one may say, Is it not written, “The Lord hath laid upon Him the iniquity of us all?” Yes, but in what way? Physically
he did not, and could not, as a substitute, bear the suffering of all mankind, for they still suffer, but the Father who loved
His only begotten Son put upon him all the chastening and scourging (Heb. 12:5–6) necessary first to redeem himself
(Heb. 9:12)and secondly to prepare him for the position of a perfect example to his fellow men. “Though he were a Son,
yet learned he obedience by the things which he suffered; and being made perfect, he became the author of eternal
salvation unto all them that obey him.” (Ibid. V. 8, 9.) In fact, in this respect his own personal suffering was not a sufficient
and complete exhibition of that which the Father requires all his children to see, for it is written that the apostle Paul was
“a chosen vessel unto Christ, to bear his name before the Gentiles, and kings, and the children of Israel” (Acts 9:15) as an
example to “fill up that which is lacking of the afflictions of Christ” (Col. 1:24. R.V.).
This aspect of the sufferings of Jesus Christ, first for his own perfection, and also for promoting and creating the mind of
the Father in all his children, may be amplified much. For instance, it is written:
Surely he hath borne our griefs, and carried our sorrows: yet we did esteem him stricken, smitten of God, and
afflicted.
Just so. His griefs are the same as the griefs of his brethren: his sorrows their sorrows likewise. Therefore they are
encouraged to be steadfast under trial.
But he was wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities: the chastisement of our peace was
upon him: and with his stripes we are healed.
All we like sheep have gone astray’ we have turned every one to his own way; and the Lord hath laid on him the
iniquity of us all.
He was oppressed, and he was afflicted, yet he opened not his mouth: he is brought as a lamb to the slaughter,
and as a sheep before her shearers is dumb, so he openeth not his mouth.
He was taken from prison and from judgment: and who shall declare his generation? for he was cut off out of
the land of the living: for the transgression of my people was he stricken.
And he made his grave with the wicked, and with the rich in his death, because he had done no violence, neither
was any deceit in his mouth.
Yet it pleased the Lord to bruise him, he hath put him to grief: when thou shalt make his soul an offering for sin,
he shall see his seed, he shall prolong his days, and the pleasure of the Lord shall prosper in his hands. (Isa. 53:4–
10.)
All the statements italicised in the above quotations may be understood in the sense of suffering as an example or in
common with his brethren. If they are interpreted as meaning that Jesus suffered all the evils which came upon him
instead of those he came to save, then we have the anomaly that many of the children of God suffered more than Jesus
did, for example, those who were tortured and sawn asunder, stoned and scourged (Heb. 11:35–37.) One of them
received “stripes above measure,” having been scourged five times, thrice beaten with rods, once stoned (2nd Cor. 11:23–
25) and afterwards put to death (2nd Tim. 4:6), and this may be said of many others. If, on the other hand, we recognise
that all Jesus suffered in the days of his flesh was put upon Him by the Father (Acts 2:23) for a double purpose, first, in
order to prepare him for the position of high priest over his own house, and secondly, in order to exhibit a perfect example
to men, then all things written of him shine with a new light. When we read, “Surely he hath borne our griefs and carried
our sorrows,” we may say that most certainly he did not bear the afflictions of Israel in his person, but we may say that
he did bear their infirmities and sicknesses in the manner described in the following verses:
When evening was come, they brought unto him many demoniacs: and he cast out the spirits with his word, and
healed all that were sick:
That it might be fulfilled which was spoken by Esaias the prophet, saying, Himself took our infirmities, and bear
our sicknesses. (Matt. 8:16–17.)
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Again, when we read, “He was despised and rejected of men,” “He was oppressed and he was afflicted, yet he opened
not his mouth, etc.,” the object to be served in permitting the Son of God to thus suffer, is indicated in the Psalms:
For thy sake I have borne reproach; shame hath covered my face.… The reproaches of them that reproach thee
are fallen upon me.… Remember, O Lord, the reproach of thy servants; how I do bear in my bosom the reproach
of all the mighty people:
Wherewith thine enemies have reproached, O Lord; wherewith they have reproached the footsteps of thine
anointed. (Psalm 69:7, 9; 89:50–51.)
In all this we see an example of patient suffering under trial so perfect and complete that men everywhere are more or
less influenced thereby, and apart from which the righteous ways of God could not have been exhibited. He “became the
Author (Gr., cause) of eternal salvation unto all them that obey him.” (Heb. 5:9.) Thus his example under suffering is the
means whereby others learn to endure and overcome, for concerning him it is written:
He shall see of the travail of his soul, and shall be satisfied: by his knowledge shall my righteous servant justify
many. (Isa. 53:2.)
These premises indicate that there must be some other explanation of the Atonement than that of a substitutionary
sacrifice. That which Daniel wrote foretelling the time when the great work would be accomplished leads to an
explanation. Thus we read that:
Seventy weeks are determined upon thy people and upon thy holy city, to finish the transgression, and to make
an an end of sins, and to make reconciliation for iniquity, and to bring in everlasting righteousness, and to seal
up the vision and prophecy, and to anoint the most Holy. (Chap. 9:24.)
“Reconciliation for iniquity” is illustrated in two incidents preceding the great act of “reconciliation” which brings in
“everlasting righteousness.” These incidents help us to understand how the sufferings and crucifixion of Jesus became an
“atonement,” and how His offering becomes available for others.
1. In consequence of the children of Israel sacrificing to the gods of Moab, when also one of the children of Israel
unlawfully took a Midianitish woman, God sent a plague in punishment for their sins. It is written that Phineas,
the son of Aaron, turned wrath away from the children of Israel so that the plague was stayed, because he
made an atonement by slaying the Israelite and the Midianitish woman. (Numbers 25)
2. The roll call of the fighting men of Israel who made war upon Midian showed that there lacked not one of the
twelve thousand who went out to war. This remarkable deliverance so impressed the fighting men that they
brought an oblation, or portion of the spoil, as an offering to the Lord. “Jewels of gold, chains, and bracelets,
rings, earrings and tablets, all the gold of the offering was sixteen thousand seven hundred and fifty shekels,”
to make atonement before the Lord. That is, they recognised the source of their deliverance from death by a
voluntary offering. (Numbers 31:49.)
These two instances appear to exhibit the root principle of Atonement, viz., a basis upon which mercy is shewn, and a
recognition that God alone can save.
a.

In the case of the slaughter of Zimri and Cozbi, coupled with the destruction of those who perished in the plague
when four and twenty thousand were slain, there was a sufficient demonstration against sin to serve as a
warning inculcating righteousness. An example had been made, the object of the plague as a means of
instruction and deliverance of Israel from sin has been attained, just as the plague which came upon Israel was
stayed when David brought reconciliation by building an altar unto the Lord in the threshing floor of Ornan the
Jebusite. (1st Chron. 21:14–22.)

b.

In the case of the offering presented in consequence of preservation in the war there was a spontaneous,
grateful recognition of the favour received for Him, without whom not a sparrow falls to the ground. This offering
is called an atonement.

In Jesus crucified we have a complete exhibition of the principle illustrated in the foregoing examples. Just as the act of
Phineas brought “reconciliation,” saving Israel from threatened destruction, so also because of the sacrifice of the Son of
God, man is now permitted to live in hope of ultimate deliverance. Just as a crucified Roman soldier served as an example
to his fellows, so Jesus Anointed became an example and a foundation for the exercise of mercy to mankind, but that
mercy could not be fully available until the one important condition for its exercise was fulfilled, viz., crucifixion of sin’s
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flesh. In Jesus as in the first illustration, the hand of the destroying angel was not stayed till blood was shed, so not until
blood was poured out from sin’s flesh could the power of sin be destroyed. In Jesus also there is an exhibition of faith,
without which it is impossible to please God, conjoined with a free-will response in loving recognition of the Father’s love
to him.
We have already seen how constantly Jesus responded to the behests of his Father, how constantly he refers to his
coming crucifixion, which most certainly was a free-will offering in compliance with his Father’s wish. This may be
gathered infallibly from the following statements:
I lay down my life for the sheep.
Therefore doth my Father love me, because I lay down my life that I might take it again.
No man taketh it from me, but I lay it down myself. (John 10:15–18.)
Greater love hath no man than this, that a man lay down his life for his friends. (Ibid. 15:13.)
Thinkest thou that I cannot now pray to my Father and he shall presently give me more than twelve legions of
angels? But how then shall the Scriptures be fulfilled that thus it must be? (Matt. 26:53.)
Verily, verily, I say unto you, except a corn of wheat fall into the ground and die, it abideth alone: but if it die, it
bringeth forth much fruit. (John 12:24.)
Jesus must have fully understood why his Father required him to die. A reason aptly expressed in subsequent apostolic
comment on his sacrifice, thus:
God condemned sin in the flesh. (Rom. 8:3)
He hath made him sin for us who knew no sin (2 Cor. 5:21)
Obviously these two testimonies shew that there is a state of sin, or “constitution of sin” in human nature, that which
leads to sin being described as sin. Consequently impulses in man contrary to the will of God are sinful. Does this truth
imply that temptation is sin? By no means. There is no law against impulses aroused by temptation if those impulses are
resisted, therefore sin is not imputed to those who experience them, otherwise temptation would be sin. Of temptations
we read:
Every man is tempted, when he is drawn away of his own lust, and enticed. Then when lust hath conceived, it
bringeth forth sin: and sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth death. (James 1:14, 15.)
Here reference is made to three processes:
1. Every man is tempted when he is enticed by lust, or desire. Into this state every man comes involuntarily.
2. When desire hath conceived it bringeth forth sin. (Matt. 5:28; 1st John 3:15) whether the object of desire is
attained or not. Thus it is written:
Ye have heard that it was said by them of old time, Thou shalt not commit adultery: But I say unto you that
whosoever looketh on a woman to lust after her hath committed adultery with her already in his heart.
(Matt. 5:27, 28.) “Whosoever hateth his brother is a murderer. (1st John 3:15.)
These testimonies are startling indications where sin begins, and are sober invocations to righteousness,
because Jesus said:
Except your righteousness shall exceed the righteoushess of the Scribes and Pharisees ye shall in no case
enter into the kingdom of heaven. (Matt 5:20).
Here it may be observed that under the Mosaic law judgment was meted out against overt actions, but those
“under law to Christ” will be judged for wicked words and evil thoughts. (See Matt. 5:21–30; Acts 8:18–23.)
3. Sin when it is finished bringeth forth death (James 1:15; Rom. 6:23.)
In Jesus we see one who according to the first condition was made sin, i.e., was constituted of sinful flesh or of human
nature, but never passed into the second state, for he instantly repelled any and every impulse contrary to his Father’s
will, as illustrated in temptation by the devil, by Peter, and in the garden of Gethsemane. Into the third state he passes
voluntarily, not as a penalty, because he never transgressed God’s commandments, but in order that he might be
delivered from the power of sin in himself, “in that he died, he died unto sin once” (Rom. 6:10.) and also that he might
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deliver others, “So Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many; and unto them that look for him shall he appear the
second time without sin unto salvation.” (Heb. 9:28.)
Now since the Mosaic law (Gal. 3:24) is a “schoolmaster” even unto Christ, and was ordained unto eternal life (Rom. 8:10;
Luke 10:25–27.) it may be said that Jesus earned eternal life by his life of perfect faith and complete and whole-hearted
subjection to the mind and will of God in loving response to the manifestation of the love of his Father to him. He kept
the first commandment, i.e., He loved God with all his heart, soul and strength, always doing that which pleased his father.
He kept the second commandment, loving his neighbour as himself by permitting himself to be slain—pouring out his
soul (blood) unto death—yea, in anticipation of the event saying, This is my blood, shed for the remission of sins, and this
is my body, broken for you.
Now also it is written that although the law was ordained to eternal life it was powerless to effect that result and to
condemn sin because of the weakness of the flesh. “What the law could not do,” God did in Jesus (Rom. 8:3.) Seeing then
that the life blood must be poured out in order to deliver from sin, and seeing that Jesus did not sin notwithstanding the
weakness of the flesh, it was impossible for the Father to leave His son in the grave (Acts 2:24) “because he (Jesus) saw
the Lord always before his face, he was on his right hand that he could not be moved.” Therefore “his heart always
rejoiced.” Moreover the flesh of the Anointed One “rested in hope,” because his father “would not leave his soul in hell,
neither suffer His Holy One to see corruption.” (Ibid. VV. 25–27.)
In permitting himself to be crucified, Jesus by his obedience to the law came under its curse; therefore the law which
cursed an obedient, righteous man is abolished, and the gift of eternal life becomes available upon the principle of “the
righteousness of faith.” Jesus fully exhibited that righteousness, for what greater faith can a man exhibit than permitting
himself to be slain believing that God will raise him from the dead? For this reason Jesus becomes a medium for delivering
from death those who transgressed under the first covenant. (Heb. 9:15.)
Yet again, if even the righteous Son of God could not be delivered from the motions of sin in human flesh without dying,
the law of sin in our members cannot stand in the way of the bestowal of eternal life to those who do ‘not sin after the
similitude of Adam’s transgression.’ For:
God hath set forth (Jesus) to declare His righteousness for the remission of sins that are past through the
forbearance of God;
To declare at this time his righteousness: that he might be just, and the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus.
(Rom. 3:25, 26.)
Just upon the same principle that death passed upon all men on account of one that sinned, so the righteousness of one
brings eternal life upon all that believe in Jesus. (Rom. 5:12–21.) In the one case all men are helplessly involved in the
results of the sin of one man, through no fault of their own. (Rom. 8:20.) In the other case they become entitled to eternal
life through the righteousness of one, by voluntarily confessing their own personal sins and belief in the resurrection of
Jesus from the dead. (Acts 2:38; 22:16; 8:12.)
The idea of a trinity of gods discussing ways and means of saving fallen humanity, and one of the three asking the others
to be sent on a redeeming mission would, apart from its tragic consequences, be very comical. For this third party in the
trinity to contract and come forth as a babe from Bethlehem, like the genie of some Arabian story, must invite ridicule in
those who expect a reason for the hope of the believer. The fact is that God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself
(2 Cor. 5:19), so that from the very beginning when sin came into the world by transgression, the means of deliverance
was promised to the woman. She was told that her seed would bruise the head of the serpent (Gen. 3:15) and the manner
of accomplishing this was foreshadowed in the typical covering of skins obtained from slain animals (ibid. verse 21). In
due time the medium of reconciliation was manifested. Thus we read:
He (Jesus) made of a woman, a man approved of God by mighty works and wonders and signs, which God did
by him in the midst of you … Him, being delivered by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God, ye
have taken, and by wicked hands have crucified and slain. (Acts 2:22, 23).
In this way Jesus became the Sin-bearer, the Lamb provided by the Father, for delivering from sin and death those who
come unto God through him. Moreover, the deliverance from death through the righteousness of faith precludes any
glorifying of the flesh. (1 Cor. 1:29; Rom. 3:20–22).
For God hath shut up all unto disobedience, that he might have mercy upon all.
O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of God!
How unsearchable are his judgments, and his ways past finding out!
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For who hath known the mind of the Lord? or who hath been his counsellor? (Rom. 11:32–36.)
Henry Sulley, The Atonement, The Temple of Ezekiel’s Prophecy, 1929, p.124-125 (Logos Publication)
The foregoing premises and conclusions, may now be summarized:
1. Adam sinned by disobeying one command.
2. He suffered the penalty for his disobedience.
3. His descendants became involved in his transgression, so far as the consequences which follow disobedience, viz.,
a natural tendency to cherish thoughts contrary to God’s commandments, leading to sin and disobedience. Therefore
all Adam’s descendants are born subject to death, and unable to escape from the power of sin and death, because of
the weakness of the flesh.
4. Since the only way in which man could be cleansed from the defilement of the flesh by disobedience was through
death, the Father so loved the world that He gave his only begotten son for this purpose,—and without question, a
father has proprietorship in his children, and in this case absolutely so. This prerogative and this purpose was vividly
illustrated in the offering of Isaac by Abraham, indicating that God’s promise of deliverance from sin could only be
fulfilled by the death and resurrection of His Son from the dead. (Gen. 22:2–14; Heb. 11:17–19.) This was not an
exhibition of wrath, but of love to mankind.
5. Jesus, the Son of Mary, through the Eternal Spirit, voluntarily offered himself in order to effect this great deliverance.
6. In order to fit His Son for this purpose, and in order to prepare him for the high function which he fulfils, the Father
caused him to pass under the rod of affliction, even as a true father so deals with his son.
7. Seeing that Jesus Anointed was perfectly steadfast under affliction, he is to be “exalted above his fellows,” as head
of the Church which he redeemed to himself as his own possession. (Eph. 1:12–14.)
8. Two principles are rooted in the atonement, viz., without shedding of blood there is no remission. Without faith it
is impossible to please God. These two principles shine forth in every ordinance of the law of Moses, but cannot now
be considered in detail. One point, however, should be mentioned, viz., the presentation of blood upon the Ark of the
Covenant on the great day of Atonement. According to the Apostle Paul, this covering of the Ark was a “mercy seat”
and representative of Jesus Anointed (Heb. 9:4), in whom the Father had placed His testimony (Deut. 18:15–18). His
shed blood, therefore, became a “covering” for sin. Just as one who converts his brother from error saves a soul from
death and “covers a multitude of sins,” so Jesus by his example and sacrifice leads many sons to glory, and covers
over their sins (Heb. 2:10).
9. He (Jesus), then, was not a substitute or propitiatory sacrifice, but one for whose sake the Father shews mercy to
sinners, and offers deliverance from death to obedient believers in Jesus. As saith the Apostle Paul:
“Whom God set forth a propitiatory (Mercy Seat) through
faith in his blood, to shew his righteousness, because
of the passing over of sins done aforetime,
in the forbearance of God.”
Rom. 3:25, R.V.
Those who are obsessed with the traditional doctrine of the trinity will not readily perceive in what way certain elliptical
statements respecting Jesus Anointed harmonise with the above evidence concerning his human nature, such as, “He
that hath seen me hath seen the Father”; “I and the Father are one.” While upon the one hand the flesh of the Lord Jesus
was as unclean as the flesh of those he redeems, the same offering for cleansing at birth was made for him as for his
brethren (Luke 2:24.) His character was altogether different from others because of the intimate relation which obtained
between himself and the Father. When men looked upon him they saw not the image of fallen humanity, but an image
of the Father so far as possible for men to behold. While an ordinary man in character is exactly like Adam after
transgression, the Lord Jesus Christ was exactly like his Father, because, keeping the flesh in subjection, he always
exhibited the character of the Father. There was complete oneness in mind, purpose and action. Hence he said, “I and
my father are one” (John 10:30).
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This was the only way in which he could then be “the brightness of His glory” and “the express image of His person.” As
to anything else appertaining to the Father’s personality we cannot know what the Father is. His substance defies analysis,
in this respect we cannot conceive of him in the least degree. Jesus most certainly did not represent the Father’s
substance, for he was Son of Man, “made of a woman.” Now when Moses asked for particular information respecting
God, the Lord said, “No man can see my face and live,” but his request was granted so far that the glory of the Lord passed
before him, proclaiming his name, “The Lord God, merciful and gracious, long-suffering and abundant in goodness and
truth, keeping mercy for thousands, forgiving iniquity and transgression and sin” (Exod. 34:6–7). All this was exhibited in
Jesus. He did not present to his fellow men an “image” like unto Judas, but like unto God. Just as a meretricious woman
is the “image” of abandoned desire, so a virtuous woman is an “image” of chastity. If we do not discerningly distinguish
such figures of speech in the Scripture we get befogged, and are unable “to rightly divide” them. For instance, we read
that man “is the image and glory of God” (1st Cor. 11:7) evidently only in some special sense. When the Apostle said that
Christ was “the “image of God” (2nd Cor. 4:4) he must have referred to the character of Jesus, because of the context in
which the expression is embedded. His exhortation to holiness would otherwise be without point. Likewise in the
following passages of Scripture:
Put on the new man, which is renewed in knowledge after the image of him that created him. (Col. 3:10.)
For whom he did foreknow, he also did predestinate to be conformed to the image of his Son. (Rom. 8:29.)
We all, with open face beholding as in a glass the glory of the Lord, are changed into the same image from glory
to glory. (2 Cor. 3:18.)
Under the operation of the word of God, received without question, apprehended and faithfully observed, the mind is
changed. Those in whom the light of heaven shines, are changed as it were from one image to another, from glory to
glory. Then they glorify their Father in heaven (Matt. 5:16).
As to the oneness existing between Jesus and his Father this must be a oneness of character, for in order that the disciples
might not exhibit the impulses common to humanity, but exhibit the character of God, Jesus prayed for His disciples thus:
Holy Father, keep through thine own name those whom thou hast given me, that they may be one, as we are.
I have given them thy word; and the world hath hated them, because they are not of the world, even as I am
not of the world.
Neither pray I for these alone, but for them also which shall believe on me through their word;
That they all may be one; as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be one in us; that the world
may believe that thou hast sent me.
And the glory which thou gavest me I have given them; that they may be one, even as we are one:
I in them, and thou in me, that they may be made perfect in one; and that the world may know that thou hast
sent me, and hast loved them, as thou hast loved me. (John 17:11, 14, 20–23.)
Evidently from the above testimony in whatever way Jesus was “one” with his Father, that same oneness will obtain
between the Father, Jesus, and his disciples who receive and obey his words. Obviously the statement that “I and the
Father are one” does not imply what Trinitarians usually suppose.
The parable of the sin-bearer interwoven with the six-winged symbols of Isaiah and John when rightly understood helps
us to comprehend the relation of Jesus and the saints to the glory which is depicted in the fourfold symbols of Ezekiel,
and the visions of Daniel.
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John Carter [1930s to 1960s]
A. On Creation
John Carter, Evolution Or Creation, The Christadelphian, vol. 72, 1935, pp. 444-448
GEOLOGY IN CONFLICT - Darwin admitted that geology did not reveal that finely graduated organic chain that is required by
the law of evolution. But not only is there an absence of the graduated forms, but what evidence there is points the other
way. Thus, Argyle wrote, “new forms always appear suddenly—from no known source—and generally, if of a new type,
exhibiting that type in great strength as to numbers, and in great perfection as regards organism.” In the words of Agassiz:
“Geology shews that there has been no gradual transformation; but on the contrary that there has been the same
diversity which we observe now at all times.”
DESIGN - Men study nature with the conviction that it can be understood, and no amount of difficulties ever removes that
conviction. But the intelligibility of the world is an evidence that it has been produced by intelligent power. As the writing
in forgotten languages which has been discovered in eastern lands during the last century has yielded up its secrets after
careful study because it was produced by minds like our own, so the manifestation of design in nature, which we can
perceive and often copy, in myriad ways tells of an intelligent Designer whose wisdom and power are infinite.
Many eminent scientists have not hesitated to avow their conviction that the world bespeaks a Creator. In the words of
Lord Kelvin: “Overpowering proofs of intelligent design lie around us”; and of Agassiz: “The phenomena of organic life
have all the wealth and intricacy of the highest manifestations of mind.”
The very character of some features of design are a powerful argument against evolution. Holes in bones for arteries and
sinews to pass through them, pulleywise, could not be a development; they could not come gradually, for they are only
of use when complete.
The case is well put by Paul when he says that God has not left Himself without witness, in that He did good, and gave us
rain from heaven and fruitful seasons (Acts 14:15). Again: “The invisible things of God, from the creation of the world are
clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made, even his everlasting power and divinity” (Romans 1:20).
REVELATION REASONABLE - Once we admit the existence of God and the evidence of purpose, revelation becomes a
reasonable expectation. For the creation of man with mental and moral characteristics, must have been for some object,
concerning which nature is silent, and which can only be known by divine communication. The Psalmist asks with great
pertinence: “He that formed the eye, shall he not see? He that formed the ear, shall he not hear?” Eye and ear are alike
beyond man’s power to make; both are highly complex organisms through which impressions reach the brain. Must not
the Maker of them possess such faculties in the highest degree? And since an attribute of personality is the power to
communicate, may we not expect it from the Creator?
The Bible claims to be a revelation from God. “Prophecy came not in old time by the will of man, but holy men of God
spake as they were moved by the holy spirit” (2 Peter 1:21). “All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable
for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness: that the man of God may be perfect, throughly
furnished unto all good works” (2 Tim. 3:17). Such phrases as “Thus saith the Lord” and “The word of the Lord said unto
me” are of frequent occurrence.
CHRIST AND GENESIS - The most remarkable fact in human history is the resurrection of Christ; when that fact is accepted
the words of Christ acquire an authority over that of any other teacher. We observe, then, that he endorsed all the Old
Testament—“All that the prophets have spoken.” “All things which are written in the law of Moses, the prophets, and
the Psalms” will be fulfilled (Luke 24:25, 44).
The divine origin of the Old Testament being proved by the endorsement of the risen Lord, its testimony to the facts of
creation is the testimony of God. Bible teaching excludes evolution. “God created the heavens and the earth.” “After its
kind” is a recurring description of the separation that exists between the different kinds of creatures. And, “God created
man in his own image.”
Disputing with the Jewish leaders on the question of divorce, Jesus quoted the account in Genesis of man’s creation.
“Have ye not read, that he which made them at the beginning made them male and female.” For all who claim to be
disciples of Christ, that sentence is final.
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John Carter, A Prologue to Revelation, The Christadelphian, vol. 77, 1940, p. 109
This article is presented with due reservation; as an interesting suggestion on a subject upon which—as the writers
themselves indicate—final conclusions may be impossible until Moses himself can give them. The view put forward is not
new; the path has been trodden before and given all the publicity of print. Hugh Miller argued that Genesis I. should be
understood as an Apocalypse, revealed to Moses in a series of daily visions; Godet spoke of it as knowledge given under
the form of pictures, analogues to those of prophetic visions. Sir Robert Anderson found a full explanation of the formula
“And there was evening, and there was morning, one day”, in the view that the creation story was revealed by way of
Apocalyptic visions.
There is truly Scriptural ground for the word “day” standing for an epoch; Moses himself so uses it in the context of the
record of creation, concerning the time of Creation—“in the day that the Lord God made the earth and the heavens”
(Gen. 2:4).
“The history of creation”, says Dr. Thomas, “informs the reader of the order in which the things narrated would have
developed themselves to his view, had he been placed on some projecting rock, the spectator of the events detailed”.
The account does read like that of an observer from some vantage point; and the suggestion that Moses saw the order
of creation in a series of visions so far aptly reconciles the difficulties.
The transfer of the sabbath to the future hardly harmonises with more than one passage of Scripture. Even that quoted
(John 5:17), “My Father worketh until now, and I work”, is rather evidence that the Sabbath of creation still continues
and that if God worked on His sabbath, the son was justified in doing the Father’s work on the sabbath. And here we
possibly touch a significance of the “resting” of God. It was not a cessation of labour because of fatigue; it was a rest of
creative activity. But during this period God not only sustains His creation, but “works” for the redemption of the creation
that has been marred by sin. In that work Jesus laboured, and his healing on the sabbath was full of typical significance
in such a connection.
Paul says: “For we which have believed do enter into rest; as he said, as I have sworn in my wrath, they shall not enter
into my rest; although the works were finished from the foundation of the world” (Heb. 4:3). This passage requires a
sense in which God’s works were completed, and God entered into a rest which yet “remains”, for His rest foreshadows
that future rest to which man is invited when he may cease from his own works, and find the rest provided in the
redemption of the Son of God.
It is implied that the “very good” description in relation to man is prophetic of something yet to be, rather than a
statement of what was. Man, indeed, is not now “very good”; and it is admitted that the statements made at his Creation
are prophetic. (See the quotations of Gen. 1:26 in Ps. 8 and Heb. 2.) But as part of the creation of God man was very good:
“And God saw every thing that he had made, and behold it was very good. And the evening and the morning were the
sixth day” (Gen. 1:31). Then man became subject to vanity and lost his “very good” state by sin.
John Carter, Marriage – The Divine Ideal, The Christadelphian, vol. 86, 1949, p. 168
Theories of origins of human life influence thought, and slowly but surely are reflected in the customs of men and women.
If evolution provides the correct explanation of life on earth, and therefore has proved the idea of God to be baseless,
then men are free to devise such marriage relationships as they choose, trial and error showing what is best for the
individual and for society.
We need not be surprised that in an age subject to the influences which have only been touched upon in the foregoing
comments, there should be a growing disregard of what have been, under the influence of the Bible, long established
rules of life. Social changes are followed by legislative changes, and these in turn not only legalize certain procedures, but
tend to increase the number of people who turn to them. Some of these changes will call for notice later.
When the Bible is accepted as a divine record of man’s origin and of his history, the subject of marriage relationships is
lifted on to the highest level. Speculations concerning origins of various customs can be forgotten; the subject is seen in
the context of divine aims and purposes with man.
Certain features of the teaching of the Bible on marriage—the fundamental principles—are very clear. But men and
women have failed to maintain divine standards, and the Bible also records God’s regulation of human life in its sinmarred
state. It is here that difficulties are met, and very varying interpretations of certain Scriptures have been given in all ages.
Since the subject touches life so vitally, strong feelings are quickly aroused; and in these circumstances it may be thought
hazardous to attempt an exposition of the subject. We do so well aware that able and earnest brethren have differed in
their interpretation of the Word of God on some aspects of the subject. Yet the social conditions which have arisen during
this century, and the changes in the ways of life about us—changes accelerated by two world wars—make it desirable

By One Man – Supplementary Material

John Carter

P a g e | 220

that while recognizing the difficulties, some consideration should be given to the subject. We ask careful, thoughtful
consideration of what is said, and deliberation in forming judgments, that we may be led to do justly, love mercy and
walk humbly before God.
Following the example of the Lord, we turn to the record of creation for the revelation of God’s will. Tempted by the
Pharisees to become embroiled in their strifes on divorce, and by his answer either to become involved in conflict with
the Roman authorities or to lose standing with the people, Jesus took the highest ground, and asked their attention to
God’s will in creating man and woman. “Have ye not read”, he asked, “that he which made them in the beginning made
them male and female, and said, For this cause shall a man leave father and mother, and shall cleave unto his wife; and
they twain shall be one flesh? What, therefore, God hath joined together, let not man put asunder” (Matt. 19 : 4, 5).
God’s purpose was clearly that man and woman joined together in marriage should be joined together for life. Only the
death of one of the parties could terminate the bond. Various reasons are discernible for this. The very method of Eve’s
formation was a preparation for such a pronouncement; the mental and moral endowments of man call for it; and the
purposes of marriage in the multiplication of the race demand it.
John Carter, The Days of Creation, The Christadelphian, vol. 97, 1960, p. 6
The Bible is a record of God’s creative activity in the beginning and onwards. It begins with creation. ‘In the beginning
God created . . .’. We cannot believe in the Bible and deny belief in creation. But when we ask how God created and seek
to impose an interpretation upon the language of Genesis, we may make mistakes. Yet reverent enquiry can be pursued
with profit if we recognize the limitations of our efforts. Different suggestions have been put forward at various times in
the past, but we shall know finally the truth when Moses is again on the scene.

B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
John Carter, Paul’s Letter to the Romans, 1931, pp. 61-64
The comparison between the two Adams, worked out at length in Rom. 5, is briefly referred to in 1 Cor. 15. Christ is risen
and become the firstfruits of them that slept. His resurrection is the pledge of a harvest. And this harvest of resurrection
bound up with Christ, but which some in Corinth were denying, is put by Paul as a counterpart to the harvest of death
connected with Adam: “For since by man came death,” not only for himself, for all his posterity, “so by man came also
the resurrection of the dead.” It is by “man” in both cases. The second man must be a descendant of the first man. He
must work his way out of the evil into which the first brought all. Only by being in the evil, subject to the effects of sin,
can he come out of it. Death can be overcome only by one coming under its dominion. And mankind is involved in the
consequences of the “fall” of the “man,” and of the “rise” of the “man.” “For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all
be made alive.” In Adam—by physical descent from him, by generation—all die. In Christ—by union with him, by
regeneration—shall all be made alive. This defines the “all.” For all universally is not meant. While it is true that all
absolutely of Adam’s posterity by descent from him die, yet here the apostle’s thought is concerned only with those who
attain to life and immortality. As in Adam they all inherit death, so in Christ they all obtain eternal life. Both death and
life are bound up with a federal head—one head leading along the way to death, the other leading along the way to life.
Let us now follow the ampler treatment of this theme in Rom. 5. By the opening word of verse 12 Paul links up with the
preceding section. “Wherefore,” or “For this cause,” for us to have received reconciliation this is what has been done.
And this explanation begins in verse 12, but is not immediately concluded. In characteristic manner Paul breaks off to
supply proof of the opening words. It is desirable to notice the form of his words. He says “as” something happened in
connection with Adam “so” something has been brought about in Christ. But instead of saying at once “so this has come
to pass,” Paul breaks his sentence, and not until verse 18 is the statement completed, and then it is introduced by a restatement of the substance of verse 12. A complete statement would have read: “As by one man sin entered into the
world and death by sin, so also by one man came righteousness and life by it.”
“By one man” is a phrase governing every clause in verse 12. Through one man sin entered the world; through him came
death; through him death passed unto all, for that, or because, all sinned through his sin. Thus amplified some of the
difficulty which has occasioned much strife of words is removed. Adam sinned and was punished with death. His children
inherit mortality and also a tendency to sin so inevitable in its sin-producing power that Paul can say that through Adam’s
sin all sinned, and therefore all die through him.
Paul now turns aside to establish the fact of the unity of race in its inheritance of a death-stricken nature from a
transgressing head, from the universal prevalence of death from Adam to Moses. “For until the law sin was the world:
but sin is not imputed when there is no law. Nevertheless, death reigned from Adam to Moses, even over them that had
not sinned after the similitude of Adam’s transgression” (verses 13,14).
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From Adam to Moses might be called the patriarchal age. We must not infer that Paul means that during this time there
was no law of God known. The history in Genesis forbids such a conclusion. For there we read of Abel’s offering, made at
an appointed time, according to a particular method. We also read of righteous Noah. On the other hand the destruction
of the Antediluvians, the Sodomites, and the inhabitants of Canaan, testifies of God’s law broken beyond remedy by all
the members of each society thus punished. Abimelech was a righteous man, God witnessing to the integrity of his heart,
while of Abraham God said, “Abraham obeyed my voice, and kept my charge, my commandments, my statutes, and my
laws” (Gen. 26:5). But God’s law differed in its individual punishments during the time from Adam’s exile from Eden to
the law being given to Israel. The Edenic and Mosaic laws were penal. God said that Adam should die for transgression
and the law of Moses cursed all who failed to keep it perfectly. Men sinned during the interval, but the penal
consequences of the law of Moses could not be executed, when that law did not exist. Sin is not imputed, not brought
against them, not set down against them, where there is no law, such as the Edenic or Mosaic.
Yet death reigned. It reigned though those subject to it had not sinned in the same way as Adam, for the reason that they
could not come under the law which was given to him, since they were outside of Eden when born. Neither were they
under any other law which had the same conditions. How then did death reign? It was because of their descent from
Adam, which is the point Paul is proving. But since there is this unity between Adam and his offspring, he is in this respect
a “figure of the one to come.” This leads to the contrasting of the two heads, in what they did, and in the effects of what
they did.
There is a contrast in results. The free gift is not as the trespass. “For if by the trespass of the one, the many died, much
more the grace of God and the gift by the grace of the one man, Jesus Christ, abound unto the many” (verse 15). The one
is Adam; the many, his descendants. Trespass on Adam’s part, death the result. Against that we have obedience on
Christ’s part, and life the result. But other words than these are used to express this obedience and this result. Christ’s
work and its effects are of God’s grace, and life is the gift by the grace of Jesus Christ, and these are put, by metonomy,
for obedience and life. Grace “abounds” in that there is not simply a reversal to Adam’s state prior to his sin, but a bringing
of man to the attainment of eternal life. The possible scope of grace is “the many” who are dying. But, “while it embraces
all, all may not embrace it.”
Again there is a contrast quantitively. One sin brought the ruin which extended to all; but redemption covers many sins.
“For the judgment came of one (offence) unto (sentence of) condemnation, but the free gift came of many trespasses
unto justification (or sentence of righteousness)” (verse 16). And if God has involved all in death through the trespass of
one, much more will He be gracious through the righteousness of one. In the words of verse 17, “For if by the trespass of
the one, death reigned through the one; much more shall they that receive the abundance of the grace and of the gift of
righteousness reign in life through the one, even Jesus Christ.” A strictly corresponding statement to the first half of this
verse would read, “much more will life reign through the righteousness of the one.” But that is not so. For while the
Adamic unity is upon a flesh basis, the individual members being part of it by birth, the Christ unity is upon a different
basis altogether. While a person is a part of Adamic unity without any action on his part, he is required to contribute
something before he can be included in Christ unity. Because he has been given freewill and endowed with moral qualities
he must willingly respond to God’s invitation to share in the salvation God has made possible. There must be co-operative
work with God on the part of man. And because this is so, and because the majority of mankind prove unresponsive, Paul
finishes the statement in harmony with the facts of the case—“much more shall they that receive the abundance of the
grace ... reign in life.” These concluding words certainly disprove all theories of universal salvation, which men have built
upon the word “all,” and upon a supposed necessary equal extent of the effects of the work of Adam and Christ.
In verse 18 we have the re-statement of the idea of verse 12, put in such a way that it also sums up what has been
established in the intervening verses. The trespass of one contrasts with the righteous act of the other. In the issue of
their acts, condemnation contrasts with justification of life. The means in each case is more precisely stated in verse 19:
“For as through the one man’s disobedience, the many were made sinners, even so through the obedience of the one
shall the many be made righteous.”
“Made sinners,” or “constituted sinners,” indicates that men become sharers by birth (the basis of union with Adam) of
all the results that come in the train of Adam’s transgression. “Made righteous,” or “constituted righteous ones,”
indicates that men share by being born again (the basis of union with Christ), the righteousness and life of which Christ
is the possessor.
What purpose then did the law of Moses serve? It “came in beside,” as an additional element, that the trespass might
abound (verse 20). The law had the effect of shewing that when man was placed under law, sin inevitably followed. The
law only the more demonstrated the need for God’s scheme of righteousness. But God was equal to the increased need.
As sin abounded, grace more abounded. And as sin reigned in death, that being, as it were, sin’s domain, so also grace
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has its kingdom. It reigns through righteousness as the result of Christ’s life of righteousness, of Christ’s death which
exhibited God’s righteousness, and the resultant gift of righteousness to the believer. And it reigns unto eternal life,
through Jesus Christ our Lord (verse 21).
John Carter, “An Expectant Creation”, Paul’s Letter to the Romans, 1931, pp. 91-92
There is not exemption from suffering for the children of God. Rather, it is a necessity in the case, if it is a suffering with
Christ. But the glory far outweighs the suffering, for the glory of the sons of God is the end to which creation looks and
for which it waits. By a very striking and impressive personification, Paul in these verses represents creation as looking
and waiting for the culmination of the Divine plan. The ground was cursed for Adam’s sake (Gen. 3:17), and is thorn and
thistle producing. This evil in nature, associated in origin with man’s sin, will be removed in connection with the
redemption in Christ. The “dominion” given to Adam (Gen. 1:26), and lost by him, is restored in Christ (Psa. 8:6; Heb. 2:6–
8; 1 Cor. 15:27). “The Lord shall comfort Zion: he will comfort all her waste places; and he will make her wilderness like
Eden, and her desert like the garden of the Lord; joy and gladness shall be found therein, thanksgiving, and the voice of
melody” (Isa. 51:3). “Instead of the thorn shall come up the fir tree, and instead of the briar shall come up the myrtle
tree: and it shall be to the Lord for a name, for an everlasting sign that shall not be cut off” (Isa. 55:13). Whatever figurative
application these words may have, there is an undoubted literal meaning underlying.
Paul says, “For the earnest expectation of the creation waiteth for the revealing of the sons of God. For the creation was
subjected to vanity, not of its own will, but by reason of him who subjected it, in hope that the creation itself also shall
be delivered from the bondage of corruption into the liberty of the glory of the children of God” (verses 19–21). There is
an incompleteness about man’s world which cannot be the end of God’s purpose with it. And just as Isaiah, in his picture
of millennial peace, says that the wild creatures “shall not hurt in all my holy mountain: for the earth shall be full of the
knowledge of the Lord, as the waters cover the sea” (11:9), so Paul attributes to creation an expectation of this time of
restoration which is bound up with the manifestation of the sons of God. And as it was subjected by God to its present
vanity, not of its own will or fault, but because of man’s sin, so it will experience a deliverance from its bondage and share
the liberty pertaining to the glory of the children of God.
The whole creation groans and travails in pain. Suffering is the appointed lot, but in the light of the purpose of God, that
suffering is seen to be travail—a birth pang which will bring forth a new order. The believers, even those who had spiritgifts, share the common lot and groan within themselves, waiting for the adoption, the redemption of “our body.” The
spirit-gifts are called the “firstfruits.” When Israel was in the wilderness, the spies brought to them the firstfruits of the
land of Canaan, but a period of waiting followed before they entered into the land. And the gifts of the spirit were similarly
firstfruits. In the first century many tasted of the powers of the age to come, now there is a time of waiting, and the
harvest will be received with the entrance upon the inheritance. This will coincide with the redemption of “our body”—
not “our bodies,” though the change of physical nature is involved, but the “body” of which Christ is the “head.” “The
manifestation of the sons of God” (verse 19), “the glory of the children of God” (verse 21), and “the redemption of our
body” are but different descriptions of the grand development to be brought about at the time of the dead when God
shall give rewards unto His servants. For this we “wait,” it is as yet a matter of hope, not yet possessed, but we “with
patience wait for it.
John Carter, The Nature of Man and the Sacrifice of Jesus Christ, The Christadelphian, vol. 74, 1937, pp.
552-554
A BROTHER in the U.S.A. asks if The Christadelphian will say if it still endorses the article “Sin and Sin-Offering” which
appeared in its pages in December, 1913. The answer is Yes: and in the words of our correspondent, “the article still
stands good.”
Other correspondence from the U.S.A., Canada, and Australia indicates the need for restatement of our position on the
subject of the nature of man and the sacrifice of Christ. We therefore reprint some words and propositions of brother
Roberts, for the double reason that they are clear and lucid and well supported by scripture references.
In Australia brother Roberts met a man named George Cornish who was trying to subvert the brethren on these matters.
Brother Roberts describes the teaching of Cornish, and comments as follows:
“It is a plausible theory to the effect that we do not inherit death from Adam by any physical law, but merely by
denial of access to the tree of life; that the sentence of death took no effect on Adam’s body, and therefore is
not in ours: that, in fact, we are the ‘very good’ and uncursed Adamic nature that God formed from the ground
in the first case; that our nature is not an unclean and sinful nature; that there is no such thing as sin in the flesh,
or sinful flesh, or ‘sin that dwelleth in us.’
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“Having sought to establish such a very good case for human nature, it easily opens the door for a Christ of
immaculate nature, notwithstanding its having to admit that he was made in all things like to his brethren, and
partook of their identical nature. It is the old doctrine of Renunciationism in a new form. It is worse than
Renunciationism. Renunciationism, while denying Christ as the bearer of sin for its abolition through death and
resurrection, did at least admit that the race was under condemnation. But this ‘ism’ denies the very first fact of
the gospel testimony, that ‘By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin, and so death hath passed
upon all men.’ By denying this, it denies the death of Christ in its testified character as God’s appointed method
of taking away the sin of the world. It declares that ‘Christ died because he was killed,’ in destruction of the
gospel testimony that ‘he gave his life a ransom for many’ (Mark 10:45); laid down his life for the sheep (John
10:15); put away sin by the sacrifice of himself (Heb. 9:26); offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, by which he
hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified (Heb. 10:12–14), through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ
once (5:10).
“It reaches these disastrous results through the apparently harmless idea that the body of Adam was unaffected
by the sentence of death, and that therefore Jesus was pure and holy and good in body as well as in character.
Those who are young in the faith are easily carried away by a theory that appears to honour Christ. A maturer
acquaintance with the scriptures, and especially with the shadowings of the entire Mosaic economy, will show
them that in this particular it honours him at the expense of his work as the sin-bearer. It pleases inexperience
to hear that Christ’s nature was ‘undefiled’ in the days of his flesh, but it is the pleasure of sentiment as opposed
to truth. If the pleasure of sentiment is to guide us, we may as well go on to say that he was strong, in face of
the testimony that he was weak (2 Cor. 13:4; John 4:6); glad, in face of the testimony that he was a man of
sorrows (Isa. 53:3); beautiful, in face of the testimony that he had no form or comeliness (verse 2); immortal, in
face of the testimony that he had to be saved from death (Heb. 5:7), and had to obtain eternal salvation.”
The dispute led brother Roberts to draw up the following synopsis:—
THE NATURE OF MAN AND THE SACRIFICE OF CHRIST.
1.—That death entered the world of mankind by Adam’s disobedience. “By one man sin entered into the world,
and death by sin” (Rom. 5:12). “In (by or through) Adam all die” (1 Cor. 15:22). “Through the offence of one
many are dead” (Rom. 5:15).
2.—That death came by decree extraneously to the nature bestowed upon Adam in Eden, and was not inherent
in him before sentence. “God made man in his own image . . . a living soul (a body of life) . . . very good” (Gen.
1:27: 2:7: 1:31). “Because thou hast hearkened unto the voice of thy wife . . . unto dust shall thou return” (Gen.
3:17, 19).
3.—Since that time, death has been a bodily law.—“The body is dead because of sin” (Rom. 8:10). “The law of
sin in my members . . . the body of this death” (Rom. 7:23, 24). “This mortal . . . we that are in this tabernacle do
groan, being burdened” (1 Cor. 15:53; 2 Cor. 5:4). “Having the sentence of death in ourselves, that we should not
trust in ourselves, but in God who raiseth the dead” (2 Cor. 1:9).
4.—The human body is therefore a body of death requiring redemption.—“Waiting for the adoption, to wit the
redemption of our body” (Rom. 8:23). “He shall change our vile body that it may be fashioned like unto his own
glorious body” (Phil. 3:21). “Who shall deliver me from the body of this death?” (Rom. 7:24). “This mortal (body)
must put on immortality” (1 Cor. 15:53).
5.—That the flesh resulting from the condemnation of human nature to death because of sin, has no good in
itself, but requires to be illuminated from the outside.—“In me (that is in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing” (Rom.
7:18). “Sin dwelleth in me” (Rom. 7:20). “The law of sin which is in my members” (7:23). “Every good and perfect
gift is from above, and cometh down from the Father of Lights” (James 1:17). “Out of the heart proceed evil
thoughts” (Matt. 15:19). “He that soweth to the flesh shall of the flesh reap corruption” (Gal. 6:8). “Put off the
old man which is corrupt, according to the deceitful lusts” (Eph. 4:22).
6.—That God’s method for the return of sinful man to favour required and appointed the putting to death of
man’s condemned and evil nature in a representative man of spotless character, whom He should provide, to
declare and uphold the righteousness of God, as the first condition of restoration, that He might be just while
justifying the unjust who should believingly approach through him in humility, confession, and reformation.—
“God sent His Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin condemned sin in the flesh” (Rom. 8:3). “Forasmuch
as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself took part of the same, that through death he
might destroy that having the power of death, that is, the devil” (Heb. 2:14), “Who his own self bare our sins in
his own body to the tree” (1 Pet. 2:24). “Our old man is crucified with him, that the body of sin might be
destroyed” (Rom. 6:6). “He was tempted in all points like as we are, yet without sin” (Heb. 4:15). “Be of good
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cheer, I have overcome the World” (Jno. 16:33). “Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in
his blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins that are past through the forbearance of God, to
declare, I say, at this time his righteousness, that he might be just, and the justifier of him that believeth in Jesus”
(Rom. 3:26).
7.—That the death of Christ was by God’s own appointment, and not by human accident, though brought about
by human instrumentality.—“He that spared not his own Son, but delivered him up for us all” (Rom. 8:32). “Him
being delivered by the determinate council and foreknowledge of God, ye have taken and by wicked hands have
crucified and slain” (Acts 2:23). “Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles and the people of Israel were
gathered together for to do whatsoever thy hand and thy counsel determined before to be done” (Acts 4:27).
“No man taketh it—my life—from me, but I lay it down of myself; I have power to lay it down, and I have power
to take it again. This commandment have I received of my Father” (Jno. 10:18).
8.—That the death of Christ was not a mere martyrdom, but an element in the process of reconciliation.—“You
that sometimes were alienated in your mind by wicked works, yet now hath he reconciled in the body of his flesh
through death” (Col. 1:21). “When we were enemies, we were reconciled to God by death of his Son” (Rom.
5:10). “He was wounded for our transgressions: He was bruised for our iniquity: the chastisement of our peace
was upon him, and with his stripes we are healed” (Isa. 53:5). “I lay down my life for my sheep” (Jno. 10:15).
“Having therefore 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, let us draw near” (Heb. 10:20).
9.—That the shedding of his blood was essential for our salvation. “Being justified by his blood, we shall be saved
from wrath through him” (Rom. 5:9). “In whom we have redemption through his blood, even for the forgiveness
of sins” (Col. 1:14). “Without shedding of blood there is no remission” (Heb. 9:22). “This is the new covenant in
my blood, shed for the remission of sins” (Matt. 26:28). “The Lamb of God that taketh away the sin of the world”
(Jno. 1:29). “Unto him that loved us and washed us from our sins in his own blood” (Rev. 1:5). “Have washed
their robes and made them white in the blood of the Lamb” (Rev. 7:14).
10.—That Christ was himself saved in the Redemption he wrought out for us.“In the days of his flesh, when he
had offered up prayers and supplications with strong crying and tears unto Him that was able to save him from
death, and was heard in that he feared. Though he were a son, yet learned obedience by the things which he
suffered. And being made perfect, he became the author of eternal salvation unto all them that obey him” (Heb.
5:7–9). “Joint heirs with Christ” (Rom. 8:17). “By his own blood he entered once unto the holy place, having
obtained eternal redemption” (Heb. 9:12). “Now the God of peace that brought again from the dead our Lord
Jesus Christ, that great shepherd of the sheep, through the blood of the everlasting covenant, make you perfect,
etc.” (Heb. 13:20).
11.—That as the anti-typical High Priest, it was necessary that he should offer for himself as well as for those
whom he represented.—“And by reason hereof, he ought as for the people, so also for himself, to offer for sins.
And no man taketh this honour unto himself, but he that is called of God, as was Aaron. So also Christ glorified
not himself to be made a high priest, but he that said unto him, etc.” (Heb. 5:3). “Wherefore it is of necessity
that this man have somewhat also to offer” (Heb. 8:3). “Through the Eternal Spirit, he offered himself without
spot unto God” (Heb. 9:14). “Who needeth not daily, as those high priests, to offer up sacrifice, first for his own
sins and then for the people’s: for THIS he did once when he offered up himself” (Heb. 7:27). “It was therefore
necessary that the patterns of things in the heavens (that is, the symbols employed under the law), should be
purified with these (Mosaic sacrifices), but the heavenly things themselves (that is, Christ who is the substance
prefigured in the law), with better sacrifices than these” (that is, the sacrifice of Christ—Heb. 9:23).
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John Carter, Sin, Sins, and Sin-Offering, The Christadelphian, vol. 75, 1938, pp. 127-138
In The Christadelphian of December last we reprinted some words written by brother Roberts on “The Nature of Man
and the Sacrifice of Christ.” This was done to set forth once more the teaching of the Bible on a subject upon which there
has always been some confusion of thought. The subject is at the heart of most religious controversies, and this is true in
connection with the history of the Truth in the last days. The synopsis by brother Roberts was plainly written and well
supported by Scripture, and was chosen for these reasons. But we are now exhorted by correspondents, who apparently
do not agree with this synopsis, to go back to Dr. Thomas. But a series of propositions which are demonstrated by
Scripture quotations takes us back to the final authority on the matter. All that is true in the writings of Dr. Thomas is
based on the Word of God, and he would be the first to say, Prove all things by the Scriptures. But what has he to say on
the nature of man and Christ’s relationship to that nature? In Elpis Israel he says:—
“Children are born sinners or unclean, because they are born of sinful flesh; and ‘that which is born of the flesh
is flesh,’ or sin. This is a misfortune, not a crime. They did not will to be born sinners. They have no choice in the
case; for, it is written, ‘The creature was made subject to the evil, not willingly, but by reason of him who
subjected it in hope.’ Hence, the apostle says, ‘By Adam’s disobedience the many were made sinners’; that is
they were endowed with a nature like his, which had become unclean, as the result of disobedience.”
“Mortality was in disobedience as the wages of sin, and not a necessity.”
“The word sin is used in two principal acceptations in the Scripture. It signifies in the first place, ‘the transgression
of law’; and in the next, it represents that physical principle of the animal nature which is the cause of all its
diseases, death, and the resolution into dust. It is that in the flesh ‘which has the power of death’; and it is called
sin, because the development, or fixation, of this evil in the flesh, was the result of transgression. Inasmuch as
this evil principle pervades every part of the flesh, the animal nature is styled ‘sinful flesh,’ that is, ‘flesh full of
sin’; so that sin, in the sacred style, came to stand for the substance called man.”
It is possible that having now quoted Dr. Thomas someone will write to say he wrote something else which differs or
appears to differ from what we read in Elpis Israel. It may or may not be so. But the issue is not whether he wrote on one
occasion that which contradicted what he had written elsewhere. Our concern is to get the teaching of the Scriptures;
this, we believe, is faithfully given in the extracts quoted.
“Sin is lawlessness,” said John; it is a state where law is not recognised and obeyed: hence “everyone that doeth sin doeth
also lawlessness.” With but one exception all the race of mankind have sinned—have transgressed God’s law. Some in
John’s day professed a regard for God’s law but made light of sin; but the apostle dismisses this with the assertion that
these are opposites—sinfulness is lawlessness. Because all needed the forgiveness of sins Jesus was “manifested to bear
sins,” to do which he must be sinless; hence John adds, “and in him is no sin”—no lawlessness, no disobedience. It is of
actions and disposition that John is speaking, as the context both before and after the words show; for John adds,
“Whosoever abideth in him sinneth not: whosoever sinneth hath not seen him, neither known him.” Jesus is an example,
and those abiding in him follow the life exemplified by him.
It is doing violence to John’s context to take the words “in him is no sin” as proof that Jesus had not the physical nature
which Paul describes as “sin.” John is thinking of sin in moral terms; but he does not contradict Paul who uses the word
of physical condition. In fact, John makes the belief that the physical nature of Jesus was like ours a test of fellowship.
“Every spirit (teacher) that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is of God: and every spirit that confesseth not
that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is not of God,” but antichrist. “Many deceivers are entered into the world, who
confess not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh. . . If there come any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him
not into your house, neither bid him God speed.”
We must discriminate between “sin,” “a sin,” and “sins.” Paul says God “hath made Jesus to be sin for us, who knew no
sin” (2 Cor. 5 : 21). This does not mean that Jesus was a sinner; Paul excludes that, saying in effect, Jesus was made to be
sin but was not a sinner. Neither does it mean that Jesus was made a sin-offering. We are aware of the translation of the
Emphatic Diaglott and of Macknight, and also of Bullinger’s comments. But facts are unaffected by the mistakes of these
translators and writers. We can offset them by the names of Weymouth, Goodspeed, the R.V. and others: and then we
have to find Paul’s use of the words. Usage in the Septuagint had fixed a phrase as the equivalent of “sin-offering.” When
Paul wanted to say “sin-offering” he used the language which had become fixed by the circulation of that version, just as
the A.V. has fixed a number of idioms in the English language. He uses the phrase in Rom. 8 : 3 where the R.V. has
substituted “for an offering for sin” for the words of the A.V. “for sin.” The Diaglott recognises this in this place. Vaughan,
a patient Concordance worker, has said “the idea is defined by the constant recurrence of the phrase in the Septuagint
(more than 50 times in the book of Leviticus alone) for a sin-offering.”
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But while Paul says “for a sin-offering” in Rom. 8 : 3, he says “sin” and not “sin-offering” in 2 Cor. 5 : 21. The same is true
of Heb. 9 : 28: “So Christ also, having been once offered to bear the sins of many, shall appear a second time apart from
sin, to them that wait for him.” He was not “apart from sin” at the first advent when he was offered to bear sins. The
reason is evident: if he had not had our physical nature he could not have been the Redeemer.
In what sense then was Jesus “made sin”? In the sense that “he himself likewise took part of the same” flesh and blood
as all the other children who are given him. Therefore “he died unto sin,” having all his life “condemned sin” so that he
might be an acceptable “offering for sin.” If we ask where sin was condemned? the apostle says “in the flesh”; on which
Dr. Thomas appositely remarks: “Sin could not have been condemned in the body of Jesus if it had not existed there.”
The law could not condemn sin; neither can the best of men condemn sin. They loathe it, repudiate it; but are only too
painfully conscious of that “evil present with them” which led Paul to describe himself as a “wretched man” because of
this body of death. God condemned sin, sending His own son in the likeness of sinful flesh that this might be done. Sin
being condemned the way was provided for the forgiveness of the sinner for Christ’s sake.
The truth on these matters has been before the Brotherhood for two generations in the following clauses from the
Birmingham (Central) Statement of Faith:—
V.—That Adam broke this law, and was adjudged unworthy of immortality, and sentenced to return to the
ground from whence he was taken—a sentence which defiled and became a physical law of his being, and was
transmitted to all his posterity.
VIII.—That God’s promises had reference to Jesus Christ, who was to be raised up in the condemned line of
Abraham and David, and who, though wearing their condemned nature, was to obtain a title to resurrection by
perfect obedience, and, by dying, abrogate the law of condemnation for himself and all who should believe and
obey him.
The literature of the Truth has maintained this teaching. For the sake of those who would examine the subject further
we recommend: The Blood of Christ (the best exposition of the subject, in our judgment), The Atonement (which collects
the passages which bear on the subject), and articles contributed to The Christadelphian by W.J.Y., ni 1913, p. 531; 1915,
p. 106; 1915, p. 343; 1921, p. 489; 1922, p. 310.
John Carter, The Reign of Death, The Christadelphian, vol. 75, 1938, pp. 173-174
The theory is being put forward that death belongs inevitably to the body of man as he was created; that Adam in course
of time would have died apart from having disobeyed the law of God; and that the sentence of death imposed for sin is
“the second death.” We die, according to this view, because it is a law of our nature, and not because of any sentence
which has been passed by God upon Adam, and which has involved all his descendants.
To those who know the Scriptures the simple statement of this theory would almost seem sufficient to condemn it. But
Scripture testimony is twisted to fit the idea, and some are deceived.
It might seem to be an unprofitable topic for discussion and one that did not much matter either way. Some would lightly
dismiss it and all similar subjects, as speculative matters and only provocative of strife. “Why bother about what is so
briefly narrated in the book of Genesis?” they say; “let us concentrate on the promise of life offered in Jesus Christ.” This
sounds very well to the superficial; but how are we then to explain the need for the life which is available in Jesus Christ,
and also the sacrifice that he offered that we might have life.
It is here that the importance of the subject comes in. It may not appear to be important whether there was any change
in the nature of Adam after his transgression, and whether the reason for our own mortality is to be found in that change.
But it is important that we should understand the work of Jesus Christ; and how God has made it possible for us to have
everlasting life through that work. It is because the theory we are discussing touches vitally the work of Christ that it is
necessary that its nullifying effects upon the revealed principles of Christ’s sacrifice should be perceived.
In apostolic language, Death reigns. A child is born—it may die during its earliest days before it has known either good or
evil, or it may grow to adult life. But we know that in time death will come. Why? Is it for the same reason that other
forms of life come to an end? The insect, which is a creature of few days, and the animal whose natural span of life
exceeds that of man, alike die. Is there no other cause for man’s death than for that of the insect or the animal? We might
so conclude if we had no revelation; we should so conclude if we accepted the theory of man’s descent from animal origin
as set forth by the teachers of evolution. But with revelation to guide us, another conclusion is reached.
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Brother Roberts asks the question: Did the Adamic race commence mortal? And says: “Paul’s dogmatic assertion that ‘by
one man (Adam) sin entered into the (human) world’ is a settlement of the question. . . . The man stands on logically
unassailable ground who holds that death did not come into the world with Adam, but by him after he came; that at first,
he was free from the action of death in his organisation.” Speaking of the sentence, “Thou shalt die,” he says: “The
sentence judicially pronounced would write itself in his constitution—after the example of Elisha’s imprecation of the
leprosy on Gehazi . . . Mortality has been a fundamental law of human nature from that day to this.” These words are
quoted from Visible Hand of God, ch. iv.
The apostle puts Adam and the consequences of his act of disobedience in contrast with Jesus and the consequences of
his life of obedience. “By man came death; by man came also the resurrection of the dead” (1 Cor. 15 : 21). The theme is
expanded in a series of comparisons and contrasts in Romans 5 : 12–21. The need for the redemptive work of Jesus in
the grace of God, is traced to the sin of Adam. Death holds universal sway because of that disobedience, but a way of
escape is provided: “That as sin hath reigned unto death, even so might grace reign through righteousness unto eternal
life by Jesus Christ our Lord” (verse 21). Here are two regnant powers, the one based on sin, the other on righteousness.
No one disputes, whatever explanation of it may be believed, that Jesus had to die as a part of his work. “He was obedient
unto death,” as Paul says. If Jesus was a member of the race, sharing the nature which is subject to death because of sin,
then we can see in his voluntary submission to it a declaration of God’s righteousness, which Paul says was necessary
that God might be righteous while bestowing righteousness by the forgiveness of sins on those who believe (Rom. 3 : 21–
26). We see the grace of God in providing Jesus, but we see the triumph of that grace reached through righteousness.
But if Jesus and all others inherit a nature which is mortal quite independent of Adam’s sin, why did Jesus have to die? If
it be answered that he died for us, then we can only conclude that the innocent suffered for the guilty upon the basis of
substitution; and he should not have been raised while those for whom he died should not die. Further, in that case, it
was not necessary that he should have to die for himself in any sense, for how can a nature undefiled by sin need a
cleansing sacrifice? It could not, and Jesus would not then be a partaker of the benefits of his own work. But this is
contrary to the teaching of Scripture. He was “saved out of death” (Heb. 5 : 7); “by his own blood he entered in once into
the holy place, having obtained eternal redemption” (9 : 12 ). The Mosaic patterns were purified with animal sacrifices,
but “the heavenly things themselves with better sacrifices than these. For Christ is not entered the holy places made with
hands . . . nor yet that he should offer himself often . . . For then must he often have suffered since the foundation of the
world: but now once in the end of the world hath he appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself” (9 : 23–28).
“Now the God of peace, that brought again from the dead our Lord Jesus Christ, that great shepherd of the sheep, through
the blood of the everlasting covenant, make you perfect” (13 : 20 ).
The theory under discussion resembles in some respects the Renunciationist error which was put before the brethren in
1873. Both theories, whether the promoters see it or not does not affect the fact, represent God as doing wrong. In the
words of the pamphlet, The Slain Lamb: “This heresy represents God as doing wrong; for it says of the Christ, the Lamb
of God, ‘here is a free life.’ If so, why should a free life die? But Christ, instead of being what is called a free life, was in
the condemned nature of the children of Adam. Hence when he died, nothing wrong happened, so far as God’s doings
were concerned. The obedience of the Son of God led to his resurrection, and the triumph was complete.”
The terminology has changed, but the essential feature of the error remains: and to quote the same writer’s words in
The Blood of Christ, “it was a spiritual necessity that he should partake of our nature. It is expressly said that he did, and
John says that any man who denies it . . . denies the truth . . . He is strong in maintaining that Jesus came in the flesh, that
is, the flesh of the children, the flesh of David—flesh mortal because of sin.”
The love of Christ in offering himself is a motive power for righteousness in all who partake of the mercy of God brought
near in him. As Paul says: “The love of Christ constraineth us; because we thus judge, that one died for all, therefore all
died. And he died for all, that they which live should no longer live unto themselves but unto him who for their sakes died
and rose again” (2 Cor. 5 : 14, 15). “One died for all, therefore all died.” And the all includes the one, for all died in him,
he being their representative and not their substitute. The union with Christ in baptism is a union with his death and his
resurrection (Col. 2 : 12; Rom. 6 : 4); and the offering of Jesus was a voluntary acknowledgement of what was due to all.
Grace and truth meet in Jesus.
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John Carter, On the Nature of Man and the Sacrifice of Jesus Christ, The Christadelphian, vol. 76, 1939,
pp. 228-230
During the last eighteen months we have drawn attention to what we believe to be the true teaching of the Bible on
these subjects (THE CHRISTADELPHIAN, 1937, p. 552; 1938, pp. 127, 173). These doctrines have been maintained since
the revival of the Truth nearly 100 years ago, and are set forth in the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith, which is
in use in the majority of ecclesias, in the following clauses:—
IV. That the first man was 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 continuance of life
was contingent on obedience.
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.
VI.
That 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.
VII.
That He inaugurated this plan by making promises to Adam, Abraham and David, and afterwards
elaborated it in greater detail through the prophets.
VIII.
That these promises had reference to Jesus Christ, who was to be raised up in the condemned line of
Abraham and David, and who, though wearing their condemned nature, was to obtain a title to resurrection by
perfect obedience, and, by dying, abrogate the law of condemnation for himself and all who should believe and
obey him.
IX. That it was this mission that necessitated the miraculous begettal of Christ of a human mother, enabling
him to bear our condemnation, and, at the same time, to be a sinless bearer thereof, and therefore, one who
could rise after suffering the death required by the righteousness of God.
X. That being so begotten of God, and inhabited and used by God through the indwelling of the Holy Spirit,
Jesus was Emmanuel, God with us, God manifest in the flesh—yet was, during his natural life, of like nature with
mortal men, being made of a woman, of the house and lineage of David, and therefore a sufferer, in the days of
his flesh, from all the effects that came by Adam’s transgression, including the death that passed upon all men,
which he shared by partaking of their physical nature.
On the other hand, the doctrine known amongst us as “Renunciationism,” and associated with the name of Edward
Turney, is defined thus:
“That the body of Jesus did not inherit the curse of Adam, though derived from him through Mary; and was
therefore not mortal; that his natural life was “free”; that in this “free” natural life, he “earned eternal life” and
might, if he had so chosen, have avoided death, or even refused to die upon the cross, and entered into eternal
life alone; his death, being the act of his own free will and not in any sense necessary for his own salvation; that
his sacrifice consisted in the offering up of an unforfeited life, in payment of the penalty incurred by Adam and
his posterity, which was eternal death; that his unforfeited life was slain in the room and stead of the forfeited
lives of all believers of the races of Adam.”
This contention, with modifications, has reappeared more than once since it was first proclaimed in the early 1870s.
Brother Roberts met a form of it in the teaching of one Cornish, in answer to whom he drew up a series of propositions
which were reproduced in THE CHRISTADELPHIAN, December, 1937. It has been revived in certain of its aspects in recent
teaching in America, and it appears desirable that the attitude of this Magazine towards this teaching should be once
again emphasised. We believe that because of the disobedience Adam was sentenced to return to the ground, and that
this sentence brought him at last to death. “By one man sin entered into the world and death by sin” (Rom. 5:12). “By
man came death” (1 Cor. 15:21). Death “came by decree extraneously to the nature bestowed upon him in Eden,” to use
the words of brother Roberts; or, in other words of brother Roberts, “Death did not come into the world with Adam, but
by him after he came.”
We believe it is contrary to the meaning of Scripture to say (1) that the words “Dust thou art, to dust shalt thou return”
described the condition of man when first created, and is therefore not a sentence of death subsequently passed by God
upon Adam as a result of transgression; and (2) that the “death which has come by sin” is not the death common to all
men, but the second death. The true teaching of the Bible, we assert, is that we are dying creatures, inheriting a nature
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which is “evil” (Matt. 7:11), in which “evil is present,” which evil is further described as “a law in our members,” “the law
of sin in our members” (Rom. 7). Such phrases could not be used of Adam before he sinned.
The scriptures define sin, in the primary sense, as transgression of God’s law (1 John 3:4) or, as in the R.V. with a closer
reproduction of the original, “sin is lawlessness.” In a few passages of Scripture the word “sin” is used in a secondary
sense, by metonymy, of human nature. As Paul could speak of “sin that dwelleth in me” so he could describe the nature
in which dwells “the law of sin” as “sin,” inasmuch as it inevitably produces sin in all, with the exception of the Lord Jesus
who always obeyed God. Thus Paul says, “God made Jesus to be sin for us who knew no sin” (2 Cor. 5:21); again, “He
shall appear the second time apart from sin” (Heb. 9:28 R.V.).
Jesus possessed our nature, which is a condemned nature. Because of this he shared in the benefits of his own sacrifice,
as Paul declares: Heb. 7:27: “Who needeth not daily, as those high priests, to offer up sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for
the people’s; for this he did once, when he offered up himself.”
Heb. 9:12: “Neither by the blood of goats and calves, but by his own blood he entered in once into the holy place,
having obtained eternal redemption.”
Heb. 9:23: “It was therefore necessary that the pattern of things in the heavens should be purified with these;
but the heavenly things themselves with better sacrifices than these.”
Heb. 13:20: “Now the God of peace, that brought again from the dead our Lord Jesus, that great shepherd of the
sheep, through the blood of the everlasting covenant.”
We believe that we cannot consider Jesus alone in this matter, but must always remember that he was “the arm of the
Lord,” raised up for the work of reconciliation of mankind who are perishing. God sent forth Jesus to declare His
righteousness as a condition for the forgiveness of sins in the exercise of His mercy. To effect those objects it was
necessary that Jesus should be of our nature, yet sinless. If he had not been of our nature which is under condemnation
he could not have righteously died: had he not been sinless he could not have been raised from death to everlasting life.
The wisdom of God is shown in the raising up of a Son who, though tempted and tried like all of his brethren, was yet
without sin; who, therefore, by the shedding of his blood confirmed the new covenant for the remission of sins and
obtained eternal redemption for himself and for us.
The denial that Jesus had our nature strikes at the root of the principle stated by Paul, that the righteousness of God was
declared in his death; and because of this the apostles were insistent that believers should test all doctrines presented
to them for acceptance, and that teachers of error and their doctrine should both be rejected. John says (1 John. 4:2):“Hereby know ye the Spirit of God. Every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is of God.”
Again (2 John 7-11):- “For many deceivers are entered into the world who confess not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh.
This is a deceiver and an antichrist. Look to yourselves that we loose not those thing which we have wrought, but that we
receive a full reward. Whosoever transgresseth and abideth not in the doctrine of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth
in the doctrine of Christ, he hath born the Father and the Son. If there come any unto you and bring not this doctrine,
receive him not into your house, neither bid him God speed: for he that biddeth him God speed is partaker of his evil
deeds.”
When John says “in the flesh” he means the same flesh as ourselves. These false teachers attributed some other nature
to Jesus, different from our own. Because of this apostolic injunction we believe it is necessary to maintain the truth on
this subject by declining to have fellowship with any who uphold the contrary. The statement of the principle underlying
the sacrifice of Christ in “The statement of Faith” is elaborated in the pamphlet The Blood of Christ, which, in our judgment,
sets out the truth on this subject.
John Carter, The Letter to the Hebrews, 1939, pp. 30–31
They are also of one nature. Necessarily so. The manifestation of the Father for the salvation of men requires a son to be
born of Adamic stock; he must be of the family that needs redemption. Taking up the word “children” from the last
quotation from Isaiah, Paul says “Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise
took part of the same; that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is the devil” (v. 14).
“By man came death, by man came also the resurrection of the dead.” The last Adam must die before he can be raised;
he must therefore be mortal like those he came to redeem. It is through death that he destroys that which has the power
of death. It would be physically impossible for an angel to die; it would be morally impossible for either an angel or a man
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unconnected with the race that is dying because of sin, through their death, to save men. It is by man that resurrection
came, and while the man who accomplished this was provided by God, he was yet man. “The devil,” or sin, has the power
of death. The sting of death is sin. Sin and its effects were overcome by a sinless life and the resurrection that followed.
We again observe the emphasis secured by the apostle in his adding word to word to establish the sameness of Christ’s
nature and that of “the children” given unto him. “He ... also ... himself ... likewise ... took part of the same.”
Two results are achieved. First, the destruction of sin; and second, and this arises out of the first, that he might “deliver
them who through fear of death were all their lifetime subject to bondage.” Sin and death having met their victor, the
fear of it, and the bondage following the fear, are removed for the friends of the victor. The fear of death and of possible
experiences beyond it, are terrifying things to many people. Superstitions of all kinds have sprung up, and ritual of many
forms has been designed in endeavours to allay the fear. False religion thrives on the fear, and the darkened mind of man
is soon enslaved to priests of various orders and kinds, civilized and uncivilized.
John Carter, A Prologue to Revelation, The Christadelphian, vol. 77, 1940, p. 109
It is implied that the “very good” description in relation to man is prophetic of something yet to be, rather than a
statement of what was. Man, indeed, is not now “very good”; and it is admitted that the statements made at his Creation
are prophetic. (See the quotations of Gen. 1:26 in Ps. 8 and Heb. 2.) But as part of the creation of God man was very good:
“And God saw everything that he had made, and behold it was very good. And the evening and the morning were the
sixth day” (Gen. 1:31). Then man became subject to vanity and lost his “very good” state by sin.
John Carter – Give Attention To Reading, The Christadelphian, vol.79, 1942, pp. 4-5
The opening pages of the Bible describe the preparation of the world for man. We may not understand how it was
accomplished, when “God spake and it was done”. We can learn and appreciate that it was God’s action that made the
earth ready for man. “And God said” is the invariable formula employed by Moses to describe the work of each of the
creative days. “And it was so” tells of each day’s completed work. We must and do believe that the creative energy of
God was the cause and the means of the earth’s development. The same is true of man’s creation. God said: “Let us make
man”, and God formed man of the dust of the ground, breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and man became a
living soul.
The early chapters of Genesis are essential to a correct understanding of later events. We cannot understand God’s work
in Christ if we reject the record of the formation of man, and of his sin, and of the sentence which consigned him to death.
There are certain consequences which affect us all which have their causes in the early history of the race. Death has
passed through to us because of Adam’s sin. The creation has been made subject to vanity; it does not in its present form
realise the end God had in view. It is a state of groaning and travail, says Paul; but yet not a state without hope. God has
indeed subjected it to evil, but He has given hope of deliverance, even from this bondage of corruption, and has promised
freedom, “the liberty of the glory of the children of God”.
This emancipation is beyond our own power to achieve. “No man can redeem his brother, nor give to God a ransom for
him.” But God Who created the world and all that is therein is not a God Who cannot save. He declares Himself to be a
just God and a Saviour, and invites all to look unto Him and be saved.
The salvation of God requires our cooperation, for God will not save men whether they want it or not. We must desire
the good He has promised, and we must be eager to fit ourselves for it as much as it is in our power. But when all that
we can do has been done, it still remains that it is God Who saves us, “according to the good pleasure of his will, to the
praise of the glory of his grace, wherein he hath made us accepted in the beloved”.
Salvation is of God in that He has provided the redeemer in whom we are accepted. It is of God in the operation of His
grace towards each one of us who believe. The work of God, like His work in forming the world, is a creative act. The last
Adam was not created from the dust as was the first. The first Adam was son of God and son of earth. The last Adam was
son of God and son of a woman: but in both cases it was God’s creation. Of the first it was written, “The Lord God created
man”; of the second, the prophecy of Jeremiah says: “The Lord hath created a new thing in the earth”.
All the many sons that God is bringing to glory are the subject of a renewal which is a new creation. “If any man be in
Christ he is a new creation.” “Of his own will begat he us with the word of truth, that we should be a kind of firstfruits of
his creatures.” “Being born again, not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible, by the word of God, which liveth and
abideth for ever. For all flesh is grass, and all the glory of man as the flower of grass. The grass withereth, and the flower
thereof falleth away; but the word of the Lord endureth for ever. And this is the word which by the gospel is preached
unto you.”
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This enduring word has in it the divine energy of righteousness. In the words of Paul we have “put on the new man, which
after God is created in righteousness and holiness of truth”. The grace of God is at once exclusive of works and inducive
of works. “For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of God: not of works, lest any
man should boast. For we are his workmanship, created of God in Christ Jesus unto good works, which God hath before
ordained that we should walk in them.” The new creation thus formed by the word of God, can only be maintained by
the same word. “Keep on being renewed in the spirit of your mind” is the exhortation of Paul to all who have been taught
of Jesus in whom truth is.
John Carter – Man’s Nature and Christ’s Sacrifice – The Christadelphian, vol.79, 1942, p. 227
We revert to a subject to which reference has been made several times during the last few years. We do so for two
reasons, first because of a communication from Australia, and second, to try once more to help to clear the position in
the United States.
The Australian communication which has the endorsement of brethren in two ecclesias, but which we cannot publish
owing to the limited space at our disposal, is by way of comment on an article published in this magazine some eighteen
months ago on the nature of Adam. That article is being misused by some opposed to the Truth as set out in the Statement
of Faith which is accepted by ecclesias represented by The Christadelphian. The comment is a further effort to make clear
the Truth, on which we and the writer are agreed.
Unfortunately this subject is made difficult by the use of words in more than one sense : particularly is that the case with
the word “mortal” as applied to Adam before transgression. “Define your terms” is necessary advice in any dispute, but
how rarely in disputes is care taken in the use of words. If a word has ambiguity, or if it should be used by some in a
strictly accurate sense but by others in a general and widely used sense which is less accurate, even those of the same
mind might find themselves involved in what is a strife of words. Let us try once again to restate our position.
Adam was created a natural body (1 Cor. 15 : 46–49), very good (Gen. 1: 31), with freedom to choose what he would do.
He could obey or disobey the command under which he was placed. He disobeyed and as a consequence came under the
dominion of death. “By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin” (Rom. 5: 12). This is in harmony with what
was said to Adam when the law was given to him : “In the day that thou eatest thereof thou shall surely die” (Gen. 2: 17);
and the sentence that was passed upon him when he had disobeyed : “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” (3 : 19 ).
The sentence “took effect on Adam’s body”; “death came by decree . . . upon Adam in Eden, and was not inherent in him
before sentence” (R. Roberts). Paul speaks of “the law—evil is present with me,” and this is further expressed in the
words “in me, that is, in my flesh, dwells no good thing.” This law in his members is described as “the law of sin and
death,” and “sin that dwelleth in me” (Rom. 7:17–8:1). These expressions of the Apostle could not have been used by
Adam before his transgression.
Some have said that we need not bother about Adam’s nature; we know we are mortal. The subject might be left there
if it were not for the fact that it touches very deeply the principles affecting God’s relationship to man, and particularly
the sacrifice of Christ. Our acceptable approach to God is through Christ as “the Lamb of God”; and it is necessary that
the reason for Christ’s sacrifice be understood. We are told that the righteousness of God was declared in him as he is
set before us as the Mercy-seat where forgiveness is found (Rom. 3 : 25–26). We see that righteousness declared when
we look at Jesus wearing our condemned nature voluntarily laying down his life. He shewed that God was righteous in
involving all in death because of sin. But if Adam’s nature unchanged by sin, and if the nature we bear is not a dying
nature because of sin, then the death of Jesus could not exhibit God’s righteousness. On the contrary, in such a case,
since Jesus was free from personal transgression, he could not be related to death as the wages of sin in any way, and to
require his death would be unrighteousness. The need for Christ’s sacrifice is to be found finally in the transgression in
Eden. The law of sin and death then introduced was overcome and finally set aside by the obedience of Jesus unto death,
even the death on the cross. We are sure our Australian brethren approve these remarks, and understand that we are
with them in opposition to the error.
This subject affects divided ecclesias in the U.S.A. We have received from brethren for some time not in fellowship, many
letters expressing agreement with what has been said on the sacrifice of Christ during the last few years.
But doubt is expressed about the teaching of some in fellowship. These doubts can be removed, and in a spirit of fairness
and goodwill should be easily removed, by ecclesias when asked giving an assurance that the Statement of Faith is
accepted frankly and fully.
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A correspondent in the U.S.A., in an ecclesia in fellowship with ecclesias sending Intelligence to The Christadelphian, has
written:
“I think I can say, and I think the ecclesias with which we are in fellowship can say, just as wholeheartedly as you
can, that we endorse the Amended Birmingham Statement of Faith without reservation, addition, alteration, or
subtraction as interpreted by the standard works of the Truth.”
If we take the pamphlet The Blood of Christ as standard on this subject, what prevents the wholehearted expression of
agreement with it, that the divided ranks in U.S.A. can be closed up.
John Carter, A Fountain Opened (Zechariah 13:1), The Christadelphian, vol. 80, 1943, pp. 153-155
THE words used in connection with the fountain to be opened for “sin and uncleanness,” are so obviously based on the
language of the type of “the red heifer” (Num. 19) that it is necessary to look at that first. The nation of Israel were
instructed by the ceremonial law and by the messages of the prophets that sin separated from God, and that cleansing
was necessary for the removal of sin. But the method of its removal was to be determined by God, and Israel was to
accept in faith what God appointed, and render obedience. Words were multiplied to shew the many-sidedness of sin.
Thus on the day of atonement the high priest “atoned” for the holy place, the tabernacle and the altar. He then laid his
hands on the head of the live goat, and confessed over him “all the iniquities of the children of Israel, and all their
transgressions, even all their sins.” The sprinkling of the furniture of service, the material adjuncts of the worship such as
the tabernacle and the altar, was because of the uncleanness of the children of Israel. That these materials associated
with Israel’s worship should be regarded as being unclean contains instructive lessons.
The tabernacle and all its fittings were types of the Lord Jesus. He partook of human nature which is unclean because of
sin—an uncleanness that is part of the nature all Adam’s posterity have inherited because of his transgression and the
sentence passed upon him. Sin is punished by God with death: in Adam’s case a death that slowly came for upwards of
nine hundred years. The effects of the change in Adam are shared by all: “By one man sin entered into the world, and
death by sin; and so death has passed upon all men” (Rom. 5:12).
One type of the law was particularly emphatic in its lesson concerning this. The law given in Num. 19, pronounced all who
came into contact with death—a dead body, a bone, or a grave—as unclean: it provided also for purification from this
uncleanness by the sprinkling of the water of separation. This water of separation was provided in a particular manner.
A red heifer without spot or blemish, upon which never came yoke, was taken to Eleazar the high-priest designate; it was
then taken without the camp and slain in his presence. The blood was sprinkled before the tabernacle, then the body
was completely burned. The priest and the man who burned the carcase were both unclean until the even; both had to
bathe their flesh in water. The ashes were then stored without the camp in a clean place, “for a water of impurity.” When
required, some of the ashes were taken and put with “running water” in a vessel. A clean person dipped hyssop in the
vessel and sprinkled the water upon everything and everyone that had contracted defilement. An individual who failed
to comply with the regulation had to be “cut off from the congregation, because he hath defiled the sanctuary of the
Lord.”
This very rigorous law must have had some farreaching lesson to teach. Christ is before us, as the end of the law, in
several aspects—as the red heifer without spot, as the high priest designate, as the ashes for purification “without the
camp.” The details are worked out in The Law of Moses, chapter XXVIII., and in an exposition by bro. C. C. Walker,
reprinted in a book of his writings shortly to be published. We are here concerned with the lesson of defilement. The
type, in the words of bro. Roberts, “calls attention to the origin of death in relation to man, and to the nature of life in
relation to God.” “So far as man is concerned, death is the result of sin, and not the necessary quality of the nature with
which he was endowed in the first instance. This truth enables us to understand the peculiar detestation of death
expressed by the ordinances” of this type.
Of the significance of this ceremonial shadow, bro. Roberts says:—
“The ashes of a slain heifer applied to a man defiled by death, was a curing of death by death. This is precisely
what has happened in the antitype: Christ, ‘through death, destroyed that having the power of death, that is,
the devil’ (Heb. 2:14). How could he do this if he had not in himself the power of death to destroy by dying? He
has destroyed death. But in whom? In himself alone as yet. Believers will obtain the benefit by incorporation
with him at the resurrection; but, at the present time, the victory is his alone. The fact is plain to everyone. Some
who admire Christ are horror-struck at the idea of his having been a partaker of the Adamic condemned nature—
a nature defiled by death because of sin. Their horror is due wholly to too great a confinement of view. They fix
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their attention on the idea of ‘defilement’ without remembering that the defilement was undertaken expressly
with a view to removal.
“We must have God’s revealed object in view. The power of death was there that it might be destroyed. If it was
not there, it could not be destroyed. This is the mischief of what may be truly called the Papal view. By denying
that Jesus came in the very dying flesh of Adam, it changes the character of the death of Christ into a martyrdom
or a punishing of the innocent for the guilty: instead of being what it is revealed to have been—a declaration of
the righteousness of God that he might be just, while the justifier of those who have faith in it for the forgiveness
of their sins (Rom. 3:24–26).
“The mischief of this lies in its mental effects. Reconciliation with God with a view to worship and everlasting
communion, is based on a right discernment of His ways. A wrong idea of God’s objects would unfit a man to be
an acceptable worshipper, for God finds pleasure in our worship in proportion as we recognise our mutual
relations. This is in fact the difference between one class of mankind and another, as revealed in all that has
been written. A man who comes to Him with the idea that he has a right to be heard and to be saved, because
his sins have been compounded for substitutionally in the death of Christ, as one man may satisfy the debts of
another, is not in the frame of mind that is acceptable to Him. We must recognise that ‘grace reigns through
righteousness’ (Rom. 5:21), and that we are forgiven not because another has been punished for our sins, but
because we recognise this righteousness in the operation that put the Lord to death for the declaration of that
righteousness and in the condemnation of sin in the flesh (Rom. 3:25; 8:3).” (Law of Moses, page 243).
“Because the whole operation was intended to purify from the taint of death (as any one may see in reading the
whole of Num. 19), on the principle of taking away death by death—therefore uncleanness attached to
everything accessory to the process until the process was complete. The priest himself partook of the
uncleanness (see verse 7), as well as the man who should gather up the ashes (verse 10).
“Now these things were shadows, of which we see the perfect object projecting them when we see Christ as a
partaker of condemned human nature for its emancipation and purification on the principles and with the
objects already fully indicated. Away from this, all is confusion” (page 246).
We have already noticed that the necessity of atonement for the furniture was described as due to the uncleanness of
the children of Israel. The application of the sacrificial blood to the typical high-priest at his consecration must also be
borne in mind. The connection between the two is seen from the following extract from The Law of Moses, chapter
XVIII.:—
“The sacrificial blood was applied to everything as well—Aaron and his sons included (see Lev. 8:14–15; 23–24).
An atonement had to be made by the shedding and the sprinkling of blood for and upon them all (Lev. 16:33).
As Paul remarks, ‘almost all things by the law are purged with blood’ (Heb. 9:22). Now all these things were
declared to be ‘patterns of things in the heavens,’ which it is admitted on all hands converge upon and have
their substance in Christ. There must, therefore, be a sense in which Christ (the antitypical Aaron, the antitypical
altar, the antitypical mercy seat, the antitypical everything), must not only have been sanctified by the action of
the antitypical oil of the Holy Spirit, but purged by the antitypical blood of his own sacrifice.
“This conclusion is supposed to be weakened by the statement of Lev. 16:16, that the atonement for the holy
place, altar, etc., was to be made ‘because of the uncleanness of the children of Israel, and because of their
transgressions in all their sins.’ That is, it is argued from this, that the holy things would have had no uncleanness
in themselves apart from the uncleanness of the children of Israel. This must be granted, but it must also be
recognised that because the children of Israel were sinful and polluted, the holy things were reckoned as having
contracted defilement in having been fabricated by them and through remaining in their midst. This cannot be
denied on a full survey of the testimony. They were ceremonially unclean, because of the uncleanness of the
children of Israel, and had to be cleansed by the holy oil and the sacrificial blood before they were acceptable in
the Mosaic service.
“Now, this is part of the Mosaic figure. There must be an antitype to it. What is it? The holy things, we know, in
brief, are Christ. He must, therefore, have been the subject of a personal cleansing in the process by which he
opened the way of sanctification for his people. If the typical holy things contracted defilement from connection
with a sinful congregation, were not the antitypical (Christ) holy things in a similar state, through derivation on
his mother’s side from a sinful race? If not, how came they to need purging with his own ‘better sacrifice’? (Heb.
9:23).
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“Great difficulty is experienced by various classes of thinkers in receiving this view. Needlessly so, it should seem.
There is first the express declaration that the matter stands so: ‘It was, therefore, necessary that the patterns of
things in the heavens should be purified with these (Mosaic sacrifices), but the heavenly things themselves with
better sacrifices than these’ (Heb. 9:23). ‘It was of necessity that this man have somewhat also to offer’ (8:3).
‘By reason hereof, he ought as for the people, so also for himself, to offer for sins’ (verse 3). ‘By his own blood
he entered in once into the holy place, having obtained eternal redemption’ (for us, is an addition inconsistent
with the middle voice of the verb employed, which imports a thing done by one to one’s own self) (9:12).
“There was next the necessity that it should be so. The word ‘necessity,’ it will be perceived, occurs frequently
in the course of Paul’s argument. The necessity arises from the position in which men stood as regards the law
of sin and death, and the position in which the Lord stood as their redeemer from this position. The position of
men was that they were under condemnation to die because of sin, and that not their own sin, in the first
instance, but ancestral sin at the beginning. The forgiveness of personal offences is the prominent feature of the
apostolic proclamation, because personal offences are the greater barrier. Nevertheless, men are mortal
because of sin, quite independently of their own transgressions. Their redemption from this position is a work
of mercy and forgiveness, yet a work to be effected in harmony with the righteousness of God, that He might be
just while justifying those believing in the Redeemer. It is so declared (Rom. 3:26). It was not to be done by
setting aside the law of sin and death, but by righteously nullifying it in One, who should obtain this redemption
in his own right, and who should be authorized to offer to other men a partnership in his right, subject to
required conditions (of their conformity to which, he should be appointed sole judge).
“How to effect this blending and poising of apparently opposing principles and differing requirements: mercy
and justice; forgiveness and righteousness; goodness and severity, would have been impossible for human
wisdom. It has not been impossible with God. We see the perfect adjustment of all the apparently incompatible
elements of the problem in His work in Christ, ‘who, of God, is made unto us wisdom and righteousness, and
sanctification and redemption’ (1 Cor. 1:30).
“We have only to receive the simple facts testified in the case to reach the end of all difficulty. With immortal
soulism and eternal torments, the solution is impossible. With the doctrine of human mortality, it is otherwise.
We see Jesus born of a woman, and therefore a partaker of the identical nature condemned to death in Eden.
We see him a member of imperfect human society, subject to toil and weakness, dishonour and sorrow, poverty
and hatred, and all the other evils that have resulted from the advent of sin upon the earth. We see him down
in the evil which he was sent to cure: not outside of it, not untouched by it, but in it, to put it away. ‘He was
made perfect through suffering’ (Heb. 2:10), but he was not perfect till he was through it. He was saved from
death (verse 7) but not until he died. He obtained redemption (Heb. 9:12) but not until his own blood was shed.
“The statement that he did these things ‘for us’ has blinded many to the fact that he did them ‘for himself’ first—
without which, he could not have done them for us, for it was by doing them for himself that he did them for us.
He did them for us only as we may become part of him, in merging our individualities in him by taking part in his
death, and putting on his name and sharing his life afterwards. He is, as it were, a new centre of healthy life, in
which we must become incorporate before we can be saved.
“The antitype of the cleansing of the holy things with blood is manifest when we look at Christ as he now is, and
contrast him with what he was. He was a mortal man: he is now immortal. He was a sorrowful man: he is now
‘full of joy with thy (the Father’s) countenance.’ He was an Adamic body of death, corruptible and unclean: he is
now a spiritual body, incorruptible, pure and holy. What lies between the one state and the other? His own
death and resurrection. Therefore, by these, he has been purified, and no one else has been so purified as yet.
Any one else delivered will be delivered by him, as the result of what he did in himself.”
We turn now to Zech. 13:1: “In that day there shall be a fountain opened to the house of David and to the inhabitants of
Jerusalem for sin and for uncleanness.” The margin of the A.V. gives the last phrase: “separation for uncleanness,” and
at once connects the language of the prophet with the type of Num. 19. Another prophecy of the restoration also
introduces the same type. Ezekiel declares the Word of God that when Israel are gathered out of all countries and brought
into their own land: “Then will I sprinkle clean water upon you, and ye shall be clean: from all your filthiness, and from
all your idols, will I cleanse you” (36:25).
When Israel go through the bitter humiliation and mourning described in Zech. 12, they will be ready to see in the
deliverer the fulfilment of the shadows of the law. They will recognise their “sin and uncleanness”; and as a consequence
will be ready to avail themselves of the fountain opened, to abide open, for the cleansing of man.
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There will be in addition to this spiritual “fountain,” “living waters” in Jerusalem flowing from the temple gates, to which
reference is made in Zech. 14:8, which may be best considered later in connection with that verse.
John Carter – Winds of Doctrine, The Christadelphian, vol. 80, 1943, p. 195
The printing press is a means of blessing or otherwise according to the use to which it is put. If it is the means of extending
the knowledge of God’s purpose, it is equally the means of spreading the seeds of false doctrine. In Great Britain and
elsewhere zealous propagandists of ideas, either wrong in themselves or given a disproportionate and unbalanced
emphasis, become pamphleteers. Errors long since exposed, and included among ‘doctrines to be rejected’, are revived.
Occasionally a soul is disturbed, odd ones maybe are beguiled from truth. But persistent propagation of error calls for
restatement of truth. We once again returned to the subject of man’s nature, sin, and sin offering and the relationship of
Jesus Christ to ‘sin’, and an endeavour, not to deal with the matters comprehensively – space does not permit – but to
state the facts on some points controverted.
The apostle Paul says that ‘by man came death’ and, ‘in Adam all die’ (1 Corinthians 15:21, 22). The same matter is stated
in greater fullness in Romans 5:12: ‘By one man sin entered the world, and death by sin; and so death has passed upon
all men, for that all have sinned’. If death came ‘by man’, and ‘by sin’, it was not present in the world of man before he
sinned. This death was the result of the sentence ‘unto dust thou shalt return’; and in the words of Brother Roberts,
‘death came by decree extraneously to the nature bestowed upon Adam in Eden, and was not inherent in him before
sentence’. This expresses his view at the end of his life when he was controverting the meaning put upon some of his
words written in his younger days, and which now are being reproduced. Dr. Thomas’s, general teaching is clear, whatever
ambiguity may attach to a few of his phrases. ‘Man’s defilement was first a matter of conscience and then corporeal’.
‘The great principle to be encompassed (for the taking away of sins) was the condemnation of sin in sinful flesh, innocent
of actual transgression. This principle necessitated the manifestation of one ... (who) would be Son of God by origination;
and Son of Man by descent, or birth of sinful flesh’. ‘Sin was to be condemned in sinful flesh’. ‘Sinful flesh being the
hereditary nature of the Lord Jesus, he was a fit and proper sacrifice for sin; especially as he was himself innocent of the
great transgression, having being obedient in all things.’
Because the flesh is sinful it is called ‘sin’ by metonymy. This is denied by some in the interests of false doctrine. ‘Sin’,
wrote Dr. Thomas, ‘is a synonym for human nature. Hence the flesh is invariably regarded as unclean’. ‘This view of sin
in the flesh is enlightning in the things concerning Jesus. The apostle says, ‘God made him to be sin for us, who knew no
sin’; and this he explains in another place by saying that ‘He sent his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin,
condemned sin in the flesh in the offering of his body once. Sin could not have been condemned in the body of Jesus, if
it had not existed there’.
Is Dr. Thomas correct when he says that ‘sin’ is a synonym in the passage quoted for ‘sinful flesh’? It must be clearly
understood that he taught that ‘sin is used in two principal acceptation in the Scripture. It signifies in the first place
‘transgression of law’; and next it represents that physical principle of 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’. Can it be established that sin has this
secondary meaning of sinful flesh?
It must be noticed that both the A.V. and R.V. translate 2 Corinthians 5:21, that Jesus ‘was made to be sin’; but in Romans
8:3 the A.V. ‘and for sin’ is changed in the R.V. to ‘and as an offering for sin’. Why have the Revisers in the one place
changed ‘sin’ into ‘offering for sin’ and not in the other? The answer, which is fatal to all claims that ‘sin’ means ‘sin
offering’ in 2 Corinthians 5:21, is that Paul did not use the same words in both cases. In 2 Corinthians 5:21, he used
hamartia, but in Romans 8:3 he used peri hamartia. The two statements are therefore not ‘similar’. Were then the
Revisers justified in retaining ‘sin’ in 2 Corinthians 5:21? They were justified by the established usage of words. Concerning
kai peri hamartias (Romans 8:3) it has been truly said ‘Literally, and concerning sin. But the idea is defined by the constant
recurrence of the phrase in the Septuagint (more than 50 times in the book of Leviticus alone) for a sin offering.’ When
Paul wanted to speak of sin-offering the established phrase was to hand, and he used it. But when he used hamartia
without peri it was because he did not mean sin-offering. Had he meant sin-offering in 2 Corinthians 5:21 he would have
used the same phrase as in Romans 8:3. The fact that he did not is incontrovertible evidence that he meant something
else. That something else was not personal transgression, which is excluded by the word ‘who knew no sin’. ‘Sin’ therefore
in the phrase ‘He made him to be sin’, whatever other facts may be included, must, as Dr. Thomas said, mean that he
was sent ‘in the likeness of sinful flesh’; it cannot mean ‘sin offering’. The usage of peri hamartia in the Septuagint can be
checked by anyone who has access to Hatch & Readpath’s Concordance to the Septuagint. These facts were amply
demonstrated in The Christadelphian 1915, pages 106 and 343 by Brother W. J .Young. But truth needs constant
reassertion.
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Because Jesus partook of our nature, he shared redemption. He was ‘saved out of death’; he ‘obtained eternal
redemption’; ‘by his own blood he entered in once for all into the holy place’; he was ‘bought again from the dead by the
blood of the everlasting covenant’. ‘By man came the resurrection from the dead’ (Hebrews 5:7; 9:12; 13:20; 1 Corinthians
15:21). These testimonies plainly declare that Jesus benefited by his own death. It is essential to ascertain the facts that
are clearly stated in Scripture; and any theory which does not find a place for all the facts is either incomplete or wrong.
It is impossible to comment on all assertions that are made in the service of false teaching. Space alone under present
conditions precludes it. If any feel the need to examine this matter further the truth on the atonement is set out in the
pamphlet The Blood of Christ by Brother Roberts; and The Atonement by Brother C. C. Walker, the latter being particularly
useful for the extensive citation and classification of Scripture references.”
John Carter – The Oracles of God, 1944, pp. 17-18
We see then that there are involved in the book of Genesis (and it is also the case in the other historical books) statements
which can only be true if God is the author. If God has not revealed them, if God has not inspired the writers of these
books, they are no more trustworthy than other sacred books. If Adam and Eve are “mythical figures” the foundation of
the divine scheme of redemption which is unfolded in God’s work in Christ is destroyed. If the story of Joseph is “idealised
legend,” if the other characters in the book cannot be regarded as historical, what value have they as examples of faith,
of patience, of hope? And the promises of the eternal inheritance of the earth, involving resurrection and eternal life,
cannot be expressions of God’s purpose at all, if the men to whom the Bible says they were made were only legendary
heroes. If the Bible is what the critics try to make it, man is in a jungle of doubt and ignorance, in which there seems no
hope of any ray of light ever penetrating to show him the way out, and to indicate how he has come to be where he is.
“If the foundations be destroyed, what shall the righteous do?”
But,

“For ever, O Lord,
Thy word is settled in heaven.
They faithfulness is unto all generations,
Thou hast established the earth, and it abideth”
(Psa. 119:89, 90).

John Carter – The Oracles of God, 1944, pp. 50-51
But the whole plan of God, centred in the work of His Son, is “witnessed by the law and the prophets” (3:21). Once this
is conceded, it is difficult to see how there can be any doubt about the Old Testament being the word of God. Only if it
was such, could it foretell the coming of Christ, his sacrificial work, and the offer of righteousness and life through him by
faith. The position of those who make any acknowledgement at all of Christ’s work as the Saviour, and at the same time
deny the truthfulness of what is recorded in Genesis concerning the fall of man, is far from reasonable. If the fall was a
“fall upwards,” as the believer in evolution would have us believe, one fails to see how that necessitated the death and
resurrection of a Saviour. To deny Genesis also requires that Christ’s work be denied. For Adam and Christ, Paul tells us,
are two federal heads, through whom God is dealing with the human race (Rom. 5:12, 21). “As by one man sin entered
the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men for that all have sinned”: as this happened—and the
construction of the sentence is broken, and a series of comparisons and contrasts are made between Adam, his sin and
its effects, and Christ’s righteousness and its effects. The thought is completed in verse 21: “As sin hath reigned unto
death, so might grace reign through righteousness unto eternal life, by Jesus Christ.” In 1 Cor. 15. Paul affirms that Christ
died “for our sins according to the scriptures; and that he was buried, and that he rose again the third day according to
the scriptures. ... 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” (verses 3, 21). If we reject Genesis, we must find some other explanation of
Christ’s work than that which Paul gives in his letters. And we look in vain for any modernist explanation of why he must
die and rise again that meets the case. With God’s work thus comprehensively viewed, with such a plan for mortal man’s
salvation, exhibiting such a “triumph of divine wisdom,” what room is there for doubt about the scriptures. Christ’s
coming is therein revealed; the conditions requiring his coming are made known. He came as predicted. His coming and
the prophecy of his coming are alike of God.
John Carter – Prophets After the Exile, 1945, pp. 66-67, 80 (1962 Edition)
In the forefront . . . must be put the connection between sin and death. “The wages of sin is death”, and the sin in the
beginning brought death into the world of man. The reign of death is traced by Paul to the sin of man. If we say death
had its hold on the nature of man before Adam sinned we contradict both the record in Genesis and the apostolic
comments upon that record. We also—and this is where the importance of the matter is seen—undermine the very
principles upon which God has operated in the death of His son. “God has set forth Jesus”, says Paul, “to declare his
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righteousness . . . that he might be just, and the justifier of them that believe.” This righteousness was declared in the
voluntary death of Jesus, for “thus it behoved him to fulfil all righteousness.” It is a first element in the accomplishment
of this that Jesus though a sinless man, should die without righteousness being violated. He must therefore be related to
a dispensation of death from which he came to deliver men. We are all mortal independently of personal sin; and that
mortality is an inherited one, and its ultimate cause is the sin at the beginning of human history. All Adam’s posterity are
involved in the consequences of his transgression, Jesus being no exception. If our mortality is in no way a consequence
of sin, and simply something that belongs to the human organization as created (as some have taught), then the nature
of Jesus was likewise unrelated to a mortality which was a consequence of sin. In that case unrighteousness and not
righteousness would be shown by his death . . .
We often create our difficulties by looking too narrowly at one side or the other of what is revealed in connection with
Jesus. We can so focus our attention on him as the manifestation of the Almighty that we cannot see how “filthy
garments” [Zech. 3:3] can have any place in a representation of him. We can dwell on the human side of Jesus so much
that we fail to appreciate that he was a stone engraved by God [v. 9], and at the end make him nothing more than a man.
The wise way is to take all that is written and find the appropriate place for every aspect.
John Carter, The Christadelphian, vol. 83, 1946, pp. 9-10
We should get at the facts. Death has come by sin. Sin is rebellion against God, the setting up of man’s will against the
will of God, thereby challenging God’s supremacy. God therefore punished Adam with death. “By one man sin entered
the world, and death by sin”, says Paul; and again, “By man came death”. These are basic statements of fact—they give
the reason why man dies: for Paul continues, “and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned”. He proves this
by pointing out that death reigned from Adam to Moses, yet men during that period were not living under a penal code.
Their death was not the result of any imposition due to broken law, just as in the Christian dispensation there is no divine
penal code which inflicts death for disobedience. But the law of Moses had a penal code—for certain transgressions a
man had to be stoned: but the absence of such a penal code during the period from Adam to Moses, shows that individual
death was not due to individual sin, but to inherited mortality. Paul could hardly cite the Christian dispensation, which
would have served his argument equally well, in view of the time he was writing.
The antithesis in 1 Cor. 15 shows that the death that has come “by man” is the death which terminates the present life.
Paul does not talk of forfeited life: man dies. To treat of “life” as something that could be paid as in commercial
transactions, is to obscure the facts. Life is not a separable thing from the man as if it were a part of him that could be
dealt with apart from the man as a whole. The Bible deals with the man as a physical being, whose life is terminated by
death. And as death has come by man, so “by man came the resurrection of the dead”. The death from which Christ rose
is the death that has come by man. From this death the gospel offers us deliverance. But instead of these simple facts we
are invited to believe, on one page of the pamphlet, that there is “only one penalty for sin, namely death . . . the effect
upon a sinner is extinction, final, complete and utter destruction”, on another that “if Adam had borne the penalty himself
he would have remained dead”; and yet that “death that is the penalty (is) the actual suffering of death and not the fact
of remaining dead”. So do the necessities of a false theory lead to contradictions.
Christ rose “the firstfruits”; he is alive for evermore. God has highly exalted him because he was obedient even to the
death on the cross: he has the keys of the grave. By his voluntary death he declared God’s righteousness in involving all
in death because of sin; God’s supremacy is upheld in Christ by the willing offering of a sinless man who shared the
consequences which have come by sin. God’s holiness and righteousness thus upheld, God invites us to identify ourselves
with Christ in the symbolic rite of baptism which itself speaks of death. We acknowledge the moral principles of divine
action, and for Christ’s sake God forgives.
John Carter, Sin and Death Enter & Man is Mortal, God’s Way, 1947, pp. 54-56
Genesis, chapter 3, records the history of the entrance of sin—“the transgression of law”—into the world. The serpent,
endowed with speech, impugned the word of God, suggesting that the forbidden fruit was most desirable, and that the
declared penalty would not he imposed “Ye shall not surely die, but shall be as gods knowing good and evil’’, it said. The
insinuation of the serpent was not repulsed by Eve, and, parleying with the suggested disobedience, the woman fell; and
the man partook with her of the forbidden fruit, disobeyed, and also fell.
The immediate effect of their sin was a consciousness of their nakedness and a desire to avoid meeting their Maker, with
whom they formerly had had fellowship. Fear and shame they felt for the first time. The Biblical account then states the
sentences God passed upon those involved in the transgression:
Upon the serpent: “And the Lord God said unto the serpent, Because thou hast done this, 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
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thy life: and I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise
thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel” (Gen. 3:14,15).
Upon the woman: “I will greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy conception; in sorrow thou shalt bring forth children;
and thy desire shall be to thy husband, and he shall rule over thee” (verse 16).
Upon the man: “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 “ (verses 17-19).
The entrance of sin was thus followed by sorrow and pain, by toil and struggle with a ground cursed, and finally by death:
“Till thou return to the ground; for out of it wast thou taken; for dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return”. Here is
the divine definition of death—“thou shalt surely die” is interpreted as a returning to the dust. This is the first reference
to death in the Scriptures man’s subjection to death is therefore a consequence of sin.
The account of man’s origin from the dust is confirmed by many later references in the Bible. “The Lord God sent him
(Adam) forth from the garden of Eden, to till the ground from whence he was taken (Gen. 3:23). “Thou hast made me as
the clay: and wilt thou bring me into dust again?” (Job 10:9). Abraham said, “I have taken upon me to speak unto the
Lord, which am but dust and ashes” (Gen. 18:27). “He knoweth our frame he remembereth that we are dust” (Psa. 103:14).
The teaching of the Bible is that man was made by God, but because of disobedience he was sentenced to return to dust
again. When man dies and returns to his earth, he has ceased to exist. Such a conclusion is irresistible, and is confirmed
by many statements in the Scriptures. The Psalmist says, “Put not your trust in princes, nor in the son of man, in whom
there is no help. His breath goeth forth, he returneth to his earth; in that very day his thoughts perish” (146:3,4). Solomon
urges the necessity for diligence in life because all activity ceases when death comes. “Whatsoever thy hand findeth to
do, do it with thy might; for there is no work, nor device, nor knowledge, nor wisdom, in the grave, whither thou goest”
(Eccl. 9:10). It will be observed that in both these passages it is stated that when death comes all thought, all knowledge,
and all activity come to an end. This also is declared in emphatic terms in the following statements: “In death there is no
remembrance of thee: in the grave, who shall give thee thanks?” (Psa. 6:5). “For the living know that they shall die: but
the dead know not anything, neither have they any more a reward: for the memory of them is forgotten” (Eccl. 9:5). This
cessation of conscious existence was before David when he wrote: “Hear my prayer, O Lord, and give car unto my cry;
hold not thy peace at my tears: for I am a stranger with thee, and a sojourner, as all my fathers were. O spare me, that I
may recover strength, before I go hence, and be no more” (Psa. 39:12, 13).
John Carter, God’s Unfolding Purpose, God’s Way, 1947, pp. 80-83
A PROMISED DELIVERER
When Adam had transgressed God’s law he was sentenced to die—to return to the dust of the ground (Gen. 3:19) He
was at the same time prevented from partaking of the “tree of life” while in his sin-stricken condition. 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 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” (Gen. 3:22,23).
The words quoted, “lest he should eat and live for ever”, are meaningless if the man was already endowed with endless
life. They clearly show that man does not live for ever; death terminates his existence, as we have seen in the preceding
chapter. If the Creator had left the race to this fate the existence of man would have been limited to the period between
birth and death without any prospect of a future life. God, however, did not leave the situation as it existed through
man’s sin; to have done so would have frustrated His purpose in placing man upon the earth.
There are many hints In the opening chapters of the Bible, brief but significant, the meaning of which is opened up by the
New Testament writers and by Jesus Christ himself. Jesus offers those who overcome a right to eat of the tree of life
which is in the midst of the paradise of God” (Rev. 2:7). This language is clearly a reflection of that of Genesis 2 and 3. It
also indicates that the possibility of access to the tree of life of which man was deprived at the beginning is made available
in and through Christ. This is one of the many references which show that the early chapters of Genesis are the seed plot
of all that is unfolded in the later books. God intended that although man was deprived of approach to the tree of life, it
should in some way be made available. There is a hint of the possibility of dying man attaining to life in the provision of
angelic guardians (cherubim) of “the way of the tree of life”. They were there “to keep it”: not to guard it from man’s
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unpermitted approach, but to keep it in the sense of instructing man how the way which he had lost by sin should be
opened up.
THE FIRST PROMISE
This instruction would doubtless take the form of explanation of God’s first promise, and of what man must do to be
restored to God’s favour. The first promise was contained in the sentences passed upon all involved in transgression; the
way man must come unto God can be traced in the scattered hints of the worship which God accepted.
To the serpent—the instigator of transgression, whose words traduced the commands of God—God said “I will put enmity
between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his
heel” (Gen. 3:15). Whilst the literal meaning is illustrated in the antagonism between the serpent tribe and man, this is
not the essential meaning.
In these early chapters of Genesis, which are very condensed and somewhat enigmatic in some of the statements, the
revelation combines both literal and figurative aspects—the essential meaning being found in the figurative use of the
language. The words of Genesis thus become the basis of the language used in the New Testament to describe the
unfolded purpose of God. Thus from “the tree of life” in Eden we pass in the last book of the Bible to the one who made
eternal life available and who is symbolized by the tree of life in the Paradise of God to which men can have access (Rev.
2:7). So in the sentence on the serpent are to be found the germs of the subsequent revelations which find their full
realization in Jesus Christ, the Son of God.
I will put enmity”—God imposed an antagonism between the way of disobedience and the way of obedience—the
serpent and its seed standing for the one and the woman and her seed for the other. This conflict has pursued an
uninterrupted course throughout men’s history. Men of faith and righteousness have opposed and been opposed by men
of unbelief and of sin but the climax of the strife is to be seen in the conflict in and about Jesus of Nazareth in the days of
his flesh, and in its sequel in the ultimate accomplishment of the purpose of God. As this will be developed in the following
chapters in detail, let it suffice here to say that the promise of “the seed of the woman” suggests that the seed is none
other than the Son of God, who would be divinely begotten. The seed was not to be the seed of man humanly begotten;
but as seed of the woman he inherited all the frailty and tendency to sin which is the lot of all Adam’s descendants. In
this conflict he yielded a temporary triumph to the sin-power, being wounded in the heel in his death but recovering from
this, he gave the death blow to sin by his resurrection and attainment to immortality. This complete personal triumphthus far seen only in himself - will through him result in the complete removal of every curse and every ill that has followed
sin. In language evidently based upon this early promise, by the establishment of the Kingdom of God at the return of
Jesus, the restraint upon sin—in whatever form manifested, whether individually or corporately—is described as “binding
the old serpent” (Rev. 20:2). It is further written “The last enemy that shall be destroyed is death” (1 Cor. 15:26).
This first promise, epitomizing the purpose of God for man’s redemption in the provision of a victor over sin and death,
was exactly adapted to the situation then existing. The first man and his wife, and many generations of their descendants,
found in this brief statement, so easily remembered and so pregnant with meaning as to yield much to the earnest
contemplation of men of faith, the basis of their knowledge of the divine purpose. In the words of Paul, “The creature
was made subject to vanity (frustration—an unrealized end) not willingly, but by reason of him who hath subjected the
same in hope, because the creature itself also shall be delivered from the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty
of the children of God” (Rom. 8:20,21). We have seen how the frustration came about; we also see the hope God gave
to man, included in which, as Paul says, is deliverance from the bondage of corruption.
The rites of worship which God enjoined would bring home to the discerning worshipper something of the significance
of the promise. The record states that Abel (whose offering was acceptable to God, as the New Testament declares in
Heb. 11:4) brought “the firstlings of the flock and the fat thereof” at a time appointed. However foreign to some presentday thought the idea of offering animal sacrifices may be, we must remember that such offerings of sacrifice were an
essential method of approach to God in Old Testament times. By taking an animal’s life and offering appointed portions
of its flesh on the altar to be consumed. the worshipper could not fail to receive an effective lesson that he was a sinner
and a dying man that death was the appointed “wages of sin”; and that a recognition of this basic fact in the slaying of
an animal with which he had identified himself by laying his hands upon its head, was the condition upon which he could
acceptably come to God. The principle receives its final and complete ratification in the sacrificial death of Jesus Christ,
as the Lamb of God.
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John Carter, Our Representative, God’s Way, 1947, pp. 134–135
Jesus is the Redeemer; but how does he become your Redeemer, or mine? He becomes so when we—each for himself—
recognize in his death that upholding of God’s supremacy by which God is exalted, and are united with him in the way
God has appointed. We thus identify ourselves with him. We see “sin” in the flesh condemned (Rom. 8:3)—we join with
Christ in its repudiation. As Paul declares, “Our old man is crucified with him” (Rom. 6:6). With God honoured in His Son’s
death, for his sake God forgives us our sins.
Jesus is described as “the last Adam” (1 Cor. 15:45). Between the first Adam and Jesus there is a parallel and also a
contrast, which Paul unfolds in Romans 5. Christ’s redemptive work is there explained by reference to the universal need
which has its origin in the events narrated in Genesis 2 and 3, previously examined. The sin of the first Adam brought
death; the obedience of the last Adam brought forgiveness of sins, and justification, and life; by the first man’s
disobedience many are “made sinners”—by the obedience of Christ, many are “made righteous” (verses 12-21). The
same contrast between Adam and Christ is succinctly expressed by Paul in 1 Cor. 15:21: “Since by man came death, by
man came also the resurrection of the dead”.
But the effects of the sin of Adam come upon all by birth—by natural generation; the righteousness of Jesus Christ comes
by re-birth—by re-generation. This re-birth requires a response on the part of man which all will not give. Recognizing
that all do not respond to God’s approach in Christ, in his statement of the results of the work of the two Adams, Paul,
therefore, breaks away from what would be a literal parallel and states what is fact: “If by one man’s offence death
reigned by one; much more they which receive abundance of grace and of the gift of righteousness shall reign in life by
one, Jesus Christ” (Rom. 5:17). God’s mercy is freely available for men: man on his part must accept it. Receiving God’s
grace, and with it the gift of righteousness, a man admits his insufficiency of personal righteousness, and finds the grace
and truth in Jesus Christ by which he will “reign in life”. He also recognizes that “as sin hath reigned unto death, even so
might grace reign through righteousness unto eternal life by Jesus Christ our Lord” (Rom. 5:21)
John Carter, The Destroyer of the Devil, God’s Way, 1947, pp. 138–142
The explanation in the Bible of the work of Jesus is closely connected with the Bible doctrine of the devil, and some
reference to this subject is necessary. In the Letter to the Hebrews, the writer shows the necessity for the redeemer of
men himself to be perfected through suffering, for him to have the same nature as those who share in his redemption.
With pronounced emphasis Paul expresses the identity of Jesus with the redeemed, saying: “Forasmuch then as the
children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same; that through death he might
destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil” (Heb. 2:14). Mark the words “also”, “likewise” and “himself”,
and it is evident that the writer is stressing the fact that Jesus possessed the flesh and blood common to all men. The
reason given is: “that he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil”. As Jesus had to share our
nature in order to destroy the devil through his death, it is evident that there is some connection between human nature
and the Bible devil. What is this connection? The answer appears when we ask another question: what has the power of
death? The Bible answer, as we have before found in many testimonies, is that sin has the power of death, in that sin by
divine decree is punished by death. A few of the statements in support of this may be briefly repeated. “The wages of sin
is death” (Rom. 6:23). “Sin hath reigned unto death” (Rom. 5:21). “The sting of death is sin” (1Cor. 15:56). “By one man
sin entered the world, and death by sin” (Rom. 5:12). This connection of sin and death is also asserted by Jesus when he
said that certain of his listeners should “die in their sins” (John 8:24).
The view was once earnestly held by many religious people that man’s great instigator to sin was a superhuman being
who had rebelled against God, and who continued his opposition to God by beguiling men also to disobey God’s law. The
Bible gives a different explanation of the source of sin. Temptation arises from inward desire, evoked from without it may
be, but requiring no superhuman power to incite it. James says “Every man is tempted, when he is drawn away of his
own lust (desire), and enticed. Then when lust hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin: and sin, when it is finished, bringeth
forth death” (1:14,15). Throughout its pages the Bible, more clearly and with greater definiteness than any other book,
declares man’s natural waywardness and proneness to sin. Jesus himself said: “Out of the heart proceed evil thoughts,
murders, adulteries, fornications, thefts, false witness, blasphemies” (Matt. 15:19). Paul gives a similar list of evil things
as “the works of the flesh” (Gal. 5:19-21), affirming as a general principle that “the carnal mind is enmity against God; it
is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be” (Rom. 8:8). John declares “All that is in the world, the lust of the
flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life, is not of the Father, but is of the world” (1 John 2:16).
That sin should be punished by death we have already seen to be reasonable and just. A comparison of the passages cited
shows that by “the devil” Paul means the sin-tendency which dwells in every member of the human race and which,
when God’s commandment becomes known, is revealed in its opposition to righteousness. In the language of
personification Paul speaks of this evil propensity of the flesh as “Sin”, as when in Rom. 7:9-25 he refers to “Sin that
dwelleth in me”, which frustrated his efforts to achieve holiness. “With the mind I serve the law of God, but with the flesh
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the law of sin”. In the 8th chapter of Romans the same personification of Sin is used concerning the work of Jesus in a
statement which provides a strict parallel in meaning to the language in Heb. 2:14. “What the law could not do, in that it
was weak through the flesh, God, sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin (R.V., as an offering for
sin), condemned sin in the flesh “ (Rom. 8:3). “Sin” which was condemned in the flesh of Jesus was “the devil” which it
was his mission to overcome and destroy. It becomes further evident from such statements as Heb. 9:26, and Rom. 6:10:
“In that he died, he died unto sin once: but in that he liveth, he liveth unto God”. He came under the dominion of death,
but was raised from the dead, and now “Death hath no more dominion over him”.
As the result of Christ’s victory over sin, he has been raised from death: and he will yet remove all the effects of sin—
disease and evil in every form—from the earth. This is comprehensively expressed by the apostle John “For this purpose
the Son of God was manifested, that he might destroy the works of the devil” (1 John 3:8).
The recognition that the devil of the Bible is sin in some form or other makes clear its usage in all passages. The Greek
word which is translated “devil” means “slanderer” or “false accuser”, and is in fact so translated in 1 Tim. 3:11, 2 Tim.
3:3 and Titus 2:3; in all three passages the reference is to human beings. This word occurs about thirty-seven times in the
New Testament. In the three passages referred to Paul applies it to the “wives of the deacons”, “aged women”, and to
men of “the last days”. The translators rightly represented the word in English by “false accuser” and “slanderer” in these
passages, and a similar translation in other places where it occurs should be given. On one occasion Jesus said, “Have not
I chosen you twelve, and one of you is a devil?” (John 6:70). Judas was “the devil” in that he was a false accuser of his
Lord; for John explains “for he (Judas) it was who should betray him”. At the last supper the evil intentions of Judas
reached a definite decision to go at once to the rulers and offer to put Jesus in their power. This determination of Judas,
reached by him after long reflection, is described as “the devil now having put into the heart of Judas ... to betray”. But
it was not the influence of an outside superhuman being, but the inclination of his own desires, which led Judas to do his
evil work.
When Jesus sent a message to a church in Asia Minor at the close of the first century when persecution was imminent,
saying, “The devil shall cast some of you into prison” (Rev. 2:10), he was referring to the Roman authorities. Those
authorities were responsible for the imprisonment of the Christians, and they are called the devil because they were
actuated by evil intentions against them. When Peter said that “the devil as a roaring lion goeth about seeking whom he
may devour” (1 Peter 5:8), he also was referring to the same pagan authorities, who had begun to persecute those who
professed the name of Christ. To the persecuted Peter said, “If a man suffer as a Christian, let him not be ashamed; but
let him glorify God on this behalf” (1 Peter 4:16). He counselled them “to resist (the devil) steadfast in the faith”, a counsel
perfectly intelligible and altogether good when the circumstances are understood.
The temptation of Jesus by the devil in the wilderness was not a seduction by a fallen angel. It arose out of the events
immediately preceding. At his baptism God had declared him to be His Son in whom He was well pleased, and the power
of God (the Holy Spirit) had been without measure bestowed upon him. Thus equipped Jesus faced the difficulties of his
ministry. Led into the wilderness, he resisted a subtle appeal to use the power given to him for personal gratification in
ways contrary to God’s objects in placing such power at his disposal.
Having perceived that the human governments of the first century, animated by the evil inclinations of human nature,
are in Scripture called the “devil”, we can understand how appropriately the same style of language is used to describe
the suppression of the world’s rulers by Jesus at his return. His conquest of the nations is represented as the binding of
the “dragon, that old serpent, which is the devil, and Satan” (Rev. 20:2) for a thousand years. This fourfold expression
had been used earlier in the book of Revelation (chap. 12) to represent the pagan world subdued by the progressive
conquests of Christian teaching. But the conquerors were conquered in that Christianity borrowed pagan teaching,
incorporating it point by point, until primitive Christianity was overlaid by a veneer of paganism, and the modem world
thus becomes the successor of the ancient pagan world. The world-rulers at Christ’s coming will be the same human
nature enthroned; but man’s rule will be superseded by divine rule exercised by Jesus
John Carter, A Letter on Sin, Condemnation, etc, The Christadelphian, vol. 90, 1953, p. 245-249
Dear bro. —
I have now received a copy of The Advocate for May in which is reproduced your letter to myself of Jan. 19. Since this
letter has been given publicity I ask the opportunity for a similar publicity to this reply. You expressly deny that the views
I mentioned in the notes of my journey in U.S.A., which were put to me by an Advocate brother, represent the views of
the Advocate brethren in general. I am glad that such is the case, but while you make this disclaimer, in the same issue
of The Advocate in which your communication to me is printed, there is also reproduced a section of a chapter of The
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World’s Redemption, in which ideas are expressed which are bound up with the very ideas you repudiate. What are we
to understand is your position?
You suggest I lend my aid to reunion with the Advocate brethren as I have with the Berean and Central brethren. There
is a difference in the position with you and with the Bereans. Both Central and Berean ecclesias recognize the same
Statement of Faith: you appear to oppose some items of our Statement, and these matters therefore require clarification.
It is over fifty years ago that the division occurred in U.S.A. which led to the formation of the Advocate fellowship. The
division is by many supposed to concern Resurrectional Responsibility, but this is only partly correct: the issue was deeper
than that. The denial of resurrectional responsibility was based upon a theory of Adamic Condemnation and of the
sacrifice of Christ in relation to it. This is seen by the very title, The Blood of the Covenant, which J. J. Andrew gave to his
pamphlet setting forth similar views. This theory of Adamic condemnation leads logically to the conclusion on
resurrectional responsibility which you advocate and to the doctrine put to me by the Advocate brother which you
zealously repudiate. Do you with equal zeal repudiate the foundation error?
Thomas Williams, in one of his pamphlets, says that error can assume logical forms. This is true in his own case. By using
words to which usage has given two meanings and transferring conclusions from one to the other, we can get strange
results. “Sin” is used in the Scriptures in a primary literal sense, and also by a figure of speech in a secondary (but not
unimportant) sense. Guilt attaches to “sin” in the first sense but not in the second; but to transfer a conclusion that is
true to the first definition to a statement in which the word is used in the figurative sense, while having a show of logic,
is disastrous to truth.
Let us look at the statement on page 106 of the May Advocate. The writer (T.W.) attaches meanings to words which
sound all right until they are examined. He says Christ brought into force “the law of resurrection in himself” and the
word “law” has the emphasis of italics. Will you tell me what “law” means here? When you have explained it you will find
that a meaning is attached to it which when applied to Paul’s words “the law of the spirit of life” with which the author
associates the phrase, evidently as synonymous, cannot be sustained.
The writer contrasts “the law of sin and death” and “the law of the spirit of life”. The former is connected with Adam and
the latter with Christ, and a man must transfer from being under one law to the other by “a change of relationship”. The
law is thought of apparently as some rule or enactment which governs and defines men’s relationship. A man who is
outside “the law of the spirit of life”, by which law apparently men are raised from death, can only be raised by the
exercise of “a divine prerogative”. The phrases “in Adam” and “in Christ” are quoted as terms of federal relationship: “the
‘all’ in each case is qualified by ‘in’, for ‘in Adam’ men are not ‘in Christ’.”
Leaving aside the fact that the distinction drawn between “law” and “prerogative” cannot be sustained by Scripture, let
us be sure what Thos. Williams meant by “the law of sin and death”. In his pamphlet Adamic Condemnation, he quotes a
pamphlet by A. T. Jannaway. The latter said:
“There is a way that seemeth right unto a man, but the end thereof are the ways of death. Of this we have much
Bible proof. Adam discovered it at the expense of his life; and the law of sin and death instituted at the time of
the transgression has brought the lesson down to us.”
You will observe that the writer says that the law of sin and death was instituted at the time of transgression; that is,
after the Edenic commandment had been given. This we hope to show is correct; and the author’s meaning seems
obvious. But when Thos. Williams is summarizing what A. T. Jannaway had written, he said, “That the law of sin and death
against which there was rebellion at the outset of man’s career . . .” Do you not see how Thos. Williams has changed the
very meaning of A. T. Jannaway’s words? The reason for this, evident to every careful reader of Thos. Williams’ writings,
is that “the law of sin and death” had assumed a particular (and an erroneous) meaning in his mind, and he immediately
transfers his meaning into the language of A. T. Jannaway with violence to the context in so doing. We are not mistaken
in this conclusion, for on the next page Thos. Williams speaks of “reconciliation from ‘the law of sin and death’”, and from
the “separation” and “alienation” which Adam brought upon mankind. The law of sin and death is a “law”, an edict, under
which there is separation and death. Thos. Williams thought of the Edenic commandment as the “law of sin and death”.
With this idea he and J. J. Andrew agreed. On the opening page of The Blood of the Covenant, J. J. Andrew says: “The
Edenic law is subsequently termed the law of sin and death, and the Abrahamic is called ‘the law of the spirit of life’.”
This application of Paul’s words not only attaches a meaning to “law” he did not intend, but it also perverts completely
his meaning. In ch. 7 of Romans, Paul describes the frustration in fulfilling the law that he experienced because of “sin
that dwells in him”. Sin is personified as a master—Paul was “sold under sin”. He found this “sin” to be a “law in his
members”, “a law—evil present with me”, and he defines it also as “the law of sin in his members”. Clearly by the law of
By One Man – Supplementary Material

John Carter

P a g e | 243

sin he means the impulses toward sin that mark human nature. This is the context of the phrase “law of sin and death”
and the added words show that these impulses belong to mortal bodies which at last die. The antithetical phrase “law of
the spirit of life” likewise has its source in the same context. By his knowledge of God another rule of life was operating
in Paul, which he variously calls “the law of God after the inward man” in which he delighted; and “the law of my mind”.
There was an “I” that assented to God’s law and sought to obey it; and an “I” that prevailed in waywardness, a “me” (that
is, my flesh) in which dwelt “no good thing”. This law of the mind, “the inward man”, is “the law of the spirit”, to which
Paul adds “of life” because if the way of life is followed it leads to life. A careful consideration of the context of Rom. 8:2
(context both before and after) leaves no doubt what is Paul’s meaning. It also shows that Thos. Williams gave to “law”
a meaning quite different from Paul’s intention. Contrast now the lucid exposition of Dr. Thomas in Elpis Israel:
“Where the truth has possession of the sentiments, setting them to work and so forming the thoughts, it
becomes the law of God to keep them; which the apostle styles “the law of his mind”; and because it is written
there through the hearing of ‘the law and the testimony’, which came to the prophets and apostles through the
spirit, he terms it, ‘the law of the spirit’ inscribed ‘on fleshy tables of the heart’; and ‘the law of the spirit of life’
because, while obeyed, it confers a right to eternal life.”
Quotations could be given from the pen of bro. Roberts showing he understood Rom. 8:2 in the same way as Dr. Thomas.
Turn now to Thos. Williams’ application of Paul’s words in 1 Cor. 15:22. “The ‘all’ in each case”, he says, “is qualified by
the ‘in’; for ‘in Adam’ men are not ‘in Christ’, these being terms of federal relationship.” Now while the phrase “in Christ”
expresses a believer’s union and identification with Christ in many cases, the context must fix the meaning in each case.
The phrase “in Adam” occurs here only. We must not be misled concerning Paul’s meaning because of a rather loose use
of the phrase occasionally in our literature. Read what Paul says. He has been cataloguing the list of consequences if Jesus
had not been raised, and before he finished his list, as though he could not bear to complete it in view of the stupendous
fact that Jesus was risen, he says, “Now is Christ risen and become the firstfruits of them that slept”. Man is subject to
death by a man’s act, and resurrection has come by a man. What man has brought death? and what man has achieved
resurrection? and who will share his resurrection life? Adam brought death into the world; by Jesus has come resurrection;
and only those who will share his resurrection life are in Paul’s thought; therefore the “all” must be qualified in both cases
either by “they” or “we”—“they” if we think of those asleep in Christ who will be raised to eternal life, or “we” if we think
of all, living or dead, who will share in immortality. In either case Paul says as death has come to them by Adam, so
resurrection and life comes to them through Christ. That Paul’s thought is limited here to those who attain to everlasting
life is evident from his next words: “But every man in his own order; Christ the firstfruits, afterwards they that are Christ’s
at his coming”. The sweep of Paul’s thought is not “a line drawn” that defines “federal relationship” and a “legacy of
death and dust”, but he is thinking of fundamental facts in connection with those who are described as “those that are
Christ’s”; and the “all”, despite Thos Williams’ assertion, is the same in both phrases. Let me now quote Dr. Thomas, again
from Elpis Israel:
“The apostle then brings to light two sentences which are co-extensive” (that is, they cover the same people)
“but not co-etaneous” (that is, they do not operate at the same time) “in their bearing upon mankind. The one
is a sentence of condemnation, which consigns ‘the many’, both believing Jews and Gentiles, to the dust of the
ground; the other is a sentence which affects the same ‘many’, and brings them out of the ground again to return
thither no more. Hence, of the saints it is said, ‘The body is dead because of sin; but the spirit (gives) life because
of righteousness’; for ‘since by a man came death, by a man also came a resurrection of dead persons. For as in
Adam they all die, so also in Christ shall they all be made alive. But every one in his own order: Christ the first
fruits; afterward they that are Christ’s at his coming’. It is obvious that the apostle is not writing of all the
individuals of the human race; but only of that portion of them that become the subject of ‘a justification of life’.”
Bro. Roberts’ teaching agreed with Dr. Thomas. In THE CHRISTADELPHIAN, 1894 (page 263), written at the time of the trouble
over J. J. Andrew’s new teaching, he said:
“The statement of Paul in 1 Cor. 15:20–22, throws no light on the question of who will rise to condemnation at
the resurrection. It relates wholly to triumph over death by resurrection to immortality, which only those in
Christ will attain. You will see this if you carefully consider the terms of the statement: ‘Now is Christ risen from
the dead and become the first fruits of them that slept’, that is, risen from the dominion of death, risen to die
no more; which, without controversy, was the fact in Christ’s case. Christ was ‘the first fruits of them that slept’
in this sense; he was not the first fruits in the sense of having been the first to merely come out of the grave; for
many others preceded him. ‘For since by man came death by man came also resurrection of the dead’; that is,
death came by Adam; life by Christ; not resumed mortal life but everlasting life. Resumed mortal life would
merely be the state that came by Adam restored. Resumed mortal life was an exemplified phenomenon before
Christ. Paul is dealing with the subject in its broad contrasts, not with reference to details. ‘For as in Adam all
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die, so in Christ shall all be made alive’, that is, ‘we all’; not all men absolutely, but the ‘all’ of whom both states
‘in Adam’ and ‘in Christ’ can be predicated, namely, those who are in Christ. The state ‘in Christ’ cannot be
predicated of mankind in general. This limitation of the ‘all’ is imposed by the very next verse: ‘But every man in
his own order; Christ the firstfruits, afterwards those who are Christ’s at his coming.’ . . . By ‘made alive’ he
means brought entirely from death, quickened, immortalized, which though comprehending emergence from
the grave, does not by any means consist wholly of that. To be the subject of a true ‘making alive’, a man must
be in Christ; but he does not require to be in Christ to merely resume mortal life for condemnation; for God
condemns men, not because of their attempted conformity to Him, but because of refusal to submit to Him. His
approbation is for thorough conformity, and therefore for those in Christ.”
But Thos. Williams reduced “made alive” merely to emergence from the grave.
Let us now follow out a little Thos. Williams’ ideas on federal relationship. We are born into a world of sinners and like
every member of the race inherit a sinful nature, which has produced sin in all but the Lord Jesus. Our nature is our
misfortune and not our fault, for we could not help ourselves. Such, in the Doctor’s words “will not be condemned to the
second death because they were born sinners; nor to any other pains and penalties than those which are the common
lot of humanity in the present life. They are simply under that provision of the constitution of sin which says, ‘Dust thou
art, and unto dust thou shalt return’” (Elpis Israel).
In contrast, Thos. Williams says that we inherit a condemnation from Adam other than a physical disability. In Adamic
Condemnation, he says: “We are not personally responsible for Adam’s personal sin and are not therefore baptized for it
in that sense; but federally we are all under Adam’s sin and are baptized to remove the condemnation that came thereby,
and to place us in Christ reconciled to God” (page 16). That this “condemnation” is not simply a sharing in the physical
effects of sin is seen by the antithesis between condemnation and reconciliation and also by the further words: “Adam’s
condemnation brings a physical disability inherited from Adam.” Observe the two things are regarded as separate: one is
a legal enactment, the other physical effect.
Now what does baptism do? Mark the words: “We are freed from this federal condemnation and reconciled to God at
baptism, but we are not freed from physical disability till the change of body”. There is, then, a personal condemnation
besides physical disability, which is part of our inheritance as members of Adam’s race. To quote again, “In baptism there
is a transition from a state of alienation in Adam to citizenship in Christ; and that through it we shall ultimately be freed
from the physical effects of Adam’s sin: in baptism we are freed from Adamic condemnation so far as relationship is
concerned”.
The following from the Advocate, Vol. 9, page 9, states this matter if possible more emphatically:
“Now Adam was on probation before he sinned; but he fell from that and had no right to ‘run for eternal life’
unless reconciliation took place and he became freed from the alienation his sin had caused. Now, if a child is
born under the same condemnation that Adam brought upon himself, does it not follow that he is born under
the bondage of that which causes alienation, and that before he can ‘enter as a probationer’ to ‘run for eternal
life, he must be freed from that bondage by passing out of Adam into Christ? And is not that what baptism
primarily is for? although it includes the remission of individual sin.”
What the writer of these words thought of this condemnation as bringing personal guilt is evident. We borrow the
following quotations but give references:
“An adult devoid of personal transgression would upon baptism be forgiven Adamic sin” (Adv., 1893, page 8).
“An adult devoid of personal transgression would upon baptism into Christ have the Adamic sin remitted” (Adv.,
1894, page 334).
“The grounds of guilt are first Adamic sin, and second, an aggravation of Adamic sin by the wickedness of his
descendants” (Adv., Vol. 9, page 235).
“The redemption Christ wrought out was not simply from individual sins of our own, but from the sin and all its
consequences of Adam the first” (Adv., Vol. 9, page 11).
“If it is this sin (i.e. Adam’s) that has placed us in alienation, does it not follow that it (i.e. Adam’s sin) must be
removed, remitted, pardoned, or whatever term is thought the most expressive, before reconciliation to God
can be accomplished” (Adv., Vol. 9, page 10).
This is not an accidental and unfortunate way of putting a matter—the phrasing or its equivalent were too often repeated.
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The truth has freed us from the “much foolishness that has been written upon original sin” but this language takes us
back to the papal doctrine of original sin and guilt. For how can we be forgiven something unless we are held guilty: and
how can we be redeemed from the sin of Adam and its effects unless we are involved in both his sin and its effects?
Let me now quote Thos. Williams’ teaching on the purpose of baptism against this background: Adamic Condemnation
(page 14): “The passing out of Adam into Christ changes our relationship, but does not change our nature. Therefore
since the design of baptism is for this purpose ITS ROOT IS TO BE FOUND IN THE ADAMIC SENTENCE (caps. by J.C.) of death and
burial; and its effect is the removal of this so that the sentence may be deprived of its power to hold us in death and dust,
and thereby the resurrection becomes the means of final physical escape from the results of Adam’s sin”.
Mark the words the author printed in italics—there is a sentence that has power to hold us in dust. There we have the
false basis for the denial of resurrectional responsibility; but, further, since baptism is designed to remove this sentence,
will you explain what radical difference there is between this teaching and that which I reported in THE CHRISTADELPHIAN
and which the Advocate editors wish to repudiate? Thos. Williams truly recognized the forgiveness of personal sins but
did he not call them an “incident”—could he say other when the “design of baptism” is rooted in the Adamic sentence,
and “this sentence” is removed in baptism? This is the “original sin” of the papal school.
The fact is that there is no sentence with power to hold us in dust, if God wills to raise anyone. The sentence in Eden
simply consigned Adam to the dust and his posterity inherit mortality and so die also. “By one man sin entered into the
world, and death by sin, and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned.” The double entail of sinfulness and
deathfulness is evident to all. Because sin was the active cause of these evils, by the figure which puts cause for effect,
they are called “sin”, and so the word in the phrase “sin in the flesh” represents “the 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”
(Elpis Israel). Sinfulness and mortality are our inheritance through the first man—not a sentence which can hold us in the
grave.
Let me now quote in contrast to Thos. Williams’ teaching what R. Roberts wrote on the subject at the time of the
controversy:
“As to the sin of Adam which brought death, it is neither scriptural nor reasonable to speak of our being forgiven
that. We never were guilty of it. We inherit the effects of it. It is always our own transgressions that are spoken
of as the subject of baptismal forgiveness. The sentence of death which we inherit from Adam is (contingently)
annulled in baptism, but this is never spoken of as “the forgiveness of Adamic transgression’.” (THE
CHRISTADELPHIAN, 1893, p. 297.)
“to talk of ‘imputing sin’ is to confuse our understanding with an unscriptural conception. ‘Blessed is the man to
whom the Lord will not impute sin’—that is, to whom the Lord will not impute his own sin, but will forgive him
his sins: the idea of imputing somebody else’s sins to him is foreign alike to the Scriptures and commonsense. It
belongs truly to the papalized theology from which we have been delivered.” (1894, page 304.)
—Men were baptized in the apostolic age for the remission of their individual sins—always. Read and see if it is
not so; never for condemnation in Adam. This is an affair of nature, as established by law. We are not delivered
from the death we inherit in Adam till mortality (that is, constitutional deathfulness) is ‘swallowed up of life’.”
(1896, page 382.)
It is important to observe the operation of Thos. Williams’ theory in the case of the Lord Jesus: it runs like this: The Adamic
sentence brings alienation; Jesus was born under Adamic condemnation, and therefore he was alienated from God; or,
in his own words: “Sin which caused man’s fall made redemption necessary. Sin was the cause; a state of nature and a
relationship of alienation of man from God was the result” (Rectification, page 24). To this might be added other
quotations, but enough have been given.
Thos. Williams, therefore, puts two questions: (1) Was Jesus ever an alien from God? (2) Was Jesus ever an alien from
‘the law of the spirit of life’? and he tries to make a distinction. But even on his own premises, on his own definition of
words, it is an artificial distinction, for a man cannot be an alien to a law; he can only be an alien to an individual or to a
society. Further, if for the sake of argument a distinction is allowed between God and the law of the spirit of life, on the
very meaning Thos. Williams attaches to the phrase (though a wrong meaning), can we make a distinction in fact? Would
not the law be God’s law? And could an individual be not an alien to God but at the same time be an alien to God’s own
law? When a theory leads to such an absurdity there is something wrong with it.
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But we have already seen that Thos. Williams’ idea of “the law of the spirit of life” is an invention of his own, and not at
all what Paul meant. “The law of the spirit of life” is the law of the renewed mind—to use Dr. Thomas’s words, the mode
of thinking and feeling created in a true believer by the divine law and testimony. Was Jesus ever an “alien” from this
scriptural law of the spirit of life? The fact is Thos. Williams dealt in abstractions in these matters, instead of getting at
facts. But we see where such abstractions lead when we are asked such questions as “Was Jesus an alien from the law of
the spirit of life?” But again we will quote bro. Roberts and mark the contrast: “Christ himself did no wrong, and was
never alienated from God, but always did that which pleased Him, both prior to and after his baptism.”
There is another consequence of the theories we are examining—logically worked out, but wrong in its conclusion. If
Adamic sentence brings us to the grave and if not countermanded holds us there, then if the death of Christ removes the
sentence it only confers a resurrection of the body. We read in “Burning Questions”, Advocate, Dec. 1907:
“Death is an effect; there is no effect without a cause. The cause, one man; the effect, death. What is the antithesis of
this? ‘By man came also the resurrection of the dead.’ The second man was the cause of the resurrection. Some will say,
That means He was the cause of eternal life. That is true, but Paul does not say that here; let us stick to the word, as we
say to “orthodox’ people when they say that means something else. Stick to the law and the testimony. ‘By man came
death’; then man was the cause, death was the result. ‘By man came also the anastasis,’ standing again; He was the cause,
anastasis was the effect. If the first man had not come, the death would not have come. If the second had not come, the
anastasis would not have come, unless you can have an effect without a cause.”
In the context of these words there occurs again the mistaken application of Paul’s words about “the law of the spirit of
life” and again an artificial dealing with “law”, with the result that what Paul is teaching has been achieved by Jesus is
simply emergence from the tomb. But it is upon this faulty but specious reasoning that the conclusion is reached that
apart from “the antithetic” law in Christ no one can be raised. So is dismissed the doctrine of the responsibility to
judgment of men who despise God’s goodness and forbearance not knowing that God is leading them to repentance.
It might be said that we have been quoting what was written fifty years ago. Let us remember that we began our
investigation with an extract from The World’s Redemption, reprinted last year, and reproduced in the Advocate in the
current year. But let me add a quotation from a pamphlet by a living Advocate brother:
“While personal sins are ‘not reckoned’ in the sight of God, yet they must be ‘repented of’, turned away from—
a state of mind reached by a knowledge of the gospel and a determination to turn away. All this amounts to
nothing though as far as change of relationship is concerned. Your relationship from Adamic condemnation to
justification takes place when you are buried by ‘baptism into Christ’s death’.”
By way of rejoinder to this we quote from R. R. to one in the same position nearly sixty years ago:
“This ‘Adamic sin’ appears to have choked you and blinded you. Who ever heard of ‘Repent and be baptised for
the remission of Adamic sin?’ ‘Through this man is preached unto you the forgiveness of Adam’s sin?’ ‘Forgotten
that he was purged from his Adamic sin?’ ‘Hath washed us from Adamic sin?’ Nay, nay: this is the old theological
smoke. Come out into the clean air. Adam’s mortal nature we have, but the sins that want forgiving are our own.”
Our appeal to the readers of The Advocate is to abjure the errors that were introduced by a previous editor and get back
to the truth set forth in the writings of Dr. Thomas and Robert Roberts. It is a serious matter for each one; for if we are
only baptized for Adam’s sin, how can we expect the forgiveness of our own sins which God has made to depend “upon
baptism for the remission of sins”? In this retracing of your steps we shall find the harmony that makes unity not only a
possibility but a duty.
Fraternally yours,
JOHN CARTER
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John Carter, Sin and its Condemnation, The Christadelphian, vol. 93, 1956, pgs. 127-132
A correspondent in the Antipodes writes: “It might help us in our difficulties here, in dealing with extremists on
both sides, if you would kindly reprint bro. John Thomas’s definition of ‘sin in the flesh’ on page 9 of Clerical
Theology Unscriptural — where Boanerges is speaking. This is not an official ecclesial request but purely a
personal one.”
HERE then is the quotation from Clerical Theology. This, it might be said, is in the form of a dialogue which reproduced
the substance of a discussion in which Dr. Thomas engaged in a train journey in 1850. It was at the time of the Gorham
Controversy concerning baptismal regeneration, of which there was an echo only quite recently in the ecclesiastical courts.
It was also the time when the Oxford Movement under J. H. Newman’s leadership was publishing a series of pamphlets
from which it was sometimes described as the Tractarian Movement, hence the allusion to Newman and Pusey. Dr.
Thomas speaks in the dialogue as Boanerges, and says:
“O fie, Heresian; I thought you had more sense than to talk thus. You do not seem to know what sin is. If I did
not know otherwise, I should have concluded that you had been studying tractarianism in the dark and mystic
groves of Isis, among the Puseys and the Newmans of its cloistered halls. You ought to know that the primitive
sense of the word is ‘the transgression of law’; and the derived sense that of evil in the flesh. Transgression is to
this evil as cause to an effect; which effect reacts in the posterity of the original transgressors as a cause, which,
uncontrolled by belief of the truth, evolves transgression in addition to those natural ills, disease, death and
corruption, which are inherent in flesh and blood. Because he transgressed the Eden law, Adam is said to have
sinned. Evil was then evolved in his flesh as the punishment of his sin; and because the evil was the punishment
of the sin, it is also styled sin. ‘Flesh and blood’ is naturally and hereditarily full of this evil. It is, therefore, called
‘sinful flesh’, or flesh full of sin. Hence, an apostle saith, ‘in me, that is, in my flesh, dwelleth no good thing’ (Rom.
7:18). The absence of goodness in our physical nature is the reason of flesh and blood being termed ‘sin’. ‘The
Word was made flesh’; a saying which Paul synonymizes by the expression, ‘God hath made Jesus sin for us who
knew no sin’ (2 Cor. 5 : 21): and Peter by the words, ‘He his own self bear our sins in his own body’. (1 Peter 2 :
24). ‘God made Jesus sin’, in the sense of ‘making him of a woman’ (Gal. 4:4), or of flesh and blood; so that having
the same nature, its evil was condemned in his flesh; and consequently the sins of those who believe the gospel
of the Kingdom were then borne away, if they have faith also in the breaking of his body for sin (Rom. 8:3; Luke
22:19). Besides this, John says, that ‘all unrighteousness is sin’; and another apostle, that ‘whatsoever is not of
faith is sin’. Now, Heresian, I should like you, or some of your spiritual lords, to inform me what sins, actual or
original, are remitted to an infant in the ‘baptismal regeneration’ they talk so much about?”
The main contention of this is excellent, but on one or two details some comments might be made. After many years of
patient effort to understand the Scripture and much reading of what our pioneers have said, we venture some further
notes; but it were optimistic to expect that “extremists” of any side would all be satisfied. The subject has been discussed
again and again in the past, but each generation must face anew the problems connected with sin and its condemnation.
In bro. C. C. Walker’s pamphlet The Atonement, there are some brief comments of fundamental importance in
understanding Paul’s teaching in Romans 6–8. He says:
“‘Sin is lawlessness’—that is the primary meaning of the word as given by the beloved disciple (1 John 3 : 4). But
there are secondary meanings, by figures of speech such as personification and metonymy; and unless these are
recognized confusion will result. Personification is a natural, graphic and highly intelligible figure of speech,
common in the scriptures. Riches are personified as ‘Mammon, a Master’ (Matt. 6:24). Wisdom is personified as
a beautiful and gracious Woman (Prov. 3:13, 15; 9:1). The Spirit of God is personified as ‘the Comforter’ (John
16:7, 13). And Paul in Eph. 2:2, 3 has a striking parallelism which of itself almost explains the personification of
Sin. Speaking of the work of God in Christ in the Ephesian disciples, he says: ‘And you hath he quickened who
were dead in trespasses and sins, wherein in time past ye walked according to
the course of this world (aion of this kosmos)
the Prince of the power of the air
the Spirit that now worketh in the children of disobedience’.
“This is but the reproduction and expansion of the Lord’s own personification of Sin, as ‘the Prince of this World’
(John 12:31; 14:30; 16:11). ‘Now shall the Prince of this world be cast out. And I, if I be lifted up, will draw all men
unto ME. This he said, signifying what death he should die’ (compare John 3:14). ‘Hereafter I will not talk much
with you; for the Prince of this world cometh, and hath nothing in me. But that the world may know that I love
the Father; and as the Father gave me commandment (compare 10:17, 18), even so I do’. ‘The Comforter . . . will
convict the world of sin . . . (and) of judgment, because the Prince of this world is judged’ (in the sense of ‘cast
out’, condemned—compare ch. 12 : 48).”
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Concerning the figure “personification” bro. Walker says:
“As to the personification of Sin, in the New Testament the epistle to the Romans abounds with examples, which
must not here be particularized at length. If the interested reader will mark the following places with a capital ‘S’
he will find the exercise enlightening: Rom. 5:21; 6:6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23; 7:7, 8, 9, 11, 13,
14, 17, 20; 8:3.”
On the subject of metonymy we might also hear bro. C. C. Walker:
“Metonymy (meta, change, and onoma, a name, or in grammar, a noun) is ‘a figure by which one name or noun
is used instead of another, to which it stands in a certain relation’. There is metonymy of cause, of effect, of
subject, and of adjunct. Thus ‘sin’ and its synonyms are put for the effects or punishments of sin. The angels
hastened Lot and his wife and daughters out of Sodom, ‘lest’, said they, ‘thou be consumed in the iniquity of the
city’ (Gen. 19:16). That is in the punishment thereof, as in the margin of the A.V. See also Psa. 7:16; Jer. 14:16;
Zech. 14:19: ‘This shall be the punishment (marg. sin) of Egypt’.
“In Deut. 9:21 Moses says, ‘I took your sin, the calf which ye had made, and burnt it with fire, and stamped it and
ground it very small, even until it was as small as dust; and I cast the dust thereof into the brook that descended
out of the mount’. In Exod. 32:20, where the episode is originally recorded we read, ‘He strawed it upon the
water, and made the children of Israel drink of it’. ‘The brook’ flowed from the smitten rock (Exod. 17:6) which
‘was Christ’ (1 Cor. 10 : 4), who said to Israel, ‘If any man thirst let him come unto me and drink’ (John 7:37). ‘Let
him that is athirst come. And whosoever will, let him take of the water of life freely’ (Rev. 22:17). Thus, by this
remarkable figure, is the ‘sin’ of Israel associated with Christ.
“‘They eat up the sin of my people’ (Hosea 4:8); that is in their licentious idolatry, see context. ‘The high places
of Aven, the sin (chattah) of Israel, shall be destroyed’ (Hosea 10:8). Here there is a double figure, for the word
Aven itself means ‘sin’ (‘Bethaven’—House of Sin, ch. 4 : 15). When Beth-el (House of God, Gen. 28:17, 19) was
defiled by the idolatrous institution of the calf-worship of Jeroboam (1 Kings 12 : 30), ‘this thing became a sin’,
and the name, by the spirit of God in the prophet, was changed from Beth-el to Beth-aven.
“These things enable us to understand the like figures in the New Testament. ‘The body of sin’ is ‘our mortal
body’ (Rom. 6:6); 8:11), mortal because of sin (Rom. 5:12). ‘He hath made him (Christ) to be sin for us who knew
no sin; that we might be made the righteousness of God in him’ (2 Cor. 5 : 21). That is, ‘God sent his own Son in
the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin (R.V., as an offering for sin) condemned Sin in the flesh’ (Rom. 8:3). Or,
again, Christ ‘himself likewise took part of the same (flesh and blood) that through death he might destroy him
that had the power of death, that is the devil’ (Heb. 2:14). ‘Our old man was crucified with him’ (Rom. 6:6). ‘Jesus
Christ by whom the world is crucified unto me, and I unto the world’ (Gal. 6:41).”
Let us follow out the suggestion of substituting a capital “S” for the lower case “s” in the passages in Romans mentioned
above. In Rom. 6:23 Paul says, “For the wages of Sin is death; but the gift of God is eternal life through Jesus Christ our
Lord”. Here we have Sin represented as a paymaster—it may be that, since the word was used of soldiers’ pay, we may
think of Sin as a general under whom we have served. Certainly it is fundamental to the figure used that the wages paid
have been earned. Paul’s figure is very graphic: but what are the plain facts? Is it not that we have sinned in our
disobedience of God’s law, and God imposes death as a punishment for sin. By putting the matter the way he does Paul
is able to contrast more sharply the death that we deserve with the gift of eternal life which God bestows in Jesus Christ.
In chapter 6 there are 14 references to Sin, all illustrating the figure of personification. In verse 2 Paul says that the believer
“dies to Sin” (R.V.), and in verse 10 he uses the same expression of Christ: “For in that he died, he died unto sin once (for
all)”. In what way did Christ die to Sin? He died because he was, through his mother, a sharer with the rest of mankind in
a state of mortality. He was subject to evil that had come through sin. And Paul personifies sin, and uses the word as
expressive of that which came as the result of sin. Christ’s death was necessitated by the entrance of sin into the world,
and in his death he met all the claims of sin, and he rose to freedom from all its effects. But when we use this language
we are using the language of personification. For, literally, sin can claim nothing. Sin is disobedience to law, or in the more
comprehensive phrase of John, sin is lawlessness, and God, whose law is disobeyed, imposes the penalty of broken law.
When Paul says sin has reigned unto death, sin is likened to a monarch whose sway extends to death. Literally, death is
the punishment God inflicted for the disobeying of His law.
He that is dead is free from Sin—just as a master has no more power over a slave when the slave is dead, so by the death
in baptism a man is freed from the ownership of Sin; he has been emancipated from it. We must remember that Paul is
speaking of the power of Sin in the life of man; and that Paul found in Christ a new power in his life. “The love of Christ
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constraineth us”; “I have been crucified with Christ, yet I live; and yet no longer I, but Christ liveth in me: and the life
which I now live in the flesh I live in faith, the faith which is in the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself for me.”
The “old man” is crucified with Christ (verse 6), the flesh and its impulses were nailed to the tree, with the object “that
the body of sin might be destroyed”. Here again Sin is personified as the owner of the body because Sin exercises its thrall
in the flesh.
Sin is a monarch: “Let not sin reign in your mortal body”; neither should their “members” be placed at the service of Sin
(verses 12, 13); and the figure of Sin as a monarch continues in the verses which follow to the end of the chapter, where
Sin is the paymaster.
In 7:5 Paul speaks of the motions of Sin which did formerly work in their members when his readers were “in the flesh”.
Observe that literally they were still “in the flesh”, but now the word “flesh” is used by metonymy for the sinful life based
upon fleshly desires. In verse 7 he asks, “Is the law sin?”—a bold utterance which means, Is the Law the cause of sin?—
another illustration of metonymy. He then shows that sin did not spring from law but from the flesh where Sin revealed
itself, being provoked into virulence by the holy law of God. “I am carnal—sold under sin” and therefore “sin dwells in
me”. Sin is owner, and house occupant: the power in resident possession. In this connection Paul speaks of the law of sin
which is in his members. The context here guides us to the meaning which we must in this context attach to the word
“law”—it is the habit which has the power of law within us—the proneness which inevitably overcomes, do as we will.
But this law is in the flesh in its desires and cravings. It is not an objective decree but a way of behaving. Sin reigns.
When we come to 8:3 we must carry forward from the preceding chapters the figure of personification of sin: “What the
law could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin,
condemned sin in the flesh”. The law could not give life, it condemned the sinner, and since by the law is the knowledge
of sin, and all have sinned, the law is described by Paul as a ministration of condemnation. But what the law could not do
God has done. It is something that God has done that is the vital fact of Paul’s comment. This is set out in four phrases:
a.
b.
c.
d.

sending His own Son
in the likeness of sinful flesh
and for sin
condemned Sin in the flesh.

(a) The first item calls for little comment beyond saying that the aim to be achieved was beyond unaided human power.
It required divine aid which was given in a way which was in keeping with the objects in view. Jesus was the Son of God
and son of Mary; the sinlessness he achieved was clearly due to the fact of divine sonship, even though the precise effect
of that sonship is beyond our understanding. Certain it is that Jesus issued the challenge to his adversaries that none could
convict him of sin in the context of his claim to be the Son of God (John 8:38–47). There was thus a connection between
the two facts.
(b) The translators have obscured this somewhat. The R.V. margin substitutes the literal translation “flesh of sin” for the
text “sinful flesh”. The A.V. text in a general way may indicate the meaning in most contexts; flesh under the ownership
of Sin is flesh that sins, and hence sinful flesh. In the present context, however, it becomes clear that “sinful flesh” does
not strictly set forth Paul’s thought. It eliminates the figure that Paul is using, and from that point alone is a loss. In the
phrase “flesh of Sin” Paul is carrying on the figure of personification that he has used in chapters 6 and 7. Sin is represented
as the owner of the flesh, because men and women of flesh serve sin. In this fact we can see the reason for Paul’s use of
the word “likeness”. We must give this word its full meaning; it is not resemblance, but likeness, that, is identicalness.
Why then, if that is so, does Paul so express the matter? If he had said that Jesus came in “the flesh of sin” it would have
implied that Sin was the owner and therefore that Jesus served Sin. Neither could he say in this context simply that Jesus
came in flesh, for he has just before equated “in the flesh” with the state where men serve the flesh (7:5); and in an
immediate context the word “flesh” is used of a “me” in which dwells no good thing; “It is no more I, but sin that dwelleth
in me. 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” (7:17, 18). Paul was affirming two things: that Jesus shared our nature with its mortality and
susceptibility to temptation, yet at the same time that he never yielded to sin. He achieves what he means by saying that
the flesh of Jesus was identical with the flesh over which sin reigns, but it is only the physical nature he shares with other
members of the race: he does not share their sinfulness. His flesh did not yield to Sin. Jesus had not to say with Paul that
he failed to do what he would, or to bemoan that Sin dwelt in him. Jesus had not to say, “To will is present with me; but
how to perform that which is good I find not”. He knew the agony of the garden, he knew the flesh was weak, but he and
not Sin was the master. His flesh was not enthralled to Sin, and so Paul must avoid saying it was the flesh owned by Sin
while asserting its essential sameness as flesh. The word “likeness” is thus seen to be a strong and important word in the
definition of Paul’s thought.
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(c) “For sin” gives place in the R.V. to “as an offering for sin”. Just as certainly as Paul intended to say, and did say, “offering
for sin” here, so with equal certainty he did not say and did not mean “sin offering” when in 2 Cor. 5 : 21 he said that Jesus
was “made sin”, or in Heb. 9:21 that he comes the second time “apart from sin” (R.V.). The meaning of these two passages
will be discussed later. The phrase Paul uses in Rom. 8:3 is in constant use in the LXX to describe “sin offering”. The R.V.
is here a distinct gain.
(d) “Condemned Sin in the flesh.” Let us keep in mind the personification which Paul is using and also remember that this
condemnation of sin by God was beyond the ability of the Law. The Law could reprove sin and could condemn the sinner:
it declared God’s disapproval of sin. Both these ideas are therefore excluded from the meaning of Paul’s words. The
condemnation of Sin in the purpose of God called for the Son of God sharing in the flesh of men, for it was in this way
that Sin was to be condemned in the flesh. The key to Paul’s meaning is in the figure he is using. Sin has been personified
as a paymaster, as an owner by purchase, and as a ruler over subjects—expressive figures of man’s slavery to Sin. But
another figure is now introduced; he has spoken of being made free from Sin, of becoming slaves of Righteousness; but
none of these figures deals with the vanquishing of Sin. In Rom. 8:3 Paul pictures a contest at law, in which Sin claims a
title to all mortal sons of Adam. But the case goes against Sin. Sin is condemned by God the judge, and the issue is decided
in Christ. Since Christ has not yielded to sin, Sin has lost his claim in the very domain that he regarded as his own—the
domain of the flesh. So Paul’s figure runs. But the force and significance of “in the flesh” now emerges. The conflict takes
place in the flesh—there Sin is overcome, and then as the final act, the very climax of the conflict, Jesus lays down his life
as a sin-offering. In this was shown the fitness of the flesh for the divinely decreed end of death, and God’s righteousness
was declared; but in this very way Christ provides the conditions upon which sins are forgiven (he is the sin offering) and
so Sin loses its hold on forgiven and redeemed men and women. Since God has passed sentence of condemnation on Sin
its final extirpation is assured. Its death warrant has been signed, for because of the obedience of Christ unto death God
has highly exalted him and to him every knee shall bow, and therefore none ultimately will serve Sin.
Some of these matters have been argued out more than once in the past in articles in THE CHRISTADELPHIAN. Among
the ablest of these is the discussion of the meaning of sin and sin-offering (hamatias and peri hamatias) must be put two
or three contributions by the late W.J. Young. In THE CHRISTADELPHIAN of 1913 and 1915 are contributions on the same
subject. Bro. Young’s careful study of “The Condemnation of Sin” on page 343 of the latter year begins with a series of
quotations from Elpis Israel which are relevant to the present discussion. He says:
“Over sixty-five years ago, Dr. Thomas in the providence of God, revived in Elpis Israel the Truth revealed in the
Holy Scripture concerning Sin in the Flesh and concerning the Nature of the Lord Jesus. ‘Man’s defilement,’ he
says, ‘was first a matter of conscience, and then corporeal’ (pg. 166). ‘Sin made flesh ... is the Wicked one of the
world ... Satan’s kingdom is the kingdom of Sin.11 It is a kingdom in which “Sin reigns in the mortal body,” and thus
has dominion over man’ (page 95). ‘The carnal mind, or thinking of the flesh, unenlightened by the truth,is the
serpent in the flesh’ (page 91). ‘The scripture says that it was 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’ (page 161). ‘The great principle to be encompassed was the condemnation of sin in sinful
flesh innocent of actual transgression. This necessitated the manifestation of one who ... would be Son of God by
origination, and Son of man by descent, or birth of sinful flesh’ (page 161). ‘The Apostle says, “God made him to
be sin for us, who knew no sin;” and this he explains in another place by saying that “He sent His own Son in the
likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh,” “in the offering of his body once.” Sin could not
have been condemned in the body of Jesus if it had not existed there’ (page 128). Through good and through evil
report the Household of faith has remained steadfast to these elements of Divine truth, in opposition to the
churches and to all who hold that sin has no place in the flesh of Christ.”
Bro. Young then gives a definition of the phrase “Sin in the flesh” which we reproduce:
“Since there exists a tendency in certain quarters to use terms in a sense different from that which we believe to
be the true sense, it may be well to define clearly what we hold to be the Bible teaching about Sin in the flesh. This
may do as follows:- Sin in the flesh is that principle existing in our fallen human nature which causes the lifeprocesses of the organism to produce thoughts, feelings, and actions out of harmony with the mind of God. Sin
became an inhering principle in human nature as a consequence of the first transgression, and has been
transmitted by natural descent to all succeeding generations. One would think that this doctrine was the one
perhaps the most clearly taught in the Word, but unfortunately there is no teaching of scripture that has not been
perverted; this is no exception to the rule, for some people tell us there is no such thing as Sin in the flesh, that
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emotions are naturally good, that our flesh is clean as far as sin is concerned. Surely, the universal experience of
mankind should be sufficient answer to such a contention.”
To the above we would add an “answer” of bro. Roberts in THE CHRISTADELPHIAN of 1895, pg. 24:
“‘Sin in the flesh,’ is not quite synonymous with ‘sinful flesh.’ ‘Sin in the flesh’12 is that peculiarity in its physical
constitution that inclines to self gratification, regardless of the law of God. ‘Sinful flesh’ is a generic description
of human flesh in its total qualities. It is not quite so analytic as the other phrase. God sent forth his own Son in
the likeness (or strictly the identicalness) of human flesh that he might ‘in the body of that flesh through death,’
condemn sin in the eyes of all the world - sin in the abstract, sin as the wont and rule of human nature, except in
the specially prepared man in whom the sinful tendencies of the flesh were held in check by the superior
enlightening power with which he was clothed.”
We need now to look very briefly at two other passages where the word “sin” is closely connected with Jesus. In 2 Cor.
5:21 we read (R.V.): “Him who knew no sin he hath made to be sin on our behalf that we might become the righteousness
of God in him.” As we have said above “sin” in this passage cannot be translated “sin offering.” In Rom. 8:3 Paul used
the technical current term for sin offering; here he does not do so. He says “sin” - the word is the same in the contrasted
clauses, and one of them cannot be treated as referring to something other than sin. That does not mean that both
words are to be understood in the same sense. From 4:18 onwards to 5:21 we have a long series of paradoxes, and in
5:21 we have sin used in its primary sense and then by metonymy in a secondary but related sense. Jesus knew no sin in
that he was sinless; he was made to be sin on our behalf, but that cannot mean that he was made a sinner on our behalf.
The metonymy is that of effect - he bore the effects of sin in his nature and in his offering himself to “bear iniquities,”
first in that he shared the mortality that has come by sin, and then in a voluntary death exhibiting that mortality was a
righteous appointment of God. Upon that declaration of His righteousness God forgives us our sins and they are therefore
described as being borne in his body to the tree.
John Carter – Christadelphian Unity in Australia, 1958, pp. 19-21
Alienation by Ignorance and Wicked Works
The contentions current are not new, as we have said. They concern condemnation and alienation for our physical nature;
being children of wrath by birth; that Jesus needed because of his physical inheritance to be “brought nigh” to God. Yet
the facts of Scripture are quite simple. If we ask, For what are we baptized? the answer of the Scripture is always, For the
remission of sins. Was Jesus a child of wrath? To ask such a question is to answer it, for everyone who is not entrammelled
in the legal mystifications of the arguments advanced. Is a man estranged because of his physical nature? The answer of
Scripture is that we are alienated by ignorance and by wicked works.
Through Adam’s sin the original very good state was lost, and his posterity inherit a nature with a tendency to sin to
which all have succumbed. Because this inherited tendency is so evident a characteristic of human nature, and because
it is the result and cause of sin, Paul by the use of metonymy can describe it as sin: “It is no more I but sin that dwelleth
in me.” He gives it other names as well, such as “a law – evil present with me”, the “flesh”, “a law in my members” (Rom.
7).
A similar usage of metonymy is found in 2 Corinthians 5:21, where Paul says that ‘Him who knew no sin God made to be
sin, that we might be made the righteousness of God in him’. This statement is one of a whole series of paradoxes in 2
Corinthians 5:21. Christ the sinless was made to be sin in sharing in the effect of sin in his life, and by his death providing
the conditions for the forgiveness of sins and, finally, the removal of all the effects of sin. The same usage occurs in Heb.
9:28 which declares that Jesus will appear the second time “apart from sin” unto salvation. It is a fallacy in reasoning to
say that what is affirmable of sin literal must apply to sin used in this metonymical way. We are blameworthy for our
sins, but we cannot help the possession of the natures with which we are born. Sins need forgiving and our nature needs
changing. Sins are forgiven now for Christ’s sake but the change of nature takes place when our Lord comes.” “The most
outrageous statement that has been made (in the Andrew controversy) is the one that men are objects of divine anger
because they are flesh” (The Christadelphian 1894, page 466).
Personification of Sin
In Romans 5:8 by the figure of personification Sin is represented as a Master that pays wages, as a king that reigns, and
as a slave owner. By the same figure Sin is represented in a court scene as being condemned—its ownership of men was
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lost and its own destruction was decreed. God condemned Sin in the work and death of Jesus. Hence Jesus shared our
nature that in the very arena where Sin ruled, its claim could be contested and overthrown. Therefore, Paul adds that
God condemned Sin, in the flesh—the flesh in question being the flesh that Jesus and all other men alike share. Much
confusion has arisen from treating the phrase “sin in the flesh”, which occurs but once, as a hyphenated expression.
Similarly, the phrase “sinful flesh” which also occurs only once, is strictly “flesh of sin”, in which phrase the figure of
personification and ownership is continued.
Another Difficulty
Another cause of difficulty arises out of the Lord’s relationship to his own death. It is affirmed in Scripture that ‘by his
own blood he entered in once into the holy place having obtained eternal redemption’; and that ‘God brought from the
dead the great Shepherd of the sheep through the blood of the everlasting covenant’; and that he was saved out of death.
He needed redemption; he needed salvation from death. The confusion arises when we isolate him from his work. He
was there to be our Saviour, and but for our needs we may reverently say he would not have been there.”
The Purpose of God
God purposed that as by man came death, by man must come resurrection. He must be one who died but whose
resurrection was assured. God set him forth to declare His righteousness, that identifying ourselves with him we subscribe
to the declaration of God’s righteousness made by him. He did these things for himself that it might be for us. We are not
entitled to say what he would have had to do had he stood alone – that is purely hypothetical, neither may we say that
because God required his death in the given circumstances in becoming our saviour, God would have required the same
under different conditions. We do not know. On the one hand we must accept what is written concerning his benefit
from his own work, while on the other hand we keep clearly in mind that the purpose of it all was that we might be saved
through him.
John Carter – The Atonement, Christadelphian Unity In Australia, 1958, pp. 27–41
Reconciliation
Now the word “Atonement” occurs once in the Bible, and there it is a word related to “reconciliation”. In fact, the word
which Paul used which is translated “Atonement” in one passage of the Bible, is translated “reconciliation” in the R.V. But
let us look at that verse at the beginning of our examination of this subject. In Romans Chapter 5, you will find that many
of the phases that we have already cited as pertaining to this subject are mentioned. Reading in the 6th verse, “when we
were yet without strength, in due time Christ died for the ungodly”. “For scarcely for a righteous man will one die; yet
peradventure for a good man some would even dare to die. But God commended his ‘own’ (RV) love toward us, in that,
while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us. Much more then, being now justified by his blood, we shall be saved from
wrath through him. For if, when we were enemies, we were ‘reconciled’ to God by the death of His son, much more, being
‘reconciled’, we shall be saved by his life. And not only so, but we also joy in God through our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom
we have now received the ‘atonement’,” (or as the margin has it, the “reconciliation”). The word is indeed related to the
word translated “reconciled”, “for if when we were enemies, we were reconciled to God by the death of his son, much
more being reconciled”. So the Apostle repeating the word again says “by whom we have now received the
“reconciliation”. But at once, when we use the word “reconciliation”, we realise that we are dealing with personal
relationships. Estrangement is a matter of something that has come between persons. What has come between
ourselves and God is that we are sinners. While we were sinners Christ died for us; and the purpose of the work of
reconciliation is, that we who were enemies might be made friends and brought into harmony with God. In order that
this might be done, we have been the subjects of justification, whatever that might be, as we come to examine it a little
later. What we want to emphasise first of all is that reconciliation has to do with a relationship between individuals. In
this case between ourselves, as sinners, and God.
Alienated by Sin
Now we must come to the question, “Why is it that, as sinners, we are alienated from God? What is sin?” Now the Apostle
tells us something about sin in the next verse to what we have read, in the 12th verse of Romans Ch. 5. He is beginning a
series of comparisons between Adam and the results of his sin; and Christ and the result of his work of obedience. Here
he states the foundation upon which he is going to reason out this work of God in Christ. “Wherefore, as by one man sin
entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned,” and then in the
characteristic way of Paul, he drops into a parenthesis and does not resume it until the 18th verse; when he takes up the
word “therefore”. “Therefore,” as by this so something else in connection with Christ Jesus.
But first of all let us look at this basis, this “Wherefore as by this” before we come to consider, “so that” as to what.
“Wherefore as by one man”—and Paul has four affirmations in this verse, “As by one man sin entered into the world;
secondly, that death came through sin; thirdly, that death passed through to all men; and fourthly, for that all have sinned.”
By One Man – Supplementary Material

John Carter

P a g e | 253

In this connection let us say quite firmly, that the marginal reference, “in whom” is not permissible as a translation. The
Apostle is saying, one, that Adam sinned; secondly, that death entered the world of mankind as a result of his sin; thirdly,
that all of us share in that death which has come into the world as his descendants, with the added point that all of us, as
a consequence of that sin in the beginning, are ourselves sinners.
Sin — Its Inception
What is sin? Sin is defined by John in the A.V. translation, as transgression of law (1 John 3:4). More profoundly, and in
keeping with the words of Paul, the revisers have given us, “Sin is lawlessness.” We go back to the beginning, to the time
when sin entered into the world, in the light of that interpretation, and we think of Adam and Eve made very good,
though of the dust of the ground. They were placed on probation, because, that by virtue of their constitution, they were
reasoning beings and moral beings. Because of that they had the capacity to respond to right or wrong. Because of their
very mental and moral constitution, with their consequent personal relationship to God, made in the image of God, it
was necessary that law should be given. God told them that of every tree of the garden they may freely eat; but said that
if they disobeyed they should surely die.
Now doubt entered the woman’s mind through the suggestion of the serpent, and it is interesting to observe, in the
detailed accuracy of the record which we have in the scriptures throughout, that the woman trimmed as the result of
doubt entering her mind. She dropped the word “freely”, making God a little arbitrary. No longer was it “of every tree we
may freely eat” but “of every tree we may eat.” But she also dropped the word “surely” concerning the certainty of the
consequences, and so we can see how doubt assails the mind; a trimming of the word of God and then a reaching out for
that which is forbidden. Adam partook with her of the forbidden fruit and we behold this man and woman, who before
had sweet and free converse with God, now become aware of a sense of shame and fear. They hide themselves from
God, and are themselves aware of the necessity of covering themselves. We know how God repudiated their own devices
for their covering; and substituted that which he himself provided in the covering of skins; but we mustn’t go into the
typology of that at the present time. But sufficient to notice that they experienced a sense of shame and the sentence
was passed that “dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return”. Here death came. as the Apostle says, into the world
through sin.
All Sinners But One
But by and by children are born. What is it that they inherit? This nature related to death, that had now become the lot
of Adam and his wife. How could it be otherwise? But something else is evident: there is a bias in their nature inherited
too; and we see in the offspring of the first pair, one who pursues righteousness and one who thought evil and who
murdered his brother. It is a melancholy fact that the Apostle testifies that the whole race are transgressors before God.
In the opening chapter of his letter to the. Romans, Paul indicted the Gentile world of all their abominable practices, in
which he three times said, “God has given them up to their own devices.” It is a law of God. God gives them up to their
own devices, with an ever overwhelming calamity of evil, until at last at the very climax of it the Apostle says “they not
only do evil but rejoice in them that do it”. Was the Jewish world any better? Not a bit; although they had the law, they
by it, only became more acutely aware of the fact that they were sinners. The Apostle says that all the world is guilty
before God. “All have sinned and come short of the Glory of God,” and that is the result of transgression in Eden. “All have
sinned”: there is one blessed exception, but it needed the work of God in raising up a saviour; to produce a man among
men who was sinless.
The Deceitfulness Of Sin
But let us think a little further about sin. I wonder if we have given sufficient attention to it. Sin leaves its mark upon the
individual. If anyone of us sin, it leaves its mark upon us. A man may be guilty of a little sharp practice in his business and
he experiences a sense of shame. But the second time he does it, the shame is not so keen and after repeated acts he
comes at last to rationalise, as modem psychologists describe it. He rationalises the process and justifies, what, at the
beginning caused him a sense of shame. Thus it is that we sometimes behold the spectacle of a man who was once upright
in his dealings, gradually falling away from the standard of right until at last we read of him being in the court, having
been guilty of some serious embezzlement or some other crime. But it’s been by a gradual decline in many cases, through
the lowering of a standard; and instead of a consciousness of sin, very often that man only manifests self pity.
Why is it? It is because sin has a peculiarly blinding effect upon us. Sin distorts the view of righteousness. Sin deceives.
The Apostle speaks of the deceitfulness of sin and in a very striking figure he can even say: “that Satan himself is
transformed into an angel of light”; that so deceiving is sin, that he can even parade as righteousness. But here is one of
the dire consequences that comes with sin, that the more a man becomes familiar with it as performing and yielding
himself to it, so he becomes less aware of the real character of sin. It is one of the most striking of the moral laws of God,
that the more a man knows of sin the less he is aware of what it is.
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Sin As Part Of The Man
Here, brethren and sisters, is one of the secondary problems, and a very real one, bound up with the fact of sin. William
James in one of his books, tells the story of a man who had repeatedly given way to drink, and he repeatedly said as he
yields once more, “I will not count this one.” And James comments: “he may not and a merciful heaven may not, but the
cells of his brain are recording every lapse and every lapse that comes makes the next one easier.” Which means that sin,
in its out-working, becomes at last a part of the individual himself. So that when we come to the question of the
forgiveness of sins we must face the problem: how can sin be forgiven when it has become a part of the individual himself,
and it is the expression of what the man has become? When we see the enormity of sin as it is revealed for us in the
Bible, we begin to appreciate what a terrible problem it is; how many that are sinners can be reconciled to God.
Sin Blinds The Eyes
There are one or two passages of scripture that we would like to quote in this connection. We turn to 1 John, chapter 2
and verse 11. Reading from verse 9 for the connection: “He that saith he is in the light, and hateth his brother, is in
darkness even until now. He that loveth his brother abideth in the light and there is none occasion of stumbling in him.
But he that hateth his brother is in darkness, and walketh in darkness”, and mark this “and knoweth not whither he goeth,
because that darkness hath blinded his eyes”. There you have, in stark, simple language, an annunciation of the fact, that
sin can so distort the vision that at last a man is disabled from seeing. What can you do to break in to such a bondage as
that?
But Isaiah has said much the same thing before. Will you turn to Isaiah Chap. 44. Here is an indictment of idolatry.
Derisively the prophet pictures a man choosing a tree of some good wood, cutting it down, engaging a carpenter to make
for him an image; and he uses the remainder of the chippings to light a fire to warm himself and to bake his bread. He
said in verse 18, “they have not known nor understood: for He hath shut their eyes, that they cannot see; and their hearts
that they cannot understand.” Here is the expression of that law of God to which we have referred. These men were
going in darkness and could not discern the fact that they were so walking “and none,” saith the prophet, “considereth
in his heart, neither is there knowledge nor understanding to say, I have burnt part of it in the fire; yea also I have baked
bread upon the coals thereof; I have roasted flesh and eaten it; and shall I make the residue thereof an abomination?
Shall I fall down to the stock of a tree?” The Divine comment is, “He feedeth on ashes: a deceived heart hath turned him
aside that he cannot deliver his soul, nor say, Is there not a lie in my right hand?” He cannot deliver his soul neither can
he discern that a lie is in his right hand.
Paul’s Internal Struggle
These passages and these considerations are by no means exhausted; but help us to appreciate what is involved in sin in
its dire effects upon ourselves; and as affecting our relationship to the Almighty. There is, perhaps, nowhere in the
scriptures a greater piece of poignant biography than what we have in the 7th chapter of the letter to the Romans, where
the Apostle, examining himself, speaks of his efforts after righteousness and his failure to attain it. He came to know the
Truth and was conscious of a conflict within himself, so that the things that he would do he failed to perform, and the
things that he would not do, he did. He cried out in his anguish; “O wretched man that I am, who shall deliver me from
the body of this death?”
A criticism must be levelled here against some interpretations. The Roman Catholics, for example, assert that the Apostle
was guilty of some carnal sin and he was here referring to it. Others explain it as having reference to Paul before he came
into contact with Christ. Some have expressed a doubt how the Apostle, so earnest and righteous a man, could thus speak.
But here we get the inverse of that of which we spoke when we said: sin blinded the eyes. It is the man who seeks after
righteousness who is the most acutely aware of his shortcomings. Thus you have the apparent paradox, that a man who
seems to stand high above his fellows in his zeal for righteousness and the holiness of his walk; can yet bemoan the fact
that he is the chief of sinners. But it is in perfect harmony with what we find to be the facts, concerning sin and its effects.
But before we leave this subject I want to comment on a usage of words. The Apostle in this 7th chapter of Romans, verse
20, speaks of sin that dwelleth in him. “Now then it is no more I that do it, but sin that dwelleth in me. 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.” What is it that is within us, that the Apostle describes as sin? Clearly there are the impulses that lead to sin.
There are impulses there that are the result of sin at the beginning, which we have by inheritance. But if we may here
turn aside to the use of grammatical terms, in order that we might define the matter; in what way is sin used here? Sin is
lawlessness. Sin is the expression of ourselves in defiance of the will of God, either in thought or act.
Metonymy Applied To Sin
But how could Paul speak of these impulses which were latent in him, which sprang to life as he said, when the
commandment came? How can he speak of them as sin? By a well known figure of speech; the figure of speech of
metonymy is that where a word which stands related to another as cause or effect, or a mere adjunct maybe, is put for
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that to which it stands related. And sometimes we find brethren speaking of two aspects of sin. It might be permissible
to use the phrase, providing it is understood. But I want to enter here and now a mild caveat against the use of that
phrase, “two aspects of sin.” There are not two aspects of sin, there are many aspects of sin. Sin is what? Well you have
a list of the works of the flesh; Adultery and all the abominations with a list of other things such as ill-will, bitterness,
wrath, anger, strife, sedition and so on. All these are aspects of sin. They are all aspects of something that comes within
the one category.
But now the Apostle uses sin by Metonymy and immediately you say, he uses it by metonymy it isn’t an aspect of sin. It’s
a use of the word in another sense, used by a figure. Let me give you one or two illustrations: you have aspects of a
mountain, you look at it from one vantage point and you look at it from another vantage point and you see different
aspects of it. But you speak of a man’s troubles and you say: he makes mountains out of molehills. Would you say that a
man’s troubles was an aspect of mountains? No! You would say by a figure of speech, as describing his troubles as
mountains; but they are not an aspect of mountains. In a similar way we turn to another figure, the figure of metaphor.
The Lord said, “this is my body.” The Roman Catholic insists upon it in its literal terms and insists that the bread is the
body of Jesus. We say No! That is the use of metaphor. “All flesh is grass” is metaphor. “All flesh is as grass” is the figure
simile. The figure simile is literally true. Figure metaphor is boldly true though not literally accurate. Jesus said “this is my
body” but would you say that there are two aspects of the body of Jesus, one of flesh and one of flour? Because “all flesh
is grass” would you say that there are two aspects of grass; one with roots and the other with legs? You say No! One is
used as a figure and one is an expression of a literal fact. So it is with regard to this. We mustn’t preach sin that dwells in
us, which is a word used metonymically for the impulses within us, as being sin in that sense of lawlessness of which the
Apostle speaks. I think that if we can get that clear in our minds, we are getting rid of some of the problems that have
beset us in connection with this. I have here several illustrations from the scriptures of the use of metonymy, but my time
is going quicker than I am with my address. But don’t forget that we use metonymy in our ordinary speech and sometimes
do not recognise it.
I had a very happy journey into the country with two brethren and as we passed a house, which had been built by the
chemist who made Aspro popular, they said: that house is built on Aspro. You don’t think of foundations of Aspro on
which the house is built. You mean, that house was built by the profits that were made from the sales of Aspro. By
metonymy, you say it was built on Aspro. We use it in ordinary speech but we use our commonsense in the understanding
of it.
Now let us press on. If Sin is such as we have seen, what can the remedy be? Now let us think first of all, that sin is in
itself a challenge to God. Adam said, I am going to do my way, when he had an obligation to do God’s way and, as the
result of man’s sin, he introduced a duality into God’s universe and God’s supremacy was challenged. What else could
God do under those circumstances than impose death, if He is going to maintain His supremacy. We might think about
that but we cannot extend it.
A Just God And A Saviour
But another thought comes in connection with it, and it is this: if God is supreme, God cannot allow man’s challenge to
go without response, because God cannot allow man’s sin to frustrate the purpose that He had in placing man upon the
earth. But the two things bring us to a focal point, the problem bound up with reconciliation. How can God, while
maintaining His own principles of righteousness and maintaining His own supremacy (which involves that man should be
sentenced with death) yet achieve the purpose in harmony with that, whereby men who should die because of their sin,
can at last, be sharers in the eternal purpose of God. But listen to these expressions from Isaiah chapter 43 verse 22: “But
thou hast not called upon me, Oh Jacob; but thou hast been weary of me, O Israel. Thou hast not brought ME.” (We must
emphasise the “Me” to bring out the sense. They had been following the practices of sacrifice and so on, but they hadn’t
done it according to God’s will and in real service to Him.) “Thou hast not brought me the small cattle of thy burnt offering;
neither hast thou honoured me with thy sacrifices. I have not caused thee to serve with an offering, nor wearied thee
with incense. Thou hast brought me no sweet cane with money, neither hast thou filled me with the fat of thy sacrifices.
BUT (and mark these words) thou hast made me to serve with thy sins, thou hast wearied me with thine iniquities” and
yet despite that, God said: “I, even I am He that blotteth out thy transgressions for mine own sake and will not remember
thy sins”.
In the 45th chapter the prophet gives what is the final reason for the folly of idolatry. Reading at the 20th verse, “assemble
yourselves and come; draw near together ye that are escaped of the nations”, and say unto the nation: “they have no
knowledge that set up the wood of their graven image and pray unto a god that cannot save.” For a god that cannot save
has abdicated his position as god. Since an image cannot save it is proved to be no god. So God announces Himself as the
Saviour. “Tell ye and bring them near; yea, let them take counsel together; who hath declared this from ancient time?
Who hath told it from that time? Have not I the Lord? And there is no God else beside me; a Just God and a Saviour; there
is none beside me. Look unto me and be ye saved, all the ends of the earth; for I am God, and there is none else.” There
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is brought together, in that juxtaposition of terms, the very nerve of this problem: that God is at once a just God and a
Saviour. The prophet goes on to speak of all being brought to bow the knee to God; which you will remember the Apostle
takes up and applies to God’s work in Christ in his letter to the Philippians. How then can He save? What has He done
that we might be saved? Well, we know that He has raised up Jesus, who lived a life of perfect obedience to Him; an
obedience which in his case, took him to the cross. “For,” said Paul, “He was obedient in all things, even to the death of
the cross.”
Made Like Us Yet Without Sin
And now we must press beyond the mere externals in the declaration of the facts accomplished, to ask what was there
about the death of Jesus that made it possible for God to forgive us our sins; and to receive us into His favour? We must
look at Jesus and see first of all, with all the emphasis that the Apostle puts upon it, that he shared our nature. To cite
one passage: (Heb. 2:14)— “Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he took part of the same.”
But the Apostle is not content with that, he says: “He also took part of the same”, and even that isn’t sufficient: “He also,
himself, took part of the same” and even that isn’t enough: “He also himself, likewise, took part of the same.” With that
assertion of the likeness of Jesus to us, in his nature, we may be content here. But because of that it is affirmed of him:
“for he was tempted in all points like as we are”; but with this difference: “yet without sin”. He was beset by trials and
difficulties, a man of sorrows and acquainted with grief. Yet in the words of the prophet Isaiah verse 8 of the 50th chapter,
he could say: “He is near that justifieth me:” and to justify is to pronounce righteous. Jesus is the only one that could lay
claim to the fact, that God would justify him in the primary sense of the word; that God would pronounce him to be
righteous. So Peter, who had looked on Jesus when he stood before his judges, could recognise by revelation afterwards,
that when he stood there, reviled and threatened, but not threatening in return; that he was committing himself to Him
that judgeth righteously. The righteous judge pronounced His son to be righteous by raising him up from death.
But he was there, one of us, and God raised up one who was like us, and yet who, because he was the son of God, was
able to live a perfectly obedient life. Thus, upon the very conditions that had brought death through sin, He provided the
way for resurrection from the dead and the bestowal of immortality upon the beloved son of God.
A Propitiation Or Mercy Seat
But what was done by Jesus that he might be the saviour? There is a passage in the letter to the Romans, which I think is
the key; passage and I’m going to dwell principally on this. Will you turn to Romans chapter 3 verse 23? The Apostle says;
“For all have sinned, and come short of the Glory of God; being justified (or pronounced righteous) freely by his grace,
through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus:” (you notice how these words come in, that I listed at the beginning, all of
which need explaining). “Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood, to declare his
righteousness for the remission of sins that are past, through the forbearance of God: To declare, I say, at this time his
righteousness; that he might be just, and the justifier of him which believeth in Jesus.” Here is the key passage to this
subject. Let us look at it a little more closely. “Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation.” The word is an adjective,
“a propitiatory” and the noun has to be supplied. Some have suggested supplying the word “gift” that is “a propitiatory
gift.” But the identical word is used in the letter to the Hebrews of the place of propitiation. The propitiatory place, the
Mercy Seat; and the word is translated “mercy seat” in the letter to the Hebrews.
But at once we are led back to the symbolism of the O.T. ritual. What was the mercy seat? God himself defined it as the
place of meeting. “There will I meet with thee and there will I commune with thee.” But that meeting with God was not
one of free access at that time. Only once every year, the high priest, stripped of the regalia of his office and not as the
head of the Levitical system; but in white robes symbolic of the white righteousness of the man who would enter, pulled
aside the veil to go in, with blood which was sprinkled upon the mercy seat. It was a prophecy of the opening of the way
to God: but it was a declaration of the fact that the way was not then opened. For the high priest came out and the
curtain fell to, and the act was repeated year by year, a testimony, as the Apostle says. to the inefficacy of the ritual. But
it was a prophecy of one to come, through whom the way would be opened and the significance of that fact was when
the Lord died, and the veil of the temple was rent in twain from top to bottom. It was God’s work and it was a declaration
of the fact that, through the death of Jesus, the way was open to access to the Father. As the Apostle says in the 5th
chapter of his letter to the Romans verse 2, “We have access by faith into this grace wherein we stand.” So Jesus has
been set forth as a propitiation. There, upon the basis of one coming with shed blood, there, as the throne of God, and
although a throne, the place where God the King had his abode, it was there the place of mercy. So the Apostle brings
together the fact that we are to come boldly to the throne of grace. It was a throne, let us not forget that. A throne in
which the principles of God’s holiness were upheld as a condition of man’s approach through the ritual ceremony of shed
blood. So in Romans 3:25 the Apostle goes on: “to be a propitiation (mercy seat) through faith” (that is our response to
what God has done) “in his blood”. At once we must go back to the ritual type again and ask what does this mean? The
blood of the animal was a token of life taken and an identification of the man with the animal; by placing his hands upon
its head and saying in effect: This is what ought to happen to me; I’m taking its life but I’m the sinner and death is due to
me. It becomes the ritual expression of the fact that the man recognises that death was due for sin.
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God’s Righteousness Declared
What did the Lord do in his sacrifice? The Apostle goes on to explain: “to declare His righteousness for the remission of
sins that are past, through the forbearance of God.” “To declare His righteousness”, leads us to consider in this connection,
a phrase closely akin to it, which was used by the Lord himself, when He came to the baptism of John: “suffer it to be so
now for thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteousness.” What did the Lord mean by that? Let our imagination play around
the circumstances just a little. Here was John calling upon men to repent of their sins and to be baptised; and a procession
of men, day by day, while he was preaching, wade out into the Jordan to be baptised of him. What was John preaching?
The gospels do not tell us specifically, but the prophecy in Isaiah 40:6 tells us that the voice who was the herald of the
Lord, had to cry: “and he said, What shall I cry?” and the message he had to give was: “all flesh is grass and the glory of
man as the flower of the field; the grass withereth, and the flower thereof fadeth away. Surely the people is grass.” We
in England with our evergreen fields, cannot appreciate the force of the figure used. I’ve been in Palestine in Autumn
time and the green and flowered fields of spring have all passed away and all you see is the brown bare hillsides. Here
and there, there may be a goat or a camel eating, you cannot tell what, but it’s just the tufts of dried herbage. The grass
has come and gone and to people familiar with such a cycle of life, there comes home with a terrific message, the
comparison of man with grass. He is here and then gone. Man is mortal. That was the message John had to give.
Now we go back to John in Jordan and one day, perhaps the last of many people who had gone down into the water,
there steps forward a grave young man in the fullness of his powers, with a quiet reserve and dignity. When all others
had said to John: I confess my sins and my iniquities and my transgressions, for the Hebrew language was rich in words
descriptive of man’s falling short of God’s standard; and this man says what? We do not know. It may be he said something
like this: I have lived in all good conscience before God until this day. But we may be sure that he said something like that
and we can understand John’s recoil as he said: “I have need to be baptised of thee and comest thou to me?” Then
comes the answer of Jesus, “Suffer it to be so now, for thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteousness.” The Lord, against
the background of the message of John that all flesh is grass, that man is mortal and Jesus is the sharer of our mortality,
witnesses to his acknowledgment of the fact by the symbolic baptism, as he goes down into this symbolic death, fulfilling
all righteousness. It was only a symbol but what was there a symbol was wrought out in fact, three and a half years later,
when he voluntarily went to the cross.
There is a convergence of all kinds of things in connection with the cross, but isolating for the moment this particular
aspect, the Lord could have turned back at any time. Did he not plead in his agony in the garden: “if it be possible let this
cup pass, but not my will but thine be done”, and he went forward in the stern consciousness that he must do his Father’s
will and voluntarily accepted crucifixion. Paul said (Rom. 3:25) that God set him forth “to declare His righteousness”, to
provide the conditions whereby God could forgive sins. Paul emphasises the fact that it was to declare the righteousness
of God by repeating it as you notice, “To declare, I say at this time, His righteousness; that He might be just.” And now
we must stop to point out that the word “just” and its cognate word “justifier” and the related word “justification”, are a
build up in English from one root. We have the word “righteous” and we have the word “righteousness”, but we have no
verb from the same root. We cannot say “to righteousify”, and so the translators have taken words from two roots where
Paul used one word. Let us paraphrase then the Apostle: “to declare I say at this time His righteousness, that He might
be righteous Himself and the bestower of righteousness on him which believeth in Jesus.”
So Paul emphasises that the essential fact is, that Jesus declared the righteousness of God.
The Basis Of Our Forgiveness
Now we have been led along the way to understand what he did, as we considered his baptism. Here he was, a mortal
man. Was it right that he was related to death as a member of the race: Was God righteous in His decrees? The answer
is in the voluntary submission to that on the part of Jesus; that God was right and he upheld the law of God and vindicated
the righteousness of God. He did it as one of us, as a representative man and in the very fact that he was a representative
man we have that which provides the nexus between himself and God. While God has set him forth to be the place of
meeting, in a man who thus upheld His righteousness; God said if you will identify yourself with him for his sake, I will
forgive you your sins and receive you to favour. Therefore it is, that when the Apostle, (Romans 6:4) would speak of the
significance of our baptism, he said, “we are buried with him by baptism into death” but before our baptism there is
something else, and it is an important fact in connection with it. We come to baptism with the recognition that we are
being baptised for the remission of our sins; and with a consciousness that we are sinners in God’s sight. We come with
a consciousness that we have done wrong and we repent, and that we are willing to turn our back on sin and turn our
faces to righteousness. That is our contribution in the first instance to this problem of reconciliation. For such is the nature
of sin that you cannot pass it by lightly.
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Our Identification With Christ
How tragic has been many a home life, when one of the children of the home has followed the course of waywardness
and the parents have lightly passed it by. What an anguished problem a parent has when one of the children takes wrong
ways. How much they enter, in their love for the offspring, into the question of how the one gone astray can be reclaimed,
in order that they might turn back from the evil and turn their paths into right. That in a dim sort of way, brethren and
sisters, is what is involved in our approach to God. We should turn our backs on sin and recognise it for what it is, and
recognise ourselves as sinners, then we reach out to an appreciation of the fact that God will forgive us our sins for
Christ’s sake. We are identified with him and buried with him, by baptism into his death, “that like as Christ was raised
from the dead by the Glory of the Father: so we also should walk in newness of life.” (Rom. 6:4). It is in the use of that
word “with” which recurs in the 6th chapter of the letter to the Romans, that we have this principle of our identification
with him in the recognition of the principles that he upheld. So we are identified “with” him as the second Adam. As in
the first Adam, by our inheritance in him, we receive this mortality, so in the second one we receive this hope of life; the
forgiveness of sins; the hope of resurrection from the dead; and emancipation from this body of corruption to which we
are subject.
Crucified With Christ
There is a passage in the letter to the Galatians, where the Apostle expresses in rather different terms, this fact of
identification with Christ. In the 2nd Chapter, 19th verse, he says: “I, through the law am dead to the law, that I might
live unto God.” We might point out that this is part of the reply of Paul to Peter, when Peter and Barnabas dissembled in
Antioch, but the point of Paul’s citation, of what he told Peter, was that the ecclesias in Galatia had defected from the
Truth and were turning to the beggarly elements, away from the cross of Christ as the means of their redemption. The
Apostle had set forth Christ among them, as he said in the opening verse of chapter three, “Before whose eyes Jesus”
has been PLACARDED before you, that is “crucified among you” and now they were turning back to life by the law. Since
when Paul had met Peter and recited to Peter the same fact, in reciting it his mind travelled back to his address in Galatia.
We have the little bit of biography, so full of emotion, yet never, never straying from the sheerly logical presentation of
this work in Paul through Christ’s sacrifice. “I through the Law am dead to the Law, that I might live unto God. I am
crucified with Christ; nevertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ liveth in me: and the life which I now live in the flesh, I live by
the faith of the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself for me. I do not frustrate the grace of God; for if righteousness
came by the law, then Christ is dead in vain.” So Paul could say, “I am crucified with Christ.”
It is written in the gospels, there were two other crucified with Christ. There you have on the stake the central figure, and
two other crucified with him. Paul who was well known to the Jewish authorities, the favourite pupil of Gamaliel, a man
presently to have a seat in the Sanhedrin, had been fully aware of this work of Jesus during his ministry. Why, Josephus
tells us that there were two million Jews in Jerusalem at the Passover and the news of Jesus and his ministry had travelled
throughout Jewry and throughout the world. Not merely those in Israel were agog with excitement as to whether Jesus
was the Messiah or not, the whole nation was alive with it. Well indeed might the authorities say, not at the feast day
lest there be a tumult; when you think of the numbers in the city. Paul, although living in Tarsus, knew all about it we
may be sure. He had assented to what the authorities had done. In thought he stood with the crowd around and jeered
as the rulers had jeered. “He saved others, himself he cannot save.” Then when Paul was on his persecuting work to
Damascus, he met the risen Lord and Paul’s whole thought world came shattering down in ruins as he thought, that he
was wrong and these Christians in their belief in Christ were right, for Christ was risen. Therefore Christ had received
God’s approval and the only way for Paul was to start and rethink his whole thought and change his allegiance. It means
that Paul who stood around and jeered must now step across, whatever the rest of the jeerers might think, must step
across the space and take his place with “other crucified with him.” Paul must be crucified with him.
That is what Paul means; and it is with all the vividness of a man who had seen crucifixion enacted again and again in the
Holy Land, that he can use the figure. There is no glamour about it such as we see sometimes associated with the cross
of Christ. It was a sheer stark disagreeable awkward thing, that a man was crucified and Paul had to take his place with
him; with all the shame that was associated with it in men’s minds. But it was God’s way, God’s principles upheld and
Paul must be there, identified with God’s principles upheld in Christ.
Alive In Christ
Then Paul found something else: that though he was crucified with Christ he says, “yet I live”. How did he live? “The life
which I now live in the flesh I live by the faith of the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself for me.” (Gal. 2:20.) Or
as he puts it in his letter to the Corinthians (2 Cor. 5:14), “The love of Christ constraineth me, for I thus judge that if one
died for all then all died,” Immediately we begin to see this effect of the love of God in Christ; we realise that here is an
emancipation from that thraldom of sin that we found was part of the problem, that sin had become ourselves and how
could we be delivered from it? Here is the answer: our sins are forgiven and a new motive power is brought into our life,
whereby, reconciled to God, we can live as unto God to the Glory of His name. This, brethren and sisters, is the way God
reconciles us. It is all bound up with the personal relationship between ourselves and Him.
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He has wrought in Christ to provide us a Redeemer, who, sharing our nature, went to the cross to declare the
righteousness of God; and we identify ourselves with him in upholding God’s righteousness and God is honoured, as God
will be honoured in all His ways. “I will be sanctified in them that draw nigh unto me.” Sanctifying him in our humble
approach, in submitting to the symbol of death, which is our due in identification with Christ in baptism; we rise, not to
our old selves, but to walk in newness of life as men and women reconciled to God, in hope of the great salvation that is
established in Christ Jesus.
John Carter – Reference to Pioneer Writings, Christadelphian Unity In Australia, 1958, pp. 73 – 82
Defilement By Transgression
The Scriptures teach that all men are sinners, and wickedness has at times been so bad that God has seen that every
imagination of the thoughts of their hearts was only evil continually (Gen. 6:5).
The Lord witnesses to the fact that “out of the heart proceed evil thoughts, murders, adulteries, fornications, thefts, false
witness, blasphemies” (Matt. 15:19). He can even interpolate the phrase as axiomatic, “If ye being evil”.
The works of the flesh are catalogued by Paul more than once (Gal. 5:19-21; Eph. 5:3; Col. 3:5) and in Rom. 1 his
description of the Roman world of his day shows to what depths human nature descends when free from any controlling
influence of the Word of God. James says that every man is tempted when he is drawn away of his own lust (1:14).
Paul gives a personal account of his own conflicts as a man who is “carnal, sold under sin”—not carnal in the sense of
being guilty of base sins, but fleshly as all are fleshly. And “SIN” is personified as the owner of men, because they have
yielded service to sin. Paul then speaks of these wayward impulses working contrary to his own better desires as “sin that
dwelleth in me”.
Here Paul uses the word as a metonym for the impulses within, which are sinful and are opposed to God’s will. He uses
a series of parallel expressions for these wayward impulses such as “a law—evil present with me,” “the law of sin in my
members,” and these parallels make clear what he meant by “sin dwelling in me”. Bro. __________ scoffingly derides this
insistence on the use of metonymy, referring to it as a “jingle”, and “the semi-enigmatic terms ‘metonym’, ‘metonymy’,
and ‘metonymical’”; but the figure has always been recognised, as we shall see by the quotations to be given.
These being the characteristics of the flesh it can be described as “unclean”. Besides having the inherited tendencies to
sin we all do one or other of the things which Jesus said “defiles a man”.
Death Our Inheritance
In addition to this inheritance of sinfulness man also inherits a dying nature. Paul traces both the sinfulness and the
mortality to the fact that “by one man sin entered into the world and death by sin, and so death passed upon all men, for
that all have sinned.”
He proves that death is an inherited evil by recalling the fact that death reigned from Adam to Moses over men that had
not sinned, as Adam had, under a penal code. The Edenic law carried a death penalty for disobedience, and some of the
Mosaic laws involved death for disobedience; but we know of no such penal enactments throughout the patriarchal age.
Yet death reigned—reigned because death passed through to all men. All men are mortal and all have sinned.
Adamic Condemnation Defined
It is at this point where theories of Adamic condemnation and language such as “inherited condemnation” and “inherited
wrath” start up confusion and misunderstanding. The phrase “Adamic condemnation” has been used in the Truth’s
literature, not as expressive of any personal condemnation derived from our descent from Adam but as a useful
description of the inherited mortality that came into the world by the condemnation upon Adam.
It will be sufficient to cite Bro. Roberts’ lecture given in reply to Edward Turney, entitled THE SLAIN LAMB (page 9-10):
“It is the person, the individual, the nature that is condemned, because it was the person, Adam, that was the
sinner. Condemnation in Adam means, therefore, that we are mortal in Adam; mortal in the physical
constitution—the organisation. Look at any of us when we are just newly born. Why are we mortal at that
moment? We have not sinned. Oh, but we sinned in Adam says the same theory. Did we sin in the individual
sense in him? How could we sin individually when we did not exist? Paul says No! He says death reigned over
them that had not sinned after the similitude of Adam’s transgression.
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“Why is it we are mortal, then? In what sense is the sentence of Adam upon us when we are born? Well, we are
Adam’s organisation. It is in the organisation that the law of mortality resides. It is in the physical substance that
the principle of death is at work. Hence the phrase ‘this corruptible’. If the substance were not corruptible ‘life’
would be ours for ever.”
In THE CHRISTADELPHIAN he wrote:
“Suffering the Adamic condemnation is a question of physical constitution.” (1874, page 233), also again in the
same year, “This mortality is our condemnation in Adam.”
On Adamic Nature
But let us hear Dr. Thomas. Speaking of Adam and Eve, he says:
“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’.”
Then in an oft-quoted passage he says:
“The word sin is used in two principal acceptations in the scriptures: It signifies in the first place ‘the
transgression of law’; and in the next it represents that physical principle of the animal nature, which is the cause
of all its diseases, death, and resolution into dust. It is that in the flesh ‘which has the power of death’; and it is
called sin because the development, or fixation, of this evil in the flesh was the result of transgression.
“Inasmuch as this evil principle pervades every part of the flesh, the animal nature is styled ‘sinful flesh’, that is,
flesh full of sin; so that sin, in the sacred style, came to stand for the substance called man. In human flesh
‘dwelleth no good thing’; and all the evil a man does is the result of this principle dwelling in him. Operating
upon the brain, it excites the ‘propensities’ and sets the ‘intellect’ and ‘sentiments’ to work. The propensities
are blind, and so are the intellect and sentiments in a purely natural state; when, therefore, the latter operate
under the sole impulse of the propensities, ‘the understanding is darkened through ignorance, because of the
blindness of the heart’. The nature of the lower animals is as full of this physical evil principle as the nature of
man; though it cannot be styled sin with the same expressiveness; because it does not possess them as a result
of their own transgression; the name, however, does not alter the nature of the thing.” (Elpis Israel.)
Dr. Thomas On “Constitution”
In the same section Dr. Thomas draws out the figure of “Constitution”—that men are born citizens of Satan’s kingdom,
as a man is born a British or American citizen. In this context he makes a much abused remark that “Children are born
sinners because they are born of sinful flesh” to which he adds: “This is a misfortune and not a crime.”
In the same section he speaks of “men not only being made or constituted sinners by the disobedience of Adam, but they
become sinners even as he by actual transgression.” The last sentence of the quotation concerning the lower animals is
usually quietly ignored.
This phrase “constituted sinners” was misused both in the controversies of the ‘70’s and also the ‘90’s. In June 1874, Bro.
Roberts wrote:
“Only perversity would suppress the word ‘constitutional’, and allege that the Christadelphians teach Christ to
have been a sinner,” and he added, “Finally, I do not teach that Christ was a sinner by birth or any other means:
this is your misrepresentation. I believe he inherited in his flesh the result of Adam’s sin, as we do; not that he
was a sinner himself… And here I add, for the sake of a few who are wondering what the phrase ‘constitutional
sinner’ means, as once or twice employed by Dr. Thomas in reference to Christ; it means that he stood related
to a sin-constitution of things—a state of things arising out of sin; without being himself a committer of sin.
Sorrow arises out of sin; and he was a man of sorrow. Pain (among men) arises out of sin, and he suffered pain.
Weakness arises from sin, and he was ‘crucified through weakness’. Mortality (among men) is the result of sin,
and he was mortal, requiring to be saved from death (Heb. 5:7), and bringing life by his obedience (Rom. 5).
“Into this state of things he was introduced as we are introduced, in being born of a sinful woman. This is the
sense of the phrase ‘a constitutional sinner’.”
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In 1894 the following was written by Bro. F. G. Jannaway:
“An effort is then put forth to make Dr. Thomas endorse ‘the idea of imputing the sin of Adam to helpless babes’,
by quoting the following remarks from THE REVEALED MYSTERY: ‘All mankind are born of corruptible parents
into a state of sin. By this natural birth they become members of this sinful and evil state, and heirs of its
disabilities. By virtue of this birth they are constituted sinners’.
“It would have been well if it had been noticed that Dr. Thomas uses this word constituted as Bro. Roberts uses
it, as a verb, and not as an adjective. The doctor reveals his mind in further explaining the term thus—’that is,
they were endowed with a nature like his (Adam’s), which had become unclean as the result of disobedience’,
and he distinctly states, ‘not because they were responsible transgressors’.
“Yet some are now contending that we require forgiving for that for which we are not responsible. The word of
God teaches that we need forgiving our own sins and redeeming from our vile bodies (both of which are traceable
to Adam’s offence, but which is a different thing from our being held guilty of that offence).
“Then some speak ‘of “inherited wrath of God”, from which “we are at baptism delivered”.’ This has been
correctly described as jargon. Speak as the oracles of God. Bible deliverance from Adamic inheritance is future.
Thus Paul exclaimed, ‘Who shall deliver me?’ when speaking of the state into which he was born.
“‘By nature children of wrath.’ True! But what does Paul mean? Does he mean that- God is angry with us as soon
as we are born? The very text in which the phrase occurs excludes such an unreasonable doctrine (Eph. 2:3). He
speaks of ‘lusts of the flesh’, ‘desires of the flesh’, ‘desires of the mind’, ‘conversation in times past’, ‘wherein
we walked’, ‘the spirit that now worketh in the children of disobedience’, all of which have to do with nature,
but which require action superadded.
“Of all sin it may truly be said, ‘it is our nature so to do’. We are truly ‘by nature children of wrath’, but it is wrath
against evil-doing; any other wrath is inconceivable.”
On this Bro. Roberts commented:
“Bro. Jannaway has sufficiently answered the suggestion that Dr. Thomas in his phrases ‘constituted sinners’,
‘state of sin’, etc., harmonises with the contention now raised, that God ‘imputes’ the sin of Adam to his
descendants.
“It is pretty much a strife of words in the way the thing is argued. Test the thing by its commonsense application,
and the true state of the case must appear. If you impute an offence to a man, of course you can charge him
with it. Imagine yourself charged by God or man with eating the forbidden fruit in Eden. Would not your
understanding be outraged? Is it necessary to say, ‘You never did eat of the fruit; that you weren’t there to eat’?
Adam ate; Adam sinned; Adam was condemned to death; Adam was driven out into a state of evil because of
sin; you have been born into that state, or constitution of things, sharing his very being in all its relations, and
therefore may be described as constitutional members of a sinful state, alias constituted sinners, that is, men
helplessly made subject to a state of sin, from which you cannot by your own will deliver yourself.
“This is intelligible enough, and all that Dr. Thomas meant, or could mean by his definitions. To talk of ‘imputing
sin’, is to confuse our understanding with an unscriptural conception. ‘Blessed is the man to whom the Lord will
not impute sin,’ that is, to whom the Lord will not impute his own sin, but will forgive him his sins: the idea of
imputing someone else’s sins to him is foreign alike to the Scriptures and commonsense.”
Only Sin Can Alienate
Our relationship to Adam is physical; we share the evil and mortality that belongs to him. But that physical inheritance is
our misfortune; we cannot help it, and we are not to blame for it.
We are not alienated from God because we possess this flesh which is mortal, but because we sin and so become
alienated by wicked works. Bro. __________ pinpoints this as the issue: his own repeated phrase “sinner or no” fixes his
view that the possession of the flesh alienates. (See quotations August CHRISTADELPHIAN, page 374). On that view Jesus
was alienated and it is here where the falsity of the teaching becomes evident. This has been discerned in previous
controversies.
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For example in 1874 (page 526), Bro. Roberts wrote:
“Was Jesus born under condemnation? Answer: In the scriptural sense of hereditary condemnation, the answer
is, yes; but this requires to be fenced against the misunderstanding natural to the terms employed.
Condemnation, in its individual application, implies displeasure, which cannot be affirmed of Jesus, who was the
beloved of the Father. But no one is born under condemnation in its individual application. That is, no one is
condemned as an individual till his actions as an individual call for it.
“But hereditary condemnation is not a matter of displeasure, but of misfortune. The displeasure of wrath arises
afterwards, when the men so born work unrighteousness. This unrighteousness they doubtless work ‘by nature’,
and are, therefore, by nature, children of wrath—that is, by nature, they are such as evoke wrath by
unrighteousness.
“It was here that Jesus differed from all men. Though born under the hereditary law of mortality, as his mission
required, his relation to the Father, as the Son of God, exempted him from the uncontrolled subjection to
unrighteousness.”
In the LAW OF MOSES, Bro. Roberts quotes the following from another brother:
“We are forgiven and shall be saved for Christ’s sake, he required no forgiveness… Christ was undefiled in mind,
absolutely pure, therefore he required no cleansing as pertaining to the conscience at baptism, for there never
was a moment in his life when God was displeased with him; he always did and said what pleased the Father. He
only required cleansing in nature which was done after resurrection.”
Jesus Shared Our Nature
At the same time it was rightly insisted that Jesus shared our nature with its sorrows and temptations, but always
overcame every trial. As Bro. Roberts wrote (1875, page 376):
“He was a sufferer from the hereditary effects of sin; for these effects are physical effects. Death is a physical
law in our members implanted there through sin ages ago, and handed down from generation to generation.
Consequently, partaking our physical nature, he partook of this, and his own deliverance (as ‘Christ the first
fruits’) was as necessary as that of his brethren. In fact, if Christ had not first been saved from death (Heb. 5:7),
if he had not first obtained eternal redemption (Heb. 9:12), there would have been no hope for us, for we obtain
salvation only through what he has accomplished in himself, of which we become heirs by union with him. He
overcomes and we share his victory, by uniting with him, if he at the judgment seat permit.”
Can All “Sin In Adam”?
Our next quotation concerns the phrase “In Adam all sinned”. This is based upon the A.V. translation of Rom. 5:12, “in
whom all sinned”. A footnote to ELPIS ISRAEL for half a century has pointed out that this translation cannot be sustained.
But if it is insisted upon, what does the phrase mean? Here Bro. Roberts answers (1873, page 409):
“The words ‘in him (Adam) all sinned’ (Rom. 5:12), only amount to ‘as I may so say’, as in the case of Levi said to
have paid tithes (or more properly, ‘to have been tithed’) in the loins of his father Abraham (Heb. 7:10). He says
(verse 9) ‘As I may so say, Levi did so and so’. That is, in an indirect sense, not to be practically pressed. Our
sinning in Adam can be made to mean nothing more than that from him we were destined to be generated, and
that his act affected our state when we should appear. But this is not the meaning of ‘sin’, when we come to
discuss ‘sin’ as affecting individual destiny.
“Using the term in its correct sense, Paul expressly isolates Adam’s descendants from Adam’s sin. He says: ‘Death
reigned from Adam to Moses even over them who had NOT SINNED AFTER THE SIMILITUDE OF ADAM’S
TRANSGRESSION’ (Rom. 5:14). The point of his argument is that ‘through the offence of ONE many are dead’,
who sinned not after the similitude of that offence being no ‘parties to the transaction’, and not being ‘in at the
job’, to use phrases whose allusion will be understood; but that the glory of God’s grace is to release penitent
and reforming offenders from many offences through the righteousness of ONE.
“The new argument destroys this beautiful fact by huddling the millions of Adam’s race all into one Edenic
offender, and making them all ‘parties to the transaction’… Adam’s descendents have not sinned after the
similitude of Adam’s transgression; but are his companions only in the sense of being heirs of the consequences
of his act; among whom was Jesus, who, however, being the begotten of God in the channel of those
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consequences, could annul them, in the bearing of them into a grave that God could open because of his
holiness.”
Sin In The Flesh
The phrase “sin in the flesh” has always provoked contention. The argument of Edward Turney was that “the life” was
condemned. This is really absurd, for it separates the life from the individual. It treats of something which is only an
abstraction separated from the man.
It was Adam who sinned; it was Adam who was condemned; it was the dust formed organisation that was sentenced to
return to the ground. It was the physical man that sustained such changes as brought shame and fear and a defiled
conscience, a defilement which then became, in Dr. Thomas’ word, “corporeal”. But the opposite error is now being
taught. “Sin” used by metonymy for the fleshly impulses, is now being separated from the individual and is being made
of itself a reason for alienation and estrangement.
Man is an entity; a man sustains a relationship to God by his acts; he sins and is alienated; he is forgiven and is reconciled.
Moral terms are wrongly given an application to the flesh when “the flesh” is considered as separable from the individual
as a whole.
In 1874 (page 88) Bro. Roberts answered the question, “What do you mean by ‘sin in the flesh’, which some speak of as
a fixed principle?”
“Answer: Job speaking of ‘man that is born of woman’, says ‘Who can bring a clean thing out of an unclean?’ and
David, by the Spirit, says, in Psalm 51:5: ‘Behold I was shapen in iniquity, and in sin did my mother conceive me.’
Furthermore, the annual atonement under the law (Lev. 16) was appointed ‘even for the holy place’, because of
the uncleanness of the children of Israel, besides their ‘transgressions in all their sins’ (verse 16). ‘Sin in the flesh,’
which is Paul’s phrase, refers to the same thing. It is also what Paul calls ‘Sin that dwelleth in me’ (Rom. 7:17),
adding, ‘I know that in me (that is in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing’.
“Now, what is this element called ‘uncleanness’, ‘sin’, ‘iniquity’, etc.? The difficulty experienced by some in the
solution of this question, arises from a disregard of the secondary use of terms. Knowing that sin is the act of
transgression, they read ‘act of transgression’ every time they see the term sin, ignoring the fact that there is a
metonymy in the use of all words which apply even to sin.
“Suppose a similar treatment of the word DEATH. Primarily, death means the state to which a living man is
reduced— when his life ceases. Now we read of one of the sons of the prophets saying, ‘there is death in the
pot’. Does this mean there was a corpse in the pot? No, but that which makes a corpse of any living man. ‘Death’
literally meant ‘that which: would lead to death’. Again ‘death hath passed upon all men’, means the condition
that leads to death. So, ‘let the dead bury their dead’, means, ‘Let those who are destined to be numbered with
the dead, bury those who are actually dead’. ‘Past from death unto life’, means ‘Passed from that relation that
ends in death, to that which leads to life’.
“A disregard for metonymy and ellipsis in such statements, has led to most of the errors of the apostacy; and is
leading some back to them who had escaped.
“There is a principle, element, or peculiarity in our constitution (it matters not how you word it) which leads to
the decay of the strongest or the healthiest. Its implantation came by sin, for death came by sin; and the infliction
of death and the implantation of this peculiarity are synonymous things.”
In 1873 (page 447) he has also written:
“Adam was driven out of Eden because of disobedience; He was therefore thrown back upon himself, so to
speak, and he soon found in himself and his progeny how weak and evil a thing the flesh is, for his first son was
a murderer. And because disobedience or sin, was the cause of his expulsion, and that sin was the result of the
desires of the flesh, and because all the desires that are natural to the flesh organisation are because of native
ignorance, in directions forbidden, there is no exaggeration, no high figure in talking of sin in the flesh.
“It is Paul’s figure. He speaks of ‘sin that dwelleth in me’, and as he defines me to be ‘my flesh’, sin that dwelleth
in me is ‘sin in the flesh’ — a metonym for those impulses which are native to the flesh, while knowledge of God
and of duty is not native to the flesh.”
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Sin As It Affected Jesus
In 1875 (page 375) he says concerning Jesus:
“He was a sufferer from the effects of sin in all the items of weakness, labour, pain, sorrow, death; and in this
sense (as a partaker with us of the effects of sin) has been described as a constitutional sinner, or one subject to
a sin-constitution of things. But as this phrase gives occasion to disingenuous cavil, it is well to discard the phrase
and look at the meaning, which has been stated.
“As a sufferer from the effects of sin, he had himself to be delivered from those effects; and as the mode of
deliverance was by death on the cross, that death was for himself first, not for sins of his own committing, but
for deliverance from the (effect of the) sin of Adam from which he suffered in common with his brethren, and
from the sins of his brethren which were laid upon him.”
“By Nature Children Of Wrath”
We come now to the phrase “by nature children of wrath” which is always called into service in connection with what is
virtually the importing of responsibility for “original sin”.
The phrase has been mentioned in a previous quotation. It was discussed in the DEBATE as quoted in the August
CHRISTADELPHIAN, page 375; in 1873 (page 554) Bro. Roberts wrote:
“The case of his brethren was much different. They were ‘dead in trespasses and sins’ (Eph. 2:1). It was not
merely that they were mortal because descended from Adam, but they were ‘alienated and enemies in their
minds by wicked works’ (Col. 1:21). They were among the children of DISOBEDIENCE; ‘Among whom,’ says Paul,
‘we all had our conversation in times past in the lusts of our flesh, fulfilling the desires of the flesh and of the
mind’ (Eph. 2:3). It was this (to which they are prone by nature) that constituted them the children of wrath,
even as others; for ‘the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of
men’ (Rom. 1:18). The wrath of God is not revealed toward us because Adam sinned (as the Apostacy and
Renunciationism teach), but because we ourselves transgress. Believers were all at one time subject to this wrath,
because as Paul further says, ‘We ourselves also were sometime foolish, DISOBEDIENT, deceived, serving divers
lusts and pleasures, living in malice and envy, hateful and hating one another’.” (Titus 3:3.)
“The most conspicuous feature of the goodness of God toward us in the gospel is in the forgiveness of these
‘many offences’ (Rom. 5:16). Our hereditary mortality would have been a trivial obstacle if we ourselves had
been found righteous before God. It was our iniquities that separated us from God. Hence the glory of the gospel
in the proclamation of the remission of these, in the belief and obedience of the gospel of His son.”
The battle of quotations could be continued indefinitely but although we could parallel those from the earlier controversy
(1873-4) with others from the later disputes (1894-5-6) we do not propose to continue the discussion.
The extracts quoted above are clear: they were written to refute the very ideas now being imposed as the correct
interpretation of the STATEMENT OF FAITH, and which it would appear are being endorsed by the ‘minority’ in Great
Britain, who have separated with the cry of purity of doctrine, and now espouse old errors which have twice been
overthrown.
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Islip Collyer [1900s to 1960s]
A. On Creation
Islip Collyer, Final Considerations, Vox Dei, 1921, pp. 116-117
We are fully aware of many objections that have been raised by sceptics in the name of science. We respect these
difficulties and we can sympathise with the unbelievers’ point of view. It is obvious, however, that there is grave danger
of misinterpretation, whether we study the ancient writings of Hebrew prophets or the book of Nature, and we entertain
a rude conviction that there is in one respect at least, a humiliating resemblance between the ignorant disciple of Christ
and the learned scientist. Each is inclined to place over much confidence in his interpretation where his studies have been
imperfect, and each is disposed to treat with contempt matters which he has not studied at all. We may leave it an open
question as to whether there are any instances of irreconcilable discord between Nature and the Bible as we’ now possess
it. There can be no question, however, that in many cases the apparent contradiction is through faulty interpretation on
one side or other, or both.
We hope that we have stated an argument which will in some degree tend to soften the asperities of controversy and
render more intelligible the pertinacity of those who look for a complete realisation of all the promises of Scripture.
Is it utterly impossible that the men of simple faith should be right after all? Surely it may be true that there is a final
object in the history of this beautiful but blemished earth and in the painful struggles of humanity. We ask from whence
come the evils of bloodshed and pestilence and the persistent shadow of mortality? We may also ask from whence come
the soul of mankind, the bejewelled sphere on which we live, the sense of good and the mystery of love?
Many of the greatest of scientists have felt it impossible to believe that all life has evolved by chance from a ball of molten
matter. Sometimes they have sought consolation in the shadows, with the light of their learning as dim as their darkened
rooms. Other thinkers make an illogical compromise between faith and scepticism, trying to avoid the responsibility of
full belief and yet drawn toward the light of Christ.
It seems to us reasonable to believe that there is a world of life above as there is below. It seems quite possible that
humanity is suffering for its sins, and that the Creator, in “staining the pride of human glory,” adopted a method of
revelation such as would not occur to the wisdom of man.
Thus, as it appears to us, we have a collection of writings claiming to be the product of revelation, offending our sense of
propriety and arousing our antagonism at every turn, yet better supported by evidence than any other proposition in the
world.
Islip Collyer, The Issue Stated, The Vegetable in the Witness Box, 1922, pp. 7-13
In connection with almost all matters there are harmful extremes, and the truth lies somewhere between them. It is so
with Evolution and Creation. There is the extreme of those who say there is no such thing as Evolution, and there is the
extreme of those who, in effect, say that there is nothing else. It would be well if the distinction between the moderate
central position and the two extremes could be borne in mind. Not only is a belief in a kind of Evolution quite consistent
with a recognition of Creation, but it is a logical sequence of such recognition. It would be impossible to conceive of a
world of life, ordered by an intelligent Creator, which should exclude the possibility of variation or development. Imagine
all men like perfect twins, quite indistinguishable from each other. Intelligence would decree that with all forms of life
there should be infinite variety, within the bounds of its created capacity. The growth of the adult from the infant, the
development of a chicken from an egg, and the improvement of a species by artificial selection, are all instances of
Evolution; but in all these cases the full potentialities are innate from the beginning. It is an Evolution within the created
capacity. It is thus quite possible to evolve a strong horse from a weak one; but quite another matter to evolve a horse
of any kind from nothing at all.
Before enquiring whether certain facts in Nature can be explained on the principles of Evolution, it is necessary to have
plainly before the mind what motive power this theory has at its disposal, and, therefore, I will briefly enumerate the
principal facts on which Darwin relies. It has been said that he taught the existence of an innate principle of development
in all organic beings, tending to improve them. As a matter of fact, he only mentioned this idea in order distinctly to
dissociate himself from it. Indeed, such an innate law of development would simply mean Creation by Evolution, and
would, therefore, hardly be regarded as a scientific conception. It has been said that according to Darwin, the need for a
faculty developed the faculty; but this is rather a misleading statement of the case, bordering on the lines of the aboveBy One Man – Supplementary Material
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mentioned error. It would be more correct to say that he believed that if a faculty became absolutely necessary, all
creatures which did not possess it would perish. If two animals possessed the faculty, and ten million did not, the ten
million would perish and the two survive. I think we can hardly dispute such a proposition as that.
Darwin believed that there was in all living organisms a tendency to vary, and just as man has taken advantage of this
fact to develop different breeds and varieties suited to his purpose or fancy, so Darwin believed that Nature had acted in
a slower but surer way to develop breeds suited to her own conditions. Thus man acts by artificial selection to preserve
variations in his animals which are of advantage to man. Nature acts by natural selection to preserve variations which are
of advantage to the animals themselves. It is claimed that many more creatures are born than can possibly survive, and
this leads to a struggle for existence, in which the weakest perish and the “fittest” survive. A variation harmful to the
creature will hamper it in the struggle for existence, and ensure a final extinction of all that vary in that way, while on the
other hand, a profitable variation, however slight, will give to the creatures which will develop it an advantage in the
struggle for existence which will enable them to survive, and pass on their advantages to a numerous progeny. Isolation
from various causes will enable varieties to evolve on divergent lines and under new conditions, thus accentuating the
differences and producing fresh species, and this weeding out and development carried on for an enormous length of
time will produce changes and improvements as much greater than the changes effected by the artificial selection of
man, as the history of the earth is greater than the history of man.
The fittest to survive are, of course, those most capable of surviving; whether from their strength, ferocity, armament,
hardiness, cunning, or fecundity and there are very many trifling causes which might determine both the manner in which
certain creatures might vary, and their capacity to survive.
Another extremely important consideration in the doctrine of Evolution is the use and disuse of parts. It is a fact in Nature
that no one can deny, that the use of an organism tends to develop it, while disuse allows it to decay. We need only think
of the blacksmith’s arms, the cyclist’s legs, and the pianist’s lithesome fingers, to recognise that this is a principle of
Nature which is every day being exemplified. It is a fact quite in harmony with the idea of special Creation, and it certainly
does not find a parallel in machines which man is able to make. It might be claimed, without straining the point, that the
law of development by use is an evidence of God. The Evolutionist, however, without attempting to explain the fact,
regards it as a great assistance to Natural Selection.
Sexual selection is also supposed to have played an important part. By this is meant the selection of favoured or attractive
individuals by the opposite sex, and the consequent more numerous progeny of those animals which proved fascinating.
Sometimes superior strength or armament would be directly passed on in this way, as male animals frequently struggle
for the possession of the females, and those which are victorious naturally have the more numerous offspring.
These are the principal forces on which Darwin relied for his theory of Evolution, but there are, of course, many minor
influences which he supposed would largely affect the development of all organic beings. In his interesting works he
brings forward multitudes of facts, some pointing in one direction, and some in another, and with admirable candour
endeavours to meet the difficulties which he encounters. He brings forward strange instances of variations, co-related
growths, and reversion to type, but the main argument is on the basis of the principles here briefly described. Too many
births, accidental variations, struggle for existence, survival of the fittest, and the development of parts and sexual
selection, carried on during an immense period of time. Weak ones weeded out century after century, and profitable
variations, however slight, preserved. Struggle with creatures of the same species, and struggle with species widely
different, with famine and with pestilence, with fire and with flood. No better parentage than the forces of Nature from
the time millions of years ago when the earth was first cool enough to live on, and apparently no better object than to
continue the struggle until the earth is too cold to sustain life any longer.
Such is the theory that has done much to shake religious faith, and which in a subtle way will do much more. Such is the
theory which is now taught us in our science books, our cyclopaedias, and our papers; and gardeners are, I suppose,
amongst others, called upon to accept in theory a doctrine which they will assuredly never put into practice.
It is important to note that the Natural Selection theory is distinctly atheistic. Some readers may object to this statement
as Darwin was not an atheist in the ordinary sense of that ugly word. Atheism, however, simply means “without God,”
and Darwin did most emphatically rely on Natural Selection to explain Nature without God. Even man himself is regarded
as the product of a million chances, so that the most trifling causes in the early days of life on earth might have turned
the forces of Nature in another direction, and man would never have appeared.
It was the Natural Selection theory that made Darwin confess that the old arguments in favour of a belief in God had lost
all their force so far as he was concerned. All creatures are regarded as the victims of natural laws which operate without
any ultimate design, and which are no more interested in men than in maggots. The variations of the creatures are
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regarded as purely accidental, and the preservation of profitable variations is a natural consequence of the selfish struggle
for life.
It is against this Natural Selection theory that I now write. It is totally unable to explain the variety and the perfection of
the vegetable world. One might be a practical gardener and believe in Evolution; but it seems to me impossible for anyone
to be an intelligent cultivator of the soil and to accept the Natural Selection theory propounded by Charles Darwin.
Islip Collyer, Selection Must Have Something To Select, The Vegetable in the Witness Box, 1922, pp. 2731
We will take a single instance from the vegetable world for the purpose of illustration. The strawberry, which is typical of
the plants of its order, can be propagated by means of seed, or from runners. Man may surely be excused for thinking
that such a plant was designed for his benefit. Nothing could be more luscious than the fruit while, if it is desired to
increase the quantity for another year, nothing could be easier than the propagation of the plants. Instead of having to
wait for the seed to grow, the gardener makes use of the runners. He keeps the ground round each plant open arid free
from weeds. He feeds the plants generously with manures, and they promptly throw out a number of runners. These
runners grow long enough to reach beyond the outmost leaves of the parent, and then they develop a perfect little plant,
capable of rooting when it comes in contact with the ground. It is easy for the gardener to pin these little plants down
with a wooden peg, or weight them down with a stone, and then they quickly take root and soon become strong enough
to be independent. A dozen or more sturdy plants can be taken in a season from one parent without any need to take
more than one from each runner. More gardeners prefer to pinch the runner off after it has formed its first plant. If it is
allowed to continue its growth, it may produce three or even more, but it is held that the first plant on each runner will
be the best fruiter, and runners are produced in such profusion that there is no need to overwork them.
All this is very convenient for the horticulturist who desires to increase his supply of fruit. The Evolutionist, however, will
not tolerate any suggestion that such devices of Nature could have been designed for the benefit of man. In fact, he
denies that they were designed for anything. He regards them as the pure products of chance variations which, proving
profitable to the plant itself, have been selected in the struggle for existence.
We ask, then, how in this case can the work be divided into the easy stages which are necessary, to enable even the
Evolutionist to regard chance variation as an adequate explanation? One cannot say that the plant was forced by
circumstances into a new course of life, and it made use of such organs and parts as it possessed. The runners are of no
use to the species unless they produce perfect plants which can grow. Inevitably the first growth is from the centre and
the runner must shoot upwards. All round the parent root are the stalks and leaves as necessary to the plant as lungs are
to an animal. If the runner produced the new plant too soon, it could never reach the around, and would be useless. The
runner must reach beyond the widest leaves, and must then bend over until it reaches the ground. At this point the new
plant must be produced with leaves, stalks, and a growing centre capable of developing to the full size and capacity of
the species. The heel of the plant where it comes in contact with the ground must be capable of developing a root rapidly
as soon as the conditions are favourable. In other words, the new method of Propagation must be perfect from the start
or else it can be of no profit whatever.
This, indeed, is a feeble statement of the case. Every practical gardener who has had any experience of strawberries
would read such a statement with a feeling of wonder at its timidity, for every such experienced man knows that the
production of runners is very seriously to the detriment of the plant’s fruiting capacity, and therefore unless the runners
were perfect from the start, they would be most unprofitable variations. So unmistakable is this fact that if a gardener
desires to secure the maximum quantity of fruit from his plants, he takes care to cut off the runners as fast as they appear.
Sometimes a plant will throw out scores of such little shoots in a season, all of them being pinched off as soon as they
are observed. This is doubtless exhausting to the plant, but it does not check the development of fruit as seriously as If
the runners were left to grow. Much more fruit would be produced, however, if by some means it were possible to
prevent the plant from attempting to grow runners, and all its energy could be turned towards the production of fruit.
Now the Evolutionist cannot have the argument both ways. He tells us that the growth of fruit or runners is solely in the
interest of the species itself. He tells us that the principle of the survival of the fittest provide an “ever-watchful force”
which is capable of selecting the most trifling of variations that give the plant any advantage in the struggle for existence.
If so, then, it must also be capable of rejecting or weeding out any variation that proves unprofitable. It is demonstrated
beyond all cavil that if plants grow runners they do not produce half as much fruit. If, therefore, they threw out
rudimentary runners, just the first step in the direction of the new method of propagation, it would be a variation not
merely useless but definitely harmful.
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The answer which has been given in connection with the wing of the bird will not apply in this case. For a selection of a
profitable variation of this kind to come into play, the new plant must be perfect from the start. In other words, the man
who talks about filling in the gaps must add to his postulates. Not only must he say, “Let it be granted that these plants
are capable of producing variations covering the entire range of Nature’s equipment,” but he must add, “Let it also be
granted that these variations appear suddenly and perfectly from the start.”
Surely there is not much left for this much advertised principle of Natural Selection, which has in the case of many men
destroyed the belief in God.
Islip Collyer, Dilution, The Vegetable in the Witness Box, 1922, pp. 45-50
The objection to Evolution under the heading of Dilution may be very simply stated. Even if it be admitted that chance
variations would occur in the manner claimed and that natural selection would tend to develop and perfect them, such
profitable variations would at once be diluted and checked by interbreeding between animals which varied and animals
which did not, or by cross breeding between creatures whose slight variations were developed in different directions and
would thus neutralise each other. When it is remembered how difficult stock breeders find it to make permanent the
variations they have selected, and how readily these slight differences are lost by breeding with the old stock, it must be
admitted that the law of dilution presents a serious problem to the exponent of Evolution.
Darwin recognised the force of dilution and made some important admissions regarding it. He stated his conviction that
abrupt variations occurring in single individuals would be lost by dilution, and that this actually occurs under
domestication unless man takes pains to isolate and preserve the peculiarity. In a footnote to The Descent of Man, P. 423,
2nd edition, he refers to the Origin of Species in this connection. I give the passage in full:“I had always perceived that rare and strongly marked deviations of structure deserving to be called
monstrosities could seldom be preserved through natural selection and that the preservation of even highly
beneficial variations would depend to a certain extent on chance. I had also fully appreciated the importance of
mere individual differences and this led me to insist so strongly on the importance of that unconscious form of
selection by man, which follows from the preservation of the most valued individuals of each breed, without any
intention on his part to modify the character of the breed. But until I read an article in the North British Review
which has been of more use to me than any other review, I did not see how great the chances were against the
preservation of variations whether slight or strongly pronounced occurring only in single individuals.”
From this it appears that even Darwin recognised that a profitable variation would be lost by dilution unless it occurred
in a number of individuals at the same time. He insists on the importance of that slight tendency to vary in the same way
which has modified certain breeds of animals or varieties of plants, during the process of selection by man.
Now here it appears to us there is a serious flaw in the reasoning. The idea is that if the profitable variations were only
very slight instead of being strongly marked they might occur in many individuals at the same time and thus be preserved.
Doubtless this would be the case with variations within the limit of created capacity, but surely such variations as would
be necessary to produce a totally new sense or organ are not only different in degree but also in principle. If you have a
field of turnips you may find one plant very big and another very small and an almost indefinite number of graduations
between the two. If then you take a medium turnip as a standard and consider all that differ from it as variations,
doubtless many individuals will vary in the same way. Half or more than half of the total number may be bigger than the
standard set up, and if you select the few biggest you may improve the stock, or at least keep it from deteriorating. If,
however, we consider the idea of producing a totally new tendency, such as the capacity to climb and grow other turnips
in the air, the case is very different. Instead of being merely a question of size or colour, varying from a medium standard,
it would require variation in a totally new direction in the nature of a freak. However slight the first variation might be it
would still be in the nature of a freak and would, therefore, not be likely to occur in more than one individual at the same
time. In truth the suggestion that the successive changes would be very trifling and the development very gradual, does
not reduce the difficulty at all. Like the sugar coating to a pill, it only serves to make the idea rather easier to swallow.
Variations, in an entirely new direction, however slight, would only be likely to occur in single individuals, and thus they
would be lost by dilution.
Darwin made one strong effort to grapple with this dilution difficulty. In the Origin of Species, p. 81, he suggests that
members of each variety might prefer to breed together. This clearly touches the difficulty at close quarters. If a certain
family of animals which had varied in a profitable direction from the common standard of their species, held aloof from
their fellows it is quite conceivable that they might retain their peculiarity. As there are many animals which do not band
together to crush a common enemy, the idea that a few that had thus varied would in course of time multiply and
completely supplant the old stock is intelligible. They might also be the subject of selection themselves, tending to
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increase their peculiar advantage, for obviously according to the law of battle those of the improved stock that were
beaten and killed would generally be those that were improved the least. All this is intelligible as long as they retained
the original peculiarity which gave them their advantage, and the suggestion is that the peculiarities would be retained
by the modified members preferring to breed together. It may be so. That is a point with which we are not now concerned.
For the moment all we need to point out is that here again, the argument is not applicable to plants. Plants do not walk
about and court each other. Flowers do not exercise any volition in the choice of a partner. They are fertilized either by
the wind or insects which are intent on their own business and have no thought of the work they are incidentally
performing for others. In the case of plant, then, dilution would be inevitable. Even under cultivation we are often made
painfully conscious of this law and our efforts are thwarted through cross fertilization which we have been unable to
prevent. The difficulty is greatly emphasised by the law of reversion which we will deal with in the next chapter, and
accidental variations are readily confirmed to the old stock.
Even apart from other difficulties it appears to me that the law of dilution places a barrier in the way of Evolution on
anything like the scale maintained by Darwin. I cannot conceive of the possibility of all the existing species of animals and
plant having developed from a few simple types unless there was some intelligent power behind Nature. An intelligent
power, not only to originate life and start the development, but also to guide its course. If mere chance variation were
the only motive powers, plants and animals would remain with the faculties they originally possessed, for even if there
ever appeared the beginning of a new capacity the solitary chalice would be lost in the multitude, as a drop of milk is lost
in a bucket of water.
Islip Collyer, Altruism in Plants, The Vegetable in the Witness Box, 1922, pp. 74-76
If the Evolution theory were true, if there were no altruism in the scheme of things, surely the vegetable world would
poison all the creatures that presume to feed upon it. Instead of such selfishness, the vegetable world says to the ox,
“Here is food in abundance for you, and your wit need only be exercised to avoid the rare herbs which would poison you
if taken in quantity, but which may serve as medicine in the small proportion I give of them.” To man she says, “Here is
food for you, too, choicer and better food, but you must use your wits constantly and toil to grow it.”
We are so used to the situation that we may grow to accept it as a matter of course. Surely it is reasonable to ask
sometimes why it is that poisons are rare? Why the seed of some plants should provide us with nourishment? Why there
should be such a balance in Nature that the vegetable world, with supreme power to slay, should not only let us live but
minister to us with her own vital forces? A man is blind as well as unthankful to claim that we owe nothing to any power
outside ourselves, and that Nature is always selfish however well she serves us.
The truth is the other way. Man is selfish and by his folly brings curse upon himself. We can see so many evils wrought
by the sin and selfishness of humanity that it should not require much effort to accept the Bible assurance that when
traced back to the first cause, all the ills must be placed in this category. Nature, on the other hand, is bountiful. There is
ample provision for our needs and this provision must have a Provider.
A closer investigation of the nutritious seeds strengthens this view. Man has shown repeatedly that his tastes will often
lead him astray. He is not satisfied with bread as Nature has provided it and desires to make it finer and more palatable.
Wheat is passed through many processes to make it finer and whiter. Yet the wheat in itself is a balanced food, containing
the elements required by the human body in just about the proportion necessary. The fine flour is not balanced and if
men tried to use it exclusively for food they would die. In the same way rice has been polished to give it a gloss attractive
to the eye. In this process some vital elements are, removed, and the food value is reduced.
If the Evolution theory were true, if natural selection were the terrible potent force that has been represented, we should
not have the vegetable world ministering to our needs and providing us with such a variety of food. If natural selection
were so rigorous as to be able to evolve the fruits which carry an indigestible seed in an alluring covering — strawberries,
raspberries, blackberries, plums and peaches, surely it would be sufficiently strong to guard other plants against the
production of a seed providing a perfectly balanced diet for animal life.
The man who accepts all that Nature can give, taking it just as a matter of course and refusing to recognise altruism in
any of her processes, is like the selfish, thoughtless child, who accepts all that the parents provide as part of the natural
order of things, requiring no thought and calling for no gratitude.
More thoughtful beings, both young and old, recognise that in all the variety of life there is a deep design to make human
life possible. In any one of a thousand different ways, the race might have been blotted out years ago but for this
controlling, unseen hand. Children may often be denied what they would like to have. Sometimes the food is not just in
the form they would best appreciate. Real food is provided, however, and wise children know that there is a Provider.
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Islip Collyer, The Beauty of Flowers, The Vegetable in the Witness Box, 1922, pp. 88-91
Take your favourite wild flower, if you have one, and analyse its perfection. You will find many essential elements in its
beauty, many features that would have to be noted in any attempt at imitation. You will probably agree that there is
more evidence of artistic selection here than in all the beauties of a bird’s wing.
The question then arises, “How does the Evolution theory account for this variety and beauty of floral decoration?” The
answer is that all beauty in both animal and vegetable kingdoms is to be explained by chance variation and sexual
selection. This selection, it is claimed, gives greater fruitfulness to the more beautiful individuals, and thus, during millions
of years, has produced the perfections which lead simple souls to believe that the Creator has purposely given us some
beauty of form and colouring to indicate what the earth might be.
Surely it is evident here that there is a fundamental difference between the animal and vegetable world. All the prolonged
argument based on the observation of birds and butterflies fails to apply. Even if we grant that a hen pheasant may have
an extraordinary artistic sense and a determination to choose a mate conforming to her exacting standard, such
concession will not help to explain the selection of beauty in flowers, for the cases are not in any way parallel. The flowers
do not seek each other, but are fertilized by insects in search of honey. Their courtship is not “a prolonged affair.” The
insect which performs the good office for them is really a marauder intent on finding food.
We may be willing to accept the claim that animals, birds and, even butterflies are fastidious in their choice of companions
but we certainly cannot admit that insects insist on a certain standard of beauty on the doors of the honey chamber
before they will condescend to fetch their food. Even in the case of humanity there would be no selection of beauty in
such a case as this. If a young woman can choose a mate from a number of men, she may select the best looking (though
even that is doubtful). If, however, she is a pickpocket intent on petty larceny, beauty will be a matter of complete
indifference. All who could be recognised as men with well-filled pockets would be equally attractive, though their faces
might be like a nightmare and their bodies like question marks. It is altogether too much to ask us to believe that insects
flitting from flower to flower in search of honey have made such careful selection of beauty as to account for all the subtle
charms in the jewellery of Nature.
To make the proposition still more unreasonable, scientists inform us that the eye of an insect has many lenses showing
a multiplication of images. Even the most artistic of human beings would be unable to make a selection of beauty if
equipped with such an eye. No doubt the bees use their eyes, no doubt the flowers attract them because they know that
honey is there; but any kind of distinctive mark would have served equally well. They certainly do not insist that the
honey-pots must be delicately and rarely beautiful before they will raid them. A bee keeper in time of honey shortage
will often feed his bees with a mixture of sugar and water. There is no need to employ a skilful artist to paint artificial
flowers so as to administer the food in a beautiful bowl! The bees will accept it in rough and ready form. Nothing could
more fully demonstrate the fact that the food is the attraction; with inherited instinct as the normal guide.
If Nature had been purely utilitarian, surely the commonest of grass, fertilized by the wind, independent of insect
attentions and with no delicate parts to get out of order, would have been not only dominant but supreme on earth. Why
should more delicate and complex forms exist at all? Why become dependent on a particular kind of insect for the
essential process of self-propagation? Above all, why such wonderful variety and beauty of flowers if only to please the
eye of greedy creatures which in spite of all inherited instincts will take sugar from a stick?
The truth is that all through Nature there is a strange and subtle blend of good and evil. To deny design is to stultify our
reason. Often there is duality of design. The same organ may be used to perform more than one office. Aesthetic qualities
may be used partly for utilitarian purposes. The whole earth is a lesson in the evil and ugliness that has been, and the
good and beauty that may be.
Even Darwin had to admit the Creator as a first cause. The only logical position is to admit Him as a constant cause — the
one Great Reality in all the Universe. The blend of beauty and ugliness, good and evil in the world has its counterpart in
revelation. Greedy insects make beauty fruitful and human robbers are carrying out a similar work on the spiritual plane.
Islip Collyer, Summary, The Vegetable in the Witness Box, 1922, pp. 92-96
Strictly speaking the doctrine of Evolution does not explain anything or throw the faintest ray of light on the mystery of
our origin. Its best effect is to stimulate thought and quicken our appreciation of the wonders of Nature, its worst effect
is to remove God farther from us and to make men atheistic in heart if not in profession. The doctrine of development
does not diminish the marvels of Creation because for everything that Nature has evolved there must have been a law
or cause at least as wonderful as its effects.
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One of the greatest scientists once pointed to a bird coming from an egg as an illustration of Evolution that we can see in
progress. We must agree that an egg seems a simple object as compared with the bird; but when we reflect that,
mysteriously concealed in the albumen of the egg are all the organs and powers of the bird to be, we may well doubt
which is more wonderful. The living bird is marvel enough, but if anything it is still more marvellous that he, with all his
power, should be invisibly packed away in a transparent blob of albumen.
The Evolutionist asks us to grant the unexplained existence of life in a world capable of sustaining it. He asks us to grant
the existence of unknown laws governing substance and only visible by their effects. He asks us to grant the existence of
simple forms of life capable of growing, producing their kind, and with a capacity for almost infinite chance variations on
which natural selection may act. Then God can be kept far away and the idea of a divine purpose with the earth and be
scouted, while all that now exists can be explained by natural law. There is certainly not much left for natural selection
when all the necessary postulates have been granted.
But although the development theory does not and cannot, throw any light upon the origin of Nature’s wonders; although
it is not in any way the complete explanation of life that some people have supposed; it is, nevertheless, a serious
challenge to religion in that it tends to remove God so far from His creatures. There is a fundamental distinction between
creative design and the myriad effects of law. Probably every believer in creation will recognise that there are many
effects which are no part of the original plan. Man was produced as a matter of design and with a definite end in view,
but probably no one will maintain that racial or individual peculiarities were designed. Races have sometimes been
stunted in growth by purely chance influences or through their own evil ways. According to this view, the human race
was designed and put under laws, both physical and moral. The millions of causes which modify humanity are not
controlled, and so there is free play for that which we sometimes call chance.
The Darwinian theory denies even the general plan. Perhaps it will be conceded that God started life on the earth, but if
so much is admitted that is all. The development is regarded as the result of a billion chances in which laws have had
effects never designed by the Lawgiver. We who believe in Creation might admit the probability that God never designed
that there should be a race of human pigmies in mid Africa. These people have been stunted by purely natural laws, and
the play of many chances. The true Darwinian claims that the very appearance of man on earth is equally the result of
chance. Nature had no design of any kind. The highest form of life might just as well have been an eel or an earth worm.
The noblest plant might just as well have been the coarsest of grass or a poisonous fungus which should prove its “fitness”
by exterminating everything else, both vegetable and animal.
There are doubtless many believers in Evolution who would deny these propositions and affirm their conviction, both in
Creation and overruling Providence. They are not Darwinians, and perhaps we have no quarrel with them. Everybody
believes in Evolution in the sense of unfolding powers. Eggs evolve into birds, acorns evolve into oaks. Each egg after its
kind, and each seed after its kind. We may examine the germ as minutely as we choose but we shall never find packed
away there the bird or the tree that is to be evolved. Yet the, potentialities are there, even to the tiniest of details. Run
some drab-coloured hens with a game cock, and, although we are unable to trace the slightest difference in the eggs, the
markings the quality of flesh and the disposition of the sire will all come out in the chicks.
Some creatures pass through several stages of life involving such translation as to seem like miracle; but such evolution
is ordered by law, and when the life cycle is completed, the whole process is repeated. If scientists can prove that there
are life cycles, even more remarkable than those already well known, all lovers of truth will welcome the increase of
knowledge. It is unfortunate, however, that many people would regard such discoveries as witnessing the truth of the
Darwinian theory. There is really no affinity between the two positions. They exhibit contrast rather than comparison. In
the one case we have an orderly unfolding from the embryo to the predetermined final effect. In the other case we have
a theory that in final analysis all things that we see have been developed through the myriad chances produced by many
conflicting laws and with no creative design whatsoever.
We have seen that this theory fails, utterly at many points, and that repeatedly the efforts to defend it do not touch the
difficulty so far as the evidence of the vegetable world is concerned. The battle has been fought over animals and birds,
and often the issue has been confused to the advantage of the development theory, when an appeal to the vegetable
world would have exposed the hollowness of the arguments used.
Islip Collyer, Summary, The Vegetable in the Witness Box, 1922, pp. 101-102
Evolution is a fact in Nature. It is the unfolding of powers that have been implanted in the substantial world, and it speaks
to us of design and order and purpose, and of forces which are quite beyond our understanding. While naturalists seek
to observe and classify the facts, they are truly scientific. When they put forth theories to account for the facts, they may
easily go sadly astray and lead their followers to confusion.
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When Darwin confined his work to observation of Nature and classification of facts, he had few equals, and his work was
valuable. When he attempted to explain final causes and the wonder of human life, solely on the basis of materialistic
observations, he became an enemy to truth and righteousness.
Before his death Darwin came to recognise that in earlier days he had attributed too much to natural selection. He
perceived that it was a less potent force than he had originally supposed. Every argument that has come to light since his
day has tended still further to pull down the natural selection theory from the place in which he tried to enthrone it.
Modern exponents of Evolution have far less to say regarding this “ever watchful force,” which at one time was supposed
to be capable of taking the place of God.
Islip Collyer, The Midnight Vision, Conviction & Conduct, 1944, pp. 31-34
Nothing can be plainer than the fact that we are creatures. Our powers have developed gradually during the course of
years, and they are unmistakably dependent on the correct working of our various organs. How clearly this is recognised
in the special midnight experience! The regular beat of the heart can be felt and heard. We are constantly breathing the
air which surrounds us, with a consciousness that it is just the element we need. We realise that, marvellous as it seems,
all our knowledge of life, all our hopes and ambitions, all our conception of right and wrong, all our thoughts, are
contained within the fragile shell, now lying at rest. And that if air should be denied to us, if the heart should cease to
beat, all our powers would fail. Beyond all question we are creatures. Who or what has created us?
None of the theories which have been put forward by presumptuous men answer or come anywhere near answering this
question. They may refer us back a stage, but the difficulty only takes another form.
The potentialities have always existed for whatever exists now. This is a truth so simple and obvious that it might with
some measure of justice be condemned as a naked platitude, such as we suggested might be inevitable. Yet it is practically
an affirmation of the existence of God, and there seems good reason for emphasising it now. Whatever difficulties a man
may experience in believing and realizing the existence of an intelligent first cause, they are difficulties from which he
cannot escape. Remembering our first postulate, our determination to repudiate mere negatives and insist on an
examination of the implied positive, what alternative is there for the man who finds it hard to believe in a Creator?
However far he may fancy that he has carried back the difficulty of creation, the difficulty is always there. And on closer
examination one has to conclude that all the theories fail to explain the origin of anything. The theories which have
regarded various forms of selection as the agencies of development do not advance us a single step towards an
understanding of the original mystery. Even if the most extravagant claims of Darwin were conceded, creation would
remain as great a wonder as ever. Selection must have something to select. There could be no beginning until there were
living creatures in existence, no selection of profitable variations tending to improve eyesight until there was eyesight
sufficiently good to be profitable. Selection does not produce anything. At the best it can only choose the best from that
which has been produced. Evolution theorists have generally been conscious of the impossibility of explaining the origin
of life on a material basis, and when the subject is closely investigated it becomes evident that each successive step
presents exactly the same difficulty.
The more modern exponents of evolution have largely abandoned the theories of Darwin in favour of a larger belief in
unexplained tendencies. This shows a more strict conformity to the meaning of evolution, which is an unfolding. There is
evolution in the development of a bird from an egg, but that is simply an unfolding of potentialities, in accordance with
a vital law we cannot pretend to understand. The egg is in every sense as wonderful as the bird. And if we could be
persuaded that at one time the earth was a ball of fire, and the present system of life has been evolved purely by natural
laws, then we could only conclude that the fiery earth and the laws of nature were just as wonderful as the present
ordered world, although, like the egg, they might present little variety of outline or substance.
The man who repudiates the belief in God should be able to express his conviction as to a first cause, or at all events
suggest a possible theory as to what is cause and what is effect. Presumably he would admit that substance in some form
or other has always existed; but what are we to say regarding the various properties of matter as we know it? Is the
wonderful force we call gravitation to be considered as cause or an effect? No one knows by what means substances
attract each other with definite and regular force according to the density of the objects and the distance which separates
them. That such a force exists is beyond all doubt, and there is no reason for objecting to the name scientists have given
it. But, while we avoid the foolish error of cavilling at the word gravitation, do not let us make the opposite mistake of
supposing that scientists have explained the natural force merely by giving it a scientific name. Is this force of attraction
which can operate through millions of miles of space an inherent quality of matter, or is it an effect? The same question
may be asked of electricity, of life, and then through the various stages of development it can be pursued with reference
to all the manifestations of life: thinking, feeling, seeing, hearing, smelling, tasting; the power of the living creature
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involuntarily to turn food into its own living substance, the power of the blood to select and reform, to build up brain,
heart and lungs, bones, sinews, and flesh, skin, teeth, and hair. The still more wonderful power—if such a comparison is
possible—of taking substance back again in time of famine, and selecting it from parts where it can be spared, in order
to sustain the vital organs. After a prolonged fast a man’s form may seem to the last degree emaciated—his cheeks hollow,
and his limbs thin; yet the three vital organs, brain, heart, and lungs, remain unimpaired.
An exponent of an evolution theory once rather sneeringly remarked that Christians were continually trying to find gaps
in the doctrine of development that they might fill them up with God. The truth lies exactly the other way. The atheistic
theorists say in effect, “Grant us a world of matter with certain forces and properties which make it fall into proper order.
Grant us creatures with life, and able to reproduce their kind; creatures with nerves sensitive to light in a world where
there is light, with nerves sensitive to sound and surrounded by a medium which will convey sound. Grant also that these
creatures are liable to produce chance variations covering in the aggregate the whole range of Nature’s equipment; and
we can fill in the gaps without the aid of God.” The answer is that there are no gaps to fill in.
Islip Collyer, Atheistic Arguments, Conviction & Conduct, 1944, pp. 62-63
Simply in the facts that there are beasts of prey on earth, that sometimes, when weather conditions are severe, these
monsters become especially active, and that sometimes human beings become the victims. Who made the wolves? Who
established the conditions? The sceptical deist moves a step farther back. He says God did not make these creatures, but
that they are the products of a natural evolution. Follow his argument back to the beginning, and ask how the many laws
on which life depends had their origin? How the heavens were first spread forth, and the world’s first given their
appointed orbit? How was the ordinance of day and night established, and the earth set at its appointed distance from
the life-giving sun? Who gave it this coating of air, and who first started life upon its surface? Does the unbeliever think
that all things, including the reasoning mind of man, have sprung of themselves from what was once a mass of fire? Here
generally the fleshly reasoner hastens to assure us that he holds no such idea. He admits the existence of a Creator.
Darwin suggested that at a very remote period God started life upon this earth, and then left it to evolve in accordance
with natural laws. But if that were so, can any man believe that God did not know what the results would be? An ignorant
savage may believe in an imperfect, limited God; but surely the only possible philosophical conception of a creator is as
the one supreme reality in the universe, all-powerful and all-knowing. In plain process of logic, the typical unbeliever
must either be driven into absolute atheism, or else take back his choicest arguments against the Bible. To our limited
perceptions, it may seem terrible that God should curse man for his sins, and that so many tragedies should be enacted
during this period of selection and probation; but surely it would be vastly more terrible if God has started life on earth,
and then without a care for any of His creatures and without any final object in view, had left the earth to a million years
of purposeless suffering.
Islip Collyer, Summary, Conviction & Conduct, 1944, pp. 65-69
If a man is engaged in a discussion regarding first causes, and his only desire is to gain an apparent victory, he will do well
to avoid the positive side as much as possible. If, however, he is simply discussing the matter in his own mind with a
genuine desire to find the truth, he will remember the rule that his affirmations must be as strong as his denials.
It may seem that the description of creation in Genesis is not convincing. Can he condense any possible theory of the
case into the same compass and make it sound better? It may seem that the idea of God intervening and producing man
from the clay by a definite creative act is unscientific, but, with the popular understanding of that word, is it possible to
account for existing things without being unscientific? Popular theories are not quite honest here. When the suggestion
is put forth, “Let us deal only with the world as we know it, and with forces which are familiar”, a strong claim is
established in public favour. It seems so much more scientific to deal with such facts than to believe in a special creative
work remote from our experience. But the near and familiar facts do not yield an explanation. They only provide men
with a vast field of thought in which despite its familiar aspect one can easily get lost. As we pointed out in an earlier
chapter, if all the most extravagant claims of Darwin were admitted, the difficulty of creation would only have been
pushed a little further back. The evolution theory needs a very large postulate. In effect evolutionists say, “Let it be
granted that matter and the various forces of Nature existed. Let it be granted that there was a world capable of
sustaining life, and that life had appeared upon it. Let it be granted further that these living creatures were capable of
reproducing their kind and were gifted with an almost infinite capacity for putting forth profitable variations, and then
we can explain the evolution of mankind without looking to God”. On similar lines we might say “Give us a fertile egg,
and we will produce a chicken from it without further help from nature”. But there is not much cause for boasting in this,
for all we do is to keep the egg warm, and even this simple task would have been performed far better by the hen.
If the man who objects to the Bible will accept the full responsibility of his negative attitude he will soon perceive that
with our limited understanding difficulties are inevitable, but as we experience in all phases of life, those which are near
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and clear look most formidable. Human theories which attempt to explain the secret of the Universe only cover the
difficulties with a flood of confused thought.
The truth of the matter is that life itself is beyond our understanding, and the original production of it on earth must have
been equally marvellous. But men are accustomed to life as it is, and the forces of nature as they are, and with shallow
reasoning they conclude that their search for a final cause must be bounded by the fragment of nature they have been
able to observe. Then after all the assumptions, the strained arguments, and the cloudy language, they find if they look
closely enough into the matter, that they have explained nothing at all. …
We are absolutely satisfied that God exists and that the only possible conception of God is as the Uncreated Unity, the
one great fact in existence. We realise that all the efforts of rationalism have not diminished the wonders of creation by
a hair’s breadth. They have only tended to make God seem far off, instead of near at hand, and have offered
encouragement to men to shirk the real issue. Whatever trials faith may have to endure, we never can reach such a
position as to affirm that all things, including our own power to reason, came by chance from a world of dead matter
which chanced to exist.
Turning to the Bible we find that man’s principal objection to it is that it is so far removed from what he would like. But
we are living in a world which rudely repudiates man’s ideals; a world in which wolves may become the guests at a
wedding breakfast; a world in which brutality rules and man asserts his ascendancy with sword and rifle, not by moral
force; a world in which appalling tragedies occur every day, and chance spares not sex, nor age, nor beauty. Hardly anyone
flies for refuge from their problems to the position of absolute atheism, and those who do present only a cowardly
negative. Put the positive question, “Do you affirm that all things, including ourselves, have come by a series of chances?”
and they falter and retrace their steps. “We can only suppose”, the scientist says, “that God is so immeasurably great
that He cannot be judged by human standards, and the death of a man is no more than the death of a worm.” Why not
express the thought in better language, ready framed for us?
“His ways are higher than our ways, as the heavens are higher than the earth.” “All nations before him are as nothing,
and they are counted to him less than nothing, and vanity.” And, to the petulance of baffled human reason, put the
question, “Where wast thou when I laid the foundations of the earth? Declare, if thou hast understanding.”
What folly to attack the Bible because it presents a view of God in harmony with nature!
I look round on the world of men with all its sin and suffering, and it seems to me, that apart from all revelation, some
rudiments of truth would appear. The existence of an intelligence superior to ours can be assumed just as certainly as
when we watch the meandering of a stream we know that it is supplied with water from a higher level than the glade
through which it flows. …
Scripture is in complete harmony with Nature, both in its frowns and its promises. It interprets the world to us, fills in the
details, and gives us the message of personal hope. Its claims to be divine are more direct and understandable than those
of Nature, and with the subject in heart and head, not merely with the book in our hands, it is possible to see a vision
indeed. A line of evidence which would require a hundred thousand words to express, is before me in a single thought. It
can be examined as a whole, and its full cumulative value be appreciated, as in our illustration of the addressed envelope.
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B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
Islip Collyer, Under Law and Under Grace, The Christadelphian, vol.33, 1896, pp. 99-102
PROBABLY there is no subject which has been more completely misunderstood than the Bible doctrine of sin and
forgiveness. If the expressions “under sin” and “under grace” had been left without explanation, misconception might be
excusable. But they are not so left; on the contrary, the most complete exposition of the matter is accorded us, and a
little careful research and adjustment of our ideas to the Scriptural testimony will reveal a complete harmony between
the various expressions employed. In spite of the clearness of Bible teaching regarding this subject very extreme views
have been entertained, which have brought various passages of Scripture into apparent conflict, and introduced ideas of
a most extraordinary nature. Ostensibly they have been based upon the Bible, but really they are the outcome of a false
theology. Bible teaching is bent to human inclinations, and any passage which appears to in any [way] support the
particular theory enunciated is eagerly seized without reference to its context, or the general teaching inculcated.
Because sin is defined as “the transgression of the law,” some have supposed that those who are not under law in a
definite specific sense cannot sin. This is obviously incorrect. In the second chapter of Romans the apostle declares that
those who have sinned without law shall also perish without law; while those who have sinned in the law shall be judged
by the law. This passage demonstrates the fact that sin is possible apart from being in any direct way under divine law.
The explanation is that in a certain sense all men are related to law. If, after Adam had sinned, God had ceased to interfere
with the human race all would have been “without understanding,” and, consequently, “like the beasts that perish.” Since,
however, God introduced a law for man’s redemption certain commands were made to the race, and, consequently, all
who do things contrary to that law may be said to have sinned; although, being without understanding, they are not held
responsible.
But what is the meaning of under the law in the sense of Romans 2:12? Evidently it refers to those who are commanded
by God to do anything of a definite nature, and who, by virtue of the fact that they hear and comprehend, are “bound to
obey.” The expression “in the law” in this passage cannot be intended in the restricted sense which some would apply to
it, or it would involve an assertion contrary to fact. In a certain sense all Jewish infants were “made under the law,” but
they certainly do not all come under the scope of Romans 2:12. Many of the Jews died without having in any way
comprehended the divine purpose; having wandered out of the way of understanding, will “remain in the congregation
of the dead,” although in a technical sense they sinned under the Mosaic law. The sense which men sinned in the law
becomes evident when we take all the facts into consideration. All divine commands, to whomsoever they are addressed,
bring those who hear under moral obligation to obey. Thus the Ninivites, to whom God spoke through the prophet Jonah,
became especially responsible to divine judgment, and they only saved themselves from overthrow by hearkening to
Jonah’s testimony, and turning from their evil way.
One of the most striking examples of the fact that men who hear God’s commands are bound to obey is to be found in
the case of Cain. In a restricted and technical sense he was without law. A law had been introduced in which human
beings approached unto God on the basis of sacrifice, but Cain did not recognise this law. He ignored the necessity for
sacrifice, and brought an offering of the fruit of the ground, which was not in accordance with God’s injunctions.
Nevertheless, when he had murdered his brother, he was called before God to answer for his crime, and was severely
punished. The apostle Paul declares that where there is no law sin is not imputed, but this cannot mean that all Gentiles
who refuse to obey the Gospel call are exempt from the imputation of sin. The apostle James says, “To him that knoweth
to do good and doeth it not, to him it is sin.” This is a most reasonable principle, and thoroughly in harmony with all
Scriptural teaching. Cain is an instance. He knew that God required animal sacrifice, but he ignored the fact. Thus, knowing
to do good and doing it not, sin lay at his door, and when he had committed the crime of which he was subsequently
guilty, he received a severe but just recompense.
These facts are perfectly clear and simple. All sin who do things contrary to God’s law, but when it is simply in ignorance
they are not held accountable. Without understanding they are simply like the beasts, and perish without law. But those
who know to do good and do it not, or do evil while fully recognising what God requires, are enlightened transgressors,
and may, like Cain, be called to account for their misdeeds. Undoubtedly the features which have been misunderstood
the most are those regarding forgiveness under the old and new dispensations. There are some passages in the New
Testament which exhibit very emphatically the fact that “he only is righteous that doeth righteousness,” and some Bible
students have imagined that there can be no forgiveness of sin after baptism. If this view of the case were correct, it is
almost certain that the way to eternal life would be not only narrow and difficult, but absolutely impassable. It is a
Scriptural doctrine that “there is no man that sinneth not.” And the Bible exhibits Jesus as the only just one who was
especially prepared by God for the work of man’s redemption. The Scriptures make it perfectly clear that there is no room
for human boasting, and that the production from the Adamic race of one who was completely successful in the conflict
with sin was directly due to an intervention of divine power.
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In view of these facts it would be obviously inconsistent to imagine that sins committed after baptism could not be
covered. If the act of entering covenant relationship effected any change in human nature, the case would stand in a
different light. If coming into association with the sacrifice of Christ removed that tendency towards evil which is
characteristic of Adam’s flesh, we should naturally suppose that subsequent perfection would be required. Baptised men
would then stand in a much more privileged position than did the first Adam, for, in addition to being “very good”
physically, they would have the history of centuries of sin and misery to warn them. No diabolos within their flesh, and a
most effective object lesson in the shape of the world’s history to assist them in antagonising suggestions from without.
The case, however, does not stand so. Such a change of nature indeed would destroy the principle of salvation by faith,
and leave a margin for the flesh to “glory.” The only change effected by baptism is one of relationship. We still have “this
body of death” to contend with, we still have a law of sin in our members, and men are just as prone to sin after baptism
as before. Seeing then that believers often pass through a probation of greater duration than Christ’s entire mortal
existence, it would be obviously inconsistent with divine principles that absolute perfection should be required. God
recognises human frailty, and provides a means of forgiveness, apart from which salvation would be impossible.
The passages which have been supposed to teach that there is no remission of sin after baptism, if carefully examined,
will be seen to bear no such construction. They are of great value as opposing the suggestion to continue in sin that grace
might abound; but they do not place strictures which would render the way to eternal life quite impassable.
The apostle Paul speaks of wilful sin being fatal to all hopes, and he also says that those who have tasted of the powers
of the world to come, if they fall away, it is impossible to renew them again unto repentance, but these passages evidently
refer to a deliberate renunciation of the divine principles, and not to sins of infirmity.
The Pharisees committed an unpardonable sin in attributing the miracles of Christ to Beelzebub, the imaginary prince of
demons; but such an offence would be impossible now. There is no miracle-working now, nor are there any who have
tasted of the powers of the world to come in the same sense as did the apostles of the first century. In short, it is perfectly
evident that the whole of the New Testament teaching is in harmony with the words of John, “There is a sin unto death,
and there is a sin not unto death.” Those who do their best to follow Christ, and keep pressing onward will be forgiven
the remissnesses which they have manifested.
It was thus in Old Testament times. Unless those under the law were in a much more privileged position than those under
grace, forgiveness of sin would be no more possible then than it is now; yet, after entering covenant relationship the
subsequent sacrifices offered were an indication that sin might still be covered. The Israelites did sin without exception,
and yet it is clearly stated that many of them will have eternal life.
The failure to comprehend the true teaching of the Scriptures concerning this matter is due to taking passages regarding
specific cases, and applying them as a general principle, to the exclusion of all other testimony. As a matter of fact the
Bible, while making it abundantly clear that holiness and purity are required from God’s people, nowhere affirms that sin
cannot be forgiven after baptism. It is distinctly stated that if we say we have no sin we deceive ourselves and make God
a liar, while if we confess our sins he is faithful and just to forgive (1 John 1:8–9–10).
It is a curious fact that while some have taken the view that sin committed during probation is fatal to all future hopes,
others have gone to just the opposite extreme.
Because forgiveness is offered and because baptised believers are represented as under grace and not under law, they
have imagined that sin is not so heinous now as it was in the days of Moses. This is unquestionably a great mistake. There
were undoubtedly some features of the Mosaic law which simply involved obedience to God without reference to
permanent moral requirements. The law was a shadow of good things to come, and consequently, when the purpose of
God was fully revealed, the necessity for maintaining these typical features was removed. This, however, makes no
difference to those laws which were incorporated in the commandments of Christ. They are just as binding now as they
were then; indeed, the apostle places an offence against the Law of Christ as worse and more to be condemned than an
offence against the law of Moses (Heb. 10:28–29).
The position of those under the law was that they were “shut up unto the faith which should afterwards be revealed.”
They were under a law of great severity, and it was obvious to all truly enlightened Israelites that the law condemned
them. The position of those under grace is one of privilege in that they have had revealed to them the “whole counsel of
God.” The faith which was previously shrouded in types and allegories has been made clear and distinct, the grace of God
in all its fulness has been revealed, while the irksome and difficult ritual of the law has been abolished. No longer are they
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under a law which is a ministration of death, but they know that a means of remission has been provided, and they have
a faithful and immortal High Priest to intercede on their behalf.
The law still has its effect as a means of rendering visible the heinousness of sin, for the true servants of God look back
upon it, and rejoice that they have been made free from such a bondage. They recognise that no flesh can glory in God’s
presence, and that the offer of salvation is purely an act of grace, and then, with a full grasp of the faith which has been
revealed they take advantage of the means ordained for their justification, and thenceforth consider themselves dead to
sin, and yield their members as “servants to righteousness and holiness.”
The foundation of Old Testament principles is the same as that of the New. “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy
heart, and thy neighbour as thyself.” On these two testimonies hang all the law and the prophets, and it is equally true
that on these two testimonies hang all the teaching of Christ and the apostles. To do the will of God should be the aim of
all His servants during whatever dispensations they may live, and those who think that under grace means liberty to
transgress make a terrible mistake, which will merely cause them to reap the corruption which will inevitably follow
sowing to the flesh.
But while the Scriptures always enforce the necessity for obedience and holiness, the principle that where much is given
much is required has always operated. The full apprehension of this fact will explain many of the difficulties which some
experience in reading the New Testament Scriptures.
Under the law the Israelites were in a position of peculiar privilege. God’s works were visibly manifest, and conformity
with his requirements insured not only His favour regarding the future, but temporal advantage as well. God’s
omnipotence was constantly before them, the fact that He was with them could never be disputed, and the perplexing
contention of modern days could have no place there.
Thus it was that with such advantages God’s law was carried out without modification, and any direct violation of His
commands was visited with the severest punishment. In the days when Christ lived on earth things had changed. The
Jews were subject to the Romans, and most of their privileges had departed. There was a revival of this stringency with
the access of privilege in the days of the apostles, as instanced in the case of Ananias and Saphira, but since then the
spirit has been withdrawn, the power exercised by the apostles has ceased, and the servants of God have had to contend
for the Faith, opposed by the ruling powers of the world during the times of the Gentiles, without the assistance of
miraculous power.
But here we are impressed by a most important consideration. If where much is given much is required, surely at the
present time the greatest energy and devotion should be displayed. So much has transpired during the present century
that we can see the kingdom of God approaching, and a privilege is granted us such as no other generation has enjoyed.
The things which the saints of all times have longed to see are visibly before us, and all the signs which were to herald
the approach of Christ are rapidly developing. Most emphatically may we say, “Let us hold fast the profession of our faith
without wavering . . . exhorting one another, and so much the more as we see the day approaching.”
Islip Collyer, The Meaning of Sacrifice, Principles & Proverbs, 1938. pp. 94–100
What is the literal truth revealed in the New Testament as to the meaning of sacrifice? It is that God forgives sins and
offers eternal life on the basis of the perfect sacrifice effected by Christ in his life and death. Whatever figurative or partly
figurative language the Bible may use, this is the real meaning. Washed in his blood, our sins laid upon him, a bearing of
our sins in his own body, the purchase of his blood, the ransom, his being delivered for our offences, the just for the
unjust—all such expressions must be understood in harmony with the literal truth that God forgives. Transgressions of
the divine law can only be put away by the forgiveness and forbearance of God. Physical uncleanness of nature can only
be put away by the power of God. The sacrifice of Christ is the divinely appointed basis in which God in mercy and
forbearance offers forgiveness and redemption to sinners (Rom. 3:23-4; 4:7; Eph. 1:7; Col. 1:14; 1 John 1:9; 2:12).
If we desire to probe further and ask the question why did God require such a sacrifice as the basis of the forgiveness
offered to humanity, we shall never find any answer through the various interpretations of the law or by talk of the
penalty due to sin. Divine law is simply an expression of divine will. It was not the will of God that man should sin, but it
was the will of God that man should be a free agent and that death should be the wage of sin. It was the will of God that
the human race having been defiled by sin should have no access to His holy presence except on the basis of a perfect
sacrifice. And it is the will of God that we should respond to the gracious invitation and be saved on the basis He has
provided (1 Thess. 5:9). If we ask why God required such a sacrifice, we must seek a moral explanation. It is no answer to
quote the law which expresses His will.

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Islip Collyer

P a g e | 278

Guided by Scripture we can find a moral explanation that satisfies every demand that the intelligence can make. The
perfect sacrifice was required that the flesh might be effectively repudiated, that sin might be conquered and condemned,
that the righteousness and holiness of God might be declared, and that sinful man should be humbled without a particle
of ground for boasting being left to him (Rom. 3:23-27; 8:3; Eph. 2:1-9).
God made it clear even in ancient times that humanity could not approach to Him at all except with humble faith and on
the basis of blood shedding. He gave a law that emphasized the sinfulness and helplessness of His people (Rom. 8:15;
5:20). He made it clear that when sins were put away by sacrifice they were really forgiven (Lev. 4:20, 26, 31, 35). He
promised a deliverer who should “make an end of sin”, and “bring in everlasting righteousness” (Dan. 9). When the
fullness of time was come He revealed that scheme of love into which even the angels had desired to look. He made
selection of a virgin of the house of Israel and produced from her one who should be strong for the great work required.
So the flesh was repudiated even in the birth of Christ, sin was conquered and condemned in every act of his life, and
finally he freely rendered the last obedience even unto death that he might be raised from the dead to immortality and
glory as the captain of our salvation—made perfect through suffering (Heb. 2:10). To him much was given and of him
much was required. The lights and shadows inseparable from the formation of a character needed to be intense in the
probation of our great Captain. He worked out his perfection and salvation by the strength God gave him, and thus
through him God opened the way of life for us. Here is the sin nature that had produced only helpless sinners, controlled,
condemned and finally put away by the strong Son of God in his perfect obedience of life and death. On this basis
humanity can approach the holiness of the Creator and men of faith though sinners can be exalted to the divine. On this
basis of the sin nature conquered, repudiated and condemned by the one God made strong for Himself, God forgives.
That is the real meaning of atonement.
It is hardly possible to imagine anyone who had ever caught even the most fleeting glimpse of this vision turning back to
the pitiful speculations of men as to supposed legal necessities. There are those in the world who think that the real body
of Christ never rose, but remains eternally dead as the price due to God or the punishment due to sin! It would be difficult
to make any comment on such an idea while preserving the language of decorum. The brethren are doubtless proof
against such monstrous teaching. Let them keep far from the narrow reasoning that leads in that direction. The New
Testament describes the sacrifice of Christ in plain and literal language. Let us interpret all figures and symbols by
reference to the plain statements. God—who knows the end from the beginning, who does according to His will, but who
“cannot deny Himself”—God provided the means for condemning and overcoming sins on the basis of which He with
much forbearance forgives those who please Him by their faith.
Much controversy has been caused by the question as to whether Christ offered for his own cleansing. It has been largely
a war of words, due on the one hand to a fear of saying or subscribing to anything derogatory to Christ and on the other
hand perhaps a tendency to relapse into the old exaggeration of “original sin”. There ought not to be a minute’s difficulty
in dealing with the question and securing agreement.
When we speak of “sin” in the flesh we use the phrase just as the Apostle used it in Romans 7. Obviously it is a derived
or secondary sense of the word, for the primary meaning of sin is transgression of divine law. It is a similar extension of
meaning to that of the word “death” for poison when they said, “there is death in the pot”. The Apostle speaks of a law
in his members which wars against the laws of God and leads to transgression. He calls this physical weakness “sin” in
the flesh or “sin” that dwelleth in me. It is the diabolos in human nature, the natural desires of the flesh which, if they
are allowed to “conceive”, “bring forth sin”. We need not argue as to whether there is such a law. We all know it only too
well. We are born with it and if we give way to any sin we correspondingly strengthen the evil desire in that direction and
thus make “sin” in the flesh more active.
To suppose that an extraordinarily pure and righteous man would feel this weakness less than others is a huge mistake.
The truth is the other way. It is the thoroughly fleshly man who is unconscious of the sinful law in his members and who
probably would not understand what the Apostle meant. The man with the highest ideals and the most spiritual mind
will feel the struggle most. To suggest that Christ was tempted in all points as we are and yet without this law of sin in his
members is to proclaim a complete contradiction. It is like saying, “Except that he was not tempted at all!” Suggestions
from without are no temptation to us if they do not appeal to something within. Christ bore just this same defiled nature
that we bear or he could not have been tempted as we are and therefore could not have condemned and conquered sin.
Christ bore this quality in the flesh, but he never allowed it to conceive even to the point of sinful thought. Therein was
the most terrific struggle and the most portentous victory of all human experience. It is easy to understand that with his
ideals, and his standards of rectitude, the weakness of the flesh would be so distressing that even the most startling
language of the Psalms is comprehensible.
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Now whether we take the plain language of the Apostles (Heb. 9:12; 10:20) or the prophecies and types of the law, the
teaching is that all things were to be cleansed by the perfect sacrifice and that no one of Adam’s race should have access
to the Most Holy place except on the basis of that sacrifice (Lev. 16:2-14—note seven times of sprinkling).
Some have caused confusion by arguing whether Christ’s offering for himself was “only a matter of obedience to God”
or whether it was something more. What do they mean? Obedience to God is carrying out the will of God. What can be
required beyond this? Surely we are all agreed that Christ, “the beloved son”, “the servant in whom God delighted”, and
the one who “always did his Father’s will”, needed no forgiveness. Surely we are also agreed that he needed cleansing
from the sin-stricken nature in which he wrestled with and’ conquered the diabolos. There could be no forgiveness for
personal sinners except on the basis of the perfect sacrifice, for this was the will of God. There could be no cleansing and
immortalizing, no entry into the Most Holy by any of Adam’s race except on the basis of the same perfect sacrifice, for
that also was the will of God. Christ came to do God’s will, he was obedient in all things even unto death, and so with his
own blood—in other words, on the basis of his perfect offering—he entered the Most Holy “having obtained eternal
redemption.”
The truth is that when brethren who are agreed as to these fundamentals still argue and suspect each other of being
“unsound”, they are really in their minds raising that old question of many years ago, “Supposing Christ had been the
only one to be saved, would he still have had to die a sacrificial death?” Everyone ought to have learned long ago that
this question is not legitimate. It is asking, “If the will of God had been totally different in one direction, would it have
remained the same in another closely related matter?” There is only one proper answer to such a question. No one knows
what the will of God would have been if His purpose had been other than it is, and only a presumptuous man would claim
to know.
We have to do with the purpose of God as it is and as it is revealed to us. These truths are so simple and withal so beautiful
that unless brethren insist on a misleading form of words making for strife, there should be no difficulty in agreeing.
The will of God determines everything. It was the will of God that none of our sin-stricken race should enter His holy
presence except on the basis of the most complete repudiation of the flesh involved in a perfect obedience even unto
death. He provided the strength necessary for this great work and it was for this purpose that Christ was born. Thus
through the blood of the everlasting Covenant he was brought again from the dead. With his own blood he entered the
Most Holy place, having obtained eternal redemption, and we, if we are faithful, can stand at last “washed from our sins
in his blood” and covered with his righteousness. All these figures meaning that God accepts, forgives and cleanses His
people on the basis of the perfect life and death of His Anointed Son.
Islip Collyer, Jesus the Author and Finisher of Our Faith, Conviction & Conduct, 1944, pp. 116-119
But with Jesus as the keystone the whole building is “fitly framed together”, like the spiritual house it is instrumental in
forming. The gift of righteousness from God is, indeed, witnessed by the Law and the Prophets; “even the righteousness
of God which is by faith unto all who believe, for there is no difference”—that is, that all men, both Jews and Gentiles,
are alike under condemnation.
“For all have sinned and come short of the glory of God, being justified freely by his grace, through the redemption that
is in Christ Jesus.” All men being sinners, they are dependent on the grace and mercy of God, and the gift of righteousness
to those of pure heart. And it has pleased the Father to make this gift only through the Lord Jesus, “whom God has set
forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins that are past
through the forbearance of God.”
Some have regarded the word propitiation as conveying the idea of substitution. There is no justification for such an
interpretation. Propitiation may be taken to mean the turning away of wrath, and that is indeed accomplished by the
sacrifice of Christ; but the teaching of this passage is utterly contrary to the unscriptural, unjust and unreasonable idea
of a substitute. There is no question of a debt discharged, no question of a “death incurred by Adam and inflicted on
Christ”, that the technical demands of a law may be satisfied. The sins are forgiven “through the forbearance of God”,
and the basis on which God offers remission is the declaration of His righteousness in the life and death of His Son.
Righteousness primarily means right conduct according to law. The supreme lawgiver is God; therefore righteousness is
to act in harmony with the law of God. In the case of man it involves a bending of the human will into harmony with the
divine. Thus the perfect righteousness of the man Christ Jesus is expressed in the words he used, “Not my will but thine,
be done”. But the righteousness of God must necessarily mean something different from this. The will of the Father is
the supreme law, and if righteousness simply means conformity to law, a declaration of His righteousness would simply
mean a declaration of His consistency. Perhaps rightly understood, this idea covers the whole subject. God has declared
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that He will not give His glory to another; and that He will be sanctified in those who approach unto Him. The
righteousness of God thus involves more than we usually associate with the word. God set forth Jesus to be a declaration
of His holiness, His supremacy, His consistency, and on this basis He offers forgiveness and the exercise of forbearance
towards humble and believing transgressors. The apostle repeats the idea: “To declare, I say, at this time his
righteousness, that he might be just and the justifier of those who believe in Jesus. Where is boasting then? It is excluded.”
All apostolic references to the atonement are in harmony with this clear exposition. We read that Jesus died to put away
sin. How could sin be put away more effectually than by conquering all its impulses in life, and then submitting to the
crucifixion of the flesh? We read that he died to condemn sin in the flesh. How could sin be condemned more effectually
than by thus being put away? And how could the righteousness, the holiness and the supremacy of God be declared more
emphatically than by the complete triumph over sin on the part of His Son, and the complete repudiation of the flesh
involved in his perfect life and the final crucifixion of his body?
If, without any attempt to improve on the exposition of the apostle, we take a comprehensive glance at the whole subject
of redemption, we obtain a glimpse of God’s point of view, which is in itself a perfect exhortation.
We see man in a sinful and hopeless condition, unfit to approach his Maker. We see a law given, which condemned all
who came under it, and made it evident that they were sinners. At the same time there were many evidences that God
intended to exalt some of the sinful sons of men to the power of an endless life, and even the angels desired to look into
these things. God made selection of a virgin of the house of Israel, and by the power of His Spirit, produced from her
substance a man, made in all points like unto his brethren, subject to all fleshly weakness, and differing from them in
nothing except his mental and moral strength. He was the “man God made strong for himself”. Begotten by the power
of the Spirit of God, his character, as it unfolded, reflected the character of the Father. He “set his face like a flint”, to
“choose the good and refuse the evil”. He was “obedient in all things, even unto the death of the cross”, and because he
loved righteousness and hated iniquity, God has anointed him with the oil of gladness above his fellows. By every act of
his life he condemned sin in the flesh, and declared the righteousness of God, and finally, by the free offering of his body
on the cross, as the culminating act of obedience, he made a suitable basis for the exercise of God’s forbearance. Here is
the weak body of sin subdued and controlled in life by the strong will of the Son of God, and finally slain on the cross, and
thus completely put away. The flesh repudiated, man humbled, boasting excluded, and the holiness, majesty, and
supremacy of God declared. This is our mercy-seat.
We are not told that our debt is paid and there is nothing more to do. We are urged to offer our bodies as living sacrifices,
to follow Christ, to obtain spirit-help from the Word of God, and play our part to make it possible that God can be just
and yet our justifier.
“Let us lay aside every weight, and the sin which doth so easily beset us, and let us run with patience the race before us,
looking unto Jesus, the author and finisher of our faith; who for the joy that was set before him endured the cross,
despising the shame, and is set down at the right hand of God.”
Islip Collyer, First Principles in Action, Conviction & Conduct, 1944, pp. 100-104
We learn that man is mortal as one of our first lessons, when we begin to study the Bible. It is one of the principal issues
in all our early arguments. The nature of man is regarded as a nice, simple subject for a young speaker, and more advanced
exponents of the truth are often disposed to fight shy of it. If the mortality of man is mentioned in an exhortation, or if it
is emphasised in a week-night meeting convened for the brethren and sisters, it is generally considered that the time
might be spent more profitably than in the exposition of such elementary matters.
This feeling may be justifiable, yet there is a distinct element of danger in it. There is a danger that having once learned
the first principles of truth, one should lose sight of their bearing on the development of character. There is a great
difference between discussing what are the principles of the doctrine of Christ, and building on those first principles.
Those who fail to realise this are in danger of failing to derive any benefit from the truths they have accepted, and their
doctrines will be as dead as faith without works.
Here is a young man, perhaps, who has thoroughly mastered the bearings of the controversy as to the nature of man. He
has passages of Scripture dealing with the subject at his finger ends. He knows the best that can be said for the Platonic
theory and—if the whole truth should be exposed—he rather enjoys the effort of pulling that theory to pieces. At the
time we meet him, we will suppose that he has just encountered an opponent, and has been even more successful than
usual in the discussion. While the subject is fresh in his memory, we will take up the subject and deal with it in rather a
different way.
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You have just concluded a dispute with a disciple of Plato who thought that he was also a follower of Christ. You have
completely refuted his arguments, placed evidence before him which he could not pretend to answer, and he has retired,
feeling very uncomfortable. You are smiling with a certain feeling of satisfaction at your success. We are quite agreed
that man is a creature of the dust, under sentence of death because of sin; so leaving the elementary argument of the
case let us look at the moral bearings of this truth.
… With such thoughts as these, quote the passage regarding the love of God, and the truth will reveal as much new
meaning in its appeal to the heart as to the head. Christ loved us and gave himself for us. “Fear not, little flock, it is your
Father’s good pleasure to give you the kingdom.” He has given us exceeding great and precious promises, that by these
we might be partakers of His own nature. Such an offer as this to creatures of the dust, who in the exercise of the volition
He has given them, have all transgressed His law! Truly the goodness of God is great towards those that fear Him. The
old platitudes of Christendom may be re-quoted, and they are platitudes no longer, but are filled with a meaning
unsuspected by Gentile philosophers.
The follower of Plato, honoured, flattered, loaded with wealth and every delight of the sons of men, talked of shaking his
fist in the face of the Almighty if his desires were unfulfilled.
The humble servant of God, who recognised that if he had died in infancy he would have been as though he had not been,
stripped of all his possessions and stricken with disease, said, “Though he slay me, yet will I trust in him”.
Argue your case with all the force you can bring to bear upon it, but be humble even in that. Derive full satisfaction from
the perfect harmony established between various parts of the word by the simple truth, and the light it throws on the
constitution of nature, but do not allow the lesson to end there. Attempt to realise the truth and it will reveal a view of
the goodness and condescension of God such as was never imagined in the philosophy of Plato, and will play a part in
humbling the mind; as great a power for good as the false theory has been a power for evil. The truth here has its active
side, affecting us every day in our attitude towards God, and allowing almost unlimited scope for building on the simple
foundation. We may re-state the truth to ourselves with every appeal we read to walk worthy of our calling, and perhaps
at last through the mercy of God be sufficiently humbled to be the subjects of a greater miracle than the transformation
of clay into mortal flesh.
Islip Collyer, Self-Examination, Conviction & Conduct, 1944, pp. 121-122
What is a man? We must not choose the best of men, and, judging even them more as they appear than as they really
are, think of them as fair specimens of the human race. Neither must we choose the worst of men, and think of them as
representing the measure of our fellows. But, taking a more comprehensive view, we may see what are the weaknesses
characteristic of all humanity; and after an honest survey of man as a whole we may be able to direct an honest look into
our own hearts.
Man is an animal, with animal tastes and impulses. He yearns for happiness, and in his untutored state expects to find it
by having his own way and gratifying his own desires. He is extremely conceited, and loves the praise of his fellows. With
an animal sensuality he unites a vigorous imagination which renders his animalism far more dangerous than it is in the
beasts of the field. He seeks out “many inventions” far from the uprightness of his original standard. And when in a high
condition of civilisation, well instructed in all the primary laws of morality, and with a certain pattern of righteousness,
set by society as a whole, man presents a spectacle of extraordinary incongruity. He constantly relapses into habits which
are disgusting even to himself.
This is not a phenomenon confined entirely to those who are consciously striving after an ideal. Truly, it is felt most by
the earnest Christian, who, like the apostle Paul, finds a law of sin in his members warring against the law of his spiritually
regenerate mind, and seeking to bring it again into captivity to the flesh; but it is also felt in some measure by any man
of sound mentality, even though he makes no profession of religion. He is conscious of the degradation of other men,
and he is also aware that there are certain forces, certain allurements which tend to drag him down to the same low level.
In contemplating the wrecks of humanity he may almost feel like Addison, “afraid to remain alive, for dread of what he
might become”.
Surely this constant temptation to do that which is repulsive to our higher self bears eloquent testimony to the fact that
man has fallen.

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Islip Collyer

P a g e | 282

Islip Collyer, As We Grow Older , The Christadelphian, vol.83, 1946, pp. 6-8
MY DEAR BROTHER—As we grow older most of us tend to be less surprised at any unreasonableness we find in humanity
and less disposed to make any protest against personal attacks to which we may be subject. However severe the
aspersions, we suffer in good company, and in matters of character and conduct the only judgment of importance is that
of the Lord. As for suggestions that we are below the level of others in intelligence, that will not hurt us now, however
severely it would have wounded us at one time. It would not matter much if the allegations were true, and it matters still
less if they are false.
But while personalities call for no answer, it is sometimes desirable that we should reaffirm some of our convictions,
trying to find words that will not be misunderstood. It would clear away much confusion of thought if all could remember
the simple truth that death reigns because of sin. Man is under a law of mortality because of sin. Only by inheritance
could death pass upon all men, as taught by the Apostle. As the Lord Jesus said, “That which is born of the flesh is flesh”.
It would have been an injustice far from the character of God if all men had been held guilty of Adam’s sin, but there is
no injustice whatever in our being born of faulty flesh any more than in a dog being born a dog. We should never hold
children guilty of a parental sin in which they played no part, but if the error of the parents lost the original family fortune,
the children would grow up in an impoverished house. In a family of fallen aristocrats there might be some members
revealing qualities superior to their station, and an acute observer might say, “These children came from something
better”. So it is with mankind. Men are of mortal, animal nature, and yet very different from animals. They can have high
ideals, and sometimes reach up toward them, or they can fall very low. On close investigation we find the remarkable
fact that in proportion to the time it takes to grow to maturity, the human span of life is much shorter than that of animals.
Man is a puzzle even to himself.
The Bible supplies the explanation. Man was originally designed for something better than animal life. By man sin entered
the world, and death by sin, So death has reigned even over those who, not having come under law, have “not sinned
after the similitude of Adam’s transgression”. They have been born of mortal flesh, and therefore are mortal flesh. We
all like the Apostle have “the sentence of death in ourselves”.
May I assure harsh critics that I am at least perfectly honest in making this quotation, believing that it refers to the law of
mortality which came through sin. Indeed, until quite recently it had never occurred to me that any one could think it did
not refer to our nature. I fail to see how a danger of Roman or Jewish violence from which the apostle had been delivered,
could possibly be referred to as a sentence of death in himself, any more than our deliverance from enemy bombs could
be so described. I can see great force in the argument that as we have a law of mortality in ourselves from which only
God who raises the dead can deliver us, we should trust in Him and not in the precautions we might be able to take to
avoid the violence of man. We might seem to avoid a terrible death at the hands of violent men, or in efforts to escape
we might run into greater danger. Such chances cannot be described as a sentence of death in ourselves, but all the while
we have such a sentence in the law of mortality, from which we cannot possibly deliver ourselves. In all things, then, and
in all dangers, our trust should be in God who can raise the dead. He will keep us from the violence of men just as long
as we have work to do or character to build.
Perhaps a fuller demonstration of the truth in this matter will come to those who, with a good knowledge of the Word,
will take a more general survey: the change which came with the fall of man, the offerings necessary even when no
transgression of law was involved, the descriptions familiar to all regular readers. At the first man was very good. There
came a time when even children went astray, “speaking lies”. The heart of man was described as “deceitful and
desperately wicked”. Finally, we have the Apostle in that much abused seventh of Romans putting the matter so plainly
that it is quite probable that enemies in his day would sneer at him, and suggest that he was a great sinner. We know
quite well that far more than most men he succeeded in keeping his body under, and bringing it into subjection. He
describes a struggle, however, which is experienced by all who make a serious attempt to subdue the flesh and bring
every thought into captivity. The Apostle did not say that at one time there was a law of sin in his members but that when
he put on Christ it departed. He speaks of that other law in our members warring against the mind, and tending to bring
it in captivity to the law of sin. There could not be such mental warfare unless the law of the enlightened mind and the
law of sin were present at the same time. It is a matter of physical inheritance which is not changed by our entering the
Covenant. We put on the new man which is renewed day by day by the Word of God, but the flesh remains. Some who
began well, some “for whom Christ died”, may be “destroyed” through relapsing into fleshly ways.
You will perhaps remember that when I made confession of failure, I had particularly stressed three evils, (1) for faith to
falter, (2) for an opportunity to do good to be missed, and (3) for a foolish thought to enter the mind. If any brethren
claim that they are faultless in all these matters, that since the day of baptism faith has never faltered for a moment, that
no foolish thought has ever entered their minds, and that they have never failed to do good whenever there was
opportunity, either they are very wonderful men or their claim is untrue. They deceive themselves, and the truth is not
in them. We may have made real progress in spiritual things, but with this development there comes a greater knowledge
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of what is meant by “the glory of God”. It is possible that at the end of a long life of true spiritual growth one may be less
satisfied with himself than at the beginning of his probation. Then, if one remembers that Christ partook of our weak
nature, that he was made in all points like his brethren but that he never sinned, one is moved to adoration, and there is
a realization of what the Apostle meant when he spoke of being humbled under the mighty hand of God.
It is fair to presume that all Christians recognize the truth that Christ is the only sinless one. If men stood now in precisely
the same condition as the first Adam, it would seem strange that after seeing the consequences of so much sin, none
should succeed in being perfectly righteous. We are not in that original condition. Human nature is “so much the worse
for six thousand years of sinning”. The more the flesh pleases itself, the more impatient it is of restraint. We thankfully
recognize that training and environment may effect much, but we have to recognize that heredity plays a large part too,
as many foster parents have discovered to their sorrow.
In their fallen condition many men have been able to lead decent lives. Ish-bosheth was described by David as a righteous
man, and there have been many others who were righteous and “blameless” for the standards of mortal life, but all have
“fallen short of the glory of God”. We need not be surprised that a degraded being should so fall short. It brings us again
to the wonder of the Lord’s achievement in taking hold of this nature and by his perfect life and death destroying that
which has the power of death.
Unwise questions may be raised as to why Jesus was the only sinless one, and what was the origin of his strength, but if
such problems present any difficulty they press equally hard on all who believe in Jesus. Such questions are analogous to
those continually put by determinists as to how there can be any freedom of action for man if God knows all that we are
going to do. Men may easily lose themselves in such speculations, just as they may if they attempt to understand the
fundamental realities of time and space.
The three perfections I have mentioned, perfect faith, perfect thoughts, and perfect duty, present a severe test for us,
but there is something even more searching than this. The Apostle tells us that it is possible for us to sin against the
brethren by setting an example which causes them to err. This raises the whole problem of offences or causes of
stumbling. The Lord Jesus spoke very strongly on this matter. He also showed that it is possible to sin and be worthy of
stripes even if one acts in ignorance of the Master’s will. We ought to know his will and be able to judge ourselves, keeping
in subjection those natural feelings of pride, resentment and jealousy which are the main causes of offence. Now, as in
apostolic days, there are three main ways of laying stumbling blocks. The first is a bad example which may be evil in its
effects even if as an individual act it seems justifiable. The second, harsh words, which are like arrows piercing deeply
and often injecting poison. Thirdly, the agitation of matters which are not according to the Lord’s will, and which cause
strife for all, and sometimes spiritual death for the weak. Men are very unwilling to admit their guilt in such matters.
Those who in apostolic days insisted that the Gentiles must be circumcized and keep the law, no doubt persuaded
themselves that they were full of righteous zeal. All through the history of Christendom there have been agitations. Some
of them have been necessary, bringing to light the truths connected with the Gospel and showing the way of life. Very
many of them have done harm, bringing such strife as the Apostle condemned, and not to edification. They have caused
harmful agitation for a time, and then they have died and passed away, leaving a trail of spiritual death behind them.
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WF Barling [1940s to 1960s]
A. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
WF Barling – Redemption in Christ Jesus, 1. The Differences Stated, The Christadelphian, vol. 83, 1946,
pp. 21-22
The essentially incompatible elements of this conception of the Atonement, and our own, now emerge clearly. With the
statements of A representing the Nazarene, and those of B the Christadelphian view, these differences may be tabulated
as follows:
1.

A. Adam’s sin had no effect on his physical make-up.
B. Adam’s sin made him a mortal (i.e., dying) creature, sinfully inclined.

2.

A. Jesus, as a substitute, forfeited his life in Adam’s stead.
B. Jesus, as a representative, died to uphold the Edenic sentence of death on human nature, as a basis for the
justification of men before God.

3.

A. Jesus, as the son of Mary, was identical in nature with all humanity, in order to prove perfect obedience
possible by all.
B. Jesus, as the son of Mary, was identical in nature with all humanity, in order to share Adamic condemnation
with those whom he came to save.

4.

A. Jesus, being begotten of God, was free from Adamic condemnation.
B. Jesus, being begotten of God, was enabled to conquer sin.

5.

A. The term “sin” in Scripture, while signifying literally “the transgression of law”, is also personified to denote
almost exclusively the legal overlord into whose bondage Adam sold himself by disobedience.
B. The term “sin” in Scripture, while signifying literally “the transgression of law”, is also generally personified
to represent the innate sinfulness of human flesh as a consequence of Adam’s disobedience.

WF Barling – Redemption in Christ Jesus, 2. Death By Sin, The Christadelphian, vol. 83, 1946, pp. 38-40
“God then dealt with each in turn, making all three subject to new experience.
(A) The serpent (Gen. 3:14-15). He was sentenced to go upon his belly and dust was to be his meat. These words may
be metaphorical, but they are also literal, and the sentence affected him physiologically.
(B) Eve (Gen. 3:16). In sorrow was she to bring forth children. The joy of motherhood was to be preceded by the bodily
sorrow and anguish of travail (John 16:21). She too, was affected physiologically by the sentence.
(C) Adam (Gen. 3:17-19). The prohibition and penalty were originally communicated to him alone (Genesis 2:16-18).
Thus, appropriately, it was to him that the consequences of transgression were revealed in detail. The earth was to
bring forth thorns and thistles; he was to eat bread in the sweat of his face. For the first time his return to the ground
was mentioned. Thus, in his case also, God’s sentence was physiological in its effects. It is fundamental to the
Nazarene theory to deny that Adam’s transgression produced any physical effect.”
“… The record informs the reader of Adam’s nature – that he was formed of dust, and taken out of the ground (Genesis
2:7). But no question of his return to the earth arose until he sinned. Here again, if he was, regardless of transgression,
destined to return to dust, God’s pronouncement is robbed of all its points and purpose as an expression of displeasure:
it becomes merely gratuitous. A respect for the structure of the chapter, however, makes it clear that God’s words to
Adam were intended to reveal to him the physical affect, for himself and his prosperity, of his sin.”
… The N.T. gives the significance of the skin covering. Adam set the law of sin and death in operation; God in His mercy,
instituted the law of the spirit of life in Christ Jesus. In a whole series of antitheses the N.T. contrasts the effect of Adam’s
sin with that of Christ’s obedience. Two familiar examples might be given.
1. By man came death, by man came also the resurrection of the dead (1 Cor. 15 : 21).
2. As sin hath reigned unto death, so might grace reign unto eternal life (Rom. 5:21).
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Here are touchstones by which to test the rival interpretations of Genesis 2: 17. Both schools of thought accept the first
clause, believing that by Adam came death, and that due to him sin reigned unto death: but they differ in their conception
of that death. If the second clause is, however, accepted candidly as the antithesis of the first, the very contrast requires
that in each case the term “death” should mean that which takes a man inevitably to the grave.
… “Death was no enemy of Adam’s until his sin introduced it into the world. God made him a living creature: his sin made
him a dying creature.”
WF Barling – Redemption in Christ Jesus, 3. Our Outward Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 83, 1946, pp.
52-54
… In Rom. 7 the occupant and the dwelling are referred to by Paul as “the inward man” (v. 22) and “the body of this
death” (v. 24). But since, all the while, Paul’s personality and his body were indivisible, he was careful, when affirming
that no good thing dwelt “in me”, to add significantly, “that is, in my flesh” (v. 18). Jesus, the sinless, similarly declined
the title “good” given to him by the Jewish ruler, saying, “Why callest thou me good? None is good save God” (Luke 18 :
18–19). Yet, though no good thing dwelt in his flesh, Paul consented unto the Law that it was good (v. 16). How was this
possible? Because he had both “members” and “mind”. With the latter, being instructed out of the Law, he approved the
things which are excellent (Rom. 2:18). But his members reacted quite differently, with the result that to will was present
with Paul, but how to perform that which was good he found not (v. 18).
… “Indeed, it is fundamental to the whole argument that what hindered the personality which conversion had
transformed, was the literal flesh which conversion did not and could not alter; the inward man had to contend with the
body of death, or outward man. The one had been bought with a price so that thereby the other, too, became God’s (1
Corinthians 6:20) but the outward man was still carnal, and physically Paul remained sold under sin, since with the flesh
he continued to serve the law of sin.”
… The chapter illustrates, from the experience of an actual person, how the flesh lusts against the spirit. “These are
contrary the one to the other”, says Paul, “so that ye cannot do the things that ye would” (Gal. 5: 17). If for the words
“the flesh” and “the spirit” the expressions “the law of my members” and “the law of my mind” are substituted, the
language is that of Rom. 7. It is in “the flesh” or “members” that the law of sin resides.
In this chapter Paul clearly uses the term “Sin” in a special sense. Strictly speaking Sin is the transgression of law, the act
of disobedience (1 John 3 : 4); but in Rom. 7: 11 it is mentioned not as the result, but as the cause, of deception. It is not
the act of transgression, but what leads to that act which Paul terms “Sin”. We see why. “The commandment came” (v.
9). At once the process described in Gal. 5: 17 began to operate, for Sin sprang into life. That is, impulses contrary to the
commandment (and therefore by nature sinful) were at once set in motion. The edict, “Thou shalt not covet”, was
directed against a coveting tendency already within Paul, and made him “know” or become aware of it (Rom. 7). Without
the Law, Sin was dead, but with its advent the contest within Paul began: the outcome was disobedience. “Sin, taking
occasion by the commandment, deceived me and by it slew me” (v. 11). The language is specific: it was “the
commandment”, not the ceremonial of sacrifice, which enabled Sin to convict Paul and condemn him to death. The
import of the sacrifices was obviously that every man needed redemption, but quite apart from the typical significance
of the Mosaic ritual there was “a ministration of death written in stones” (i.e., the Ten Commandments). They were a
ministration of death because no one was perfectly obedient to them, and so all were convicted of sin. Thus “the letter”
killed (2 Cor. 3 : 6–7), not in the sense that what was good was made death to Paul, but that Sin worked death in him by
that which was good (Rom. 7: 13). So, in Paul’s usage, Sin which deceived him into sinning, is clearly an active force,
existing independently of law since it takes occasion by the commandment.
“Such a force was not part of Adam’s nature, or of Eve’s, when God made them; God made man upright. The significant
difference between Paul’s language and that of Genesis indicates that this indwelling transgression – tendency is the
legacy of Adam’s first transgression. For it was Sin which deceived Paul (verse 11), where it was the serpent which
beguiled Eve (2 Corinthians 11:3). The difference is striking. In Eve’s case the serpent tempted from without; in Paul’s
case sin was indwelling. Eve was deceived by the enticing speech of the outward tempter who aroused in her a desire to
disobey; in Paul the desire existed already, and functioned spontaneously when the commandment came, for it was his
own lust which enticed him (James 1:14). This can mean but one thing; after the first transgression Diabolos was inward,
not external. Thus sin, in Paul’s argument, is not some legal overlord, but a transgression-tendency dwelling in the literal
flesh of man.
… Believers at Rome, although they had not altered physically at conversion, were yet described as being no longer “in
the flesh” (Rom. 7: 5). Such a statement clearly refers to their moral state; they were not “in the flesh” because they
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walked “not after the flesh but after the spirit” (Rom. 8: 4). It was necessary for them to continue in that walk, “for they
that are after the flesh do mind the things of the flesh . . . the mind of the flesh is death . . . because the mind of the flesh
is enmity with God; for it is not subject to the Law of God, neither indeed can be. So then they that are in the flesh cannot
please God” (Rom. 8 : 5–8). Here again the literal lends point to the figurative. Physically the Romans could not exist
except “in the flesh” (Phil. 1: 22; 2 Cor. 10 : 3); but morally they were to be “in the spirit”. Paul explains how. “Ye are not
in the flesh, but in the spirit, if so be that the spirit of God dwell in you” (Rom. 8: 9). On this verse the Nazarene theory
founders, for if “the flesh” is synonymous here with “the unredeemed state”, how could such words possibly be
addressed to those already redeemed? Such would be automatically “in the spirit” by one summary act of redemption.
Why then the restrictive clause, “if so be that the spirit of God dwell in you”? There is only one reasonable explanation.
The metaphorical use of the term “flesh” is predicated on the fact that the literal flesh is evil by nature, so that its influence
has to be replaced by that of the spirit, or teaching of the Word. If it is not, a man is morally as much “carnal”, or “in the
flesh”, after redemption as if he remained unredeemed (1 Cor. 3 : 3).
… Thus Paul, concerned still with actions not legal status, proceeds, “If ye live after the flesh ye shall die: but if ye through
the spirit do mortify the deeds of the body, ye shall live” (Rom. 8: 13). It will be seen that the antithetical statements do
not balance: to mortify the deeds of the body is to act with assistance; to live after the flesh needs no help. That is,
because a man’s nature is sinful by impulse, he cannot live after the spirit through spontaneous goodness, but only
“through the spirit”.
… “The conclusion is obvious: human flesh and the divine spirit, or influence, are opposites. The mind dominated by the
one is incompatible with the mind dominated by the other. The mind of the spirit has to be acquired by a man because
it is not a property of his nature. Man is never spontaneously good, and from his earliest hours has to be trained and
disciplined by the influences from without. Nowhere in the whole of Scripture is virtue ever attributed to the flesh; ‘the
flesh profiteth nothing’, but ‘it is the spirit that quickeneth’ (John 6:63). ‘The things that be of God’ and ‘those that be of
men’ (Matthew 16:23) are for ever hostile, for the literal flesh lusts against the spirit. This is the consequence of Adam’s
transgression, for by his one offence judgment came upon all men to condemnation (Rom. 5: 18), and all have sinned
(Rom. 3: 23; 5 : 12 ). The entry of law makes his original offence abound, because, ever since, flesh has impeded
obedience. “This I say, then, walk in the spirit, and ye shall not fulfil the lust of the flesh” (Gal. 5: 16).
WF Barling – Redemption in Christ Jesus, 4. The Death of the Cross, The Christadelphian, vol. 83, 1946,
pp. 65-67
Thus it is clear that in the divine purpose there was some special significance in violent death by crucifixion, not possessed
by those other forms of violent death from which God preserved him. It is in this respect that the Nazarene theory of
redemption is inadequate as well as unsound, since it does not recognize the moral principles which were operative in
the Crucifixion. For if the procedure of ransom demanded merely a life for a life, a violent death for a violent death, why
had Jesus to be crucified, not merely executed? Our Lord’s own words at once answer this question and stultify the legal
theory. “As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of Man be lifted up: that whosoever
believeth in him should not perish, but have eternal life” (John 3 : 14–15).
The parallelism is striking.
(a) As the brazen serpent was impaled and “lifted up” on a stake (Num. 21 : 6–9), so was Jesus (John 12 : 33–35).
(b) As those mortally bitten in the wilderness, beholding the serpent on the pole, were saved from death, so those
mortally bitten by Sin, beholding the Cross, are saved from perishing.
Does the parallelism end there? Is the character of the life-giving serpent of no significance too? Most assuredly; for
where the fiery serpent was actively venomous and destructive, the brazen serpent was impotent and harmless, not
destroying men’s lives but saving them. As such, though in form a replica of the very enemy that brought death by its
bite, it became a source of recovery to those who beheld it in faith. Thus,
(c) As the impaled serpent was a harmless symbol of Sin, so the crucified Jesus was a sinless bearer of our serpent-nature.
…. Expressed briefly, the Crucifixion was “the judgment of this world”; it demonstrated conspicuously that “the prince of
this world” was “cast out”, that is, that “Sin, in the flesh,” was being publicly condemned and nullified. For this cause
came Jesus “to that hour” (John 12 : 27–33).
The death of the two malefactors could not accomplish the same purpose, even though they shared the inheritance of a
sinful nature with Jesus. Crucifixion in their case was the outcome of sinfulness, but in his case it terminated a life of
sinlessness. Such sinlessness was essential in a sacrifice intended to justify men, or declare them righteous. Thus when
he “bore our sins in his own body on the tree” (1 Pet. 2 : 24), he did so effectually only because he was without moral
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spot and blemish (1 : 19 ). As Paul expresses it, God “made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin, that we might be made
the righteousness of God in him” (2 Cor. 5 : 21).
The Nazarene contention that Jesus was not made ‘Sin’, but ‘a sin-offering’, destroys the antithetical balance of this verse.
Men naturally know no righteousness, but are ‘made righteousness’ when they identify themselves with Jesus. Similarly,
because of the identity existing between him and them on account of a common sinful nature, he who knew no sin was
‘made Sin’. That is, God, in His mercy, accepted Christ’s ‘body of sin’ as representative of all other human flesh, in which
Sin dwells.” So though Christ died on a literal Cross where we need not (a difference of experience which the Nazarene
Fellowship misuses and magnifies into a rigid theory of substitution), yet nevertheless we are “crucified with him”. He
represented us, for if he were our substitute we could not be “buried with him”. This he did because “sin, in the flesh”
(the cause), which in all others has led to transgression (the effect), was in his person regarded by God as representative
of men’s iniquities. Thus when death dissolved Christ’s association with the cause of iniquity, it simultaneously dissolved
the association with their iniquities of those in him; it enabled them to be made free from the law of sin and death. As
he rose from the dead exempt from all association with Sin, they rise ceremonially to a newness of life in him.
It follows that Christ’s death possessed an efficacy for himself also. This the apostle establishes by an interpretation of
the Tabernacle ritual. Atonement had to be made for the altar, ‘to cleanse it and hallow it from the uncleanliness of the
children of Israel’ (Leviticus 16:18-19). Atonement had similarly to be made for the other vessels of the Tabernacle, and
even for the Tabernacle itself (Lev. 16:16), because it was in the midst of uncleanness (Hebrews 9:21). Thus where moral
sin did not exist, uncleanness necessitated atonement still. But ‘without the shedding of blood’ such ‘remission’ or
‘purging’ was not possible (Heb. 9:22). The apostle tells us what this signified.
‘It was therefore necessary that the pattern of things in the heavens should be purified with these (blood, water, hyssop,
etc., Heb. 9:19): but the heavenly things themselves with better sacrifices than these’ (Heb. 9:23)
Let the parallelism be noted.
A. The patterns of things in the heavens were purified, with animal blood.
B. The heavenly things themselves had likewise to be purified, but with better sacrifices.
Such purification was not in either case a purification of moral sin, but of the uncleanness resulting from contact with Sin.
In the case of ‘heavenly things themselves’ (ie., the person of Jesus), such uncleanness was removed when he ‘put away
Sin by the sacrifice of himself’ (Heb. 9:26). ‘By his own blood he entered in once into the holy place’ (Heb. 9:12), that is,
‘into heaven itself’ (Heb. 9:24). Without such atonement, his physical entry into God’s presence (thanks to which alone
‘we have access unto the father’ – (Ephesians 2:18) would have been impossible.
His baptism was a token of this fact. Anticipating his Crucifixion, Jesus declared, “I have a baptism to be baptized with”
(Luke 12: 50). Previously at Jordan, whereas all others came to John confessing their sins, he came with none to confess,
but insisting nevertheless that John should baptize him. He knew the import of John’s testimony that all flesh is grass (Isa.
40 : 3–8), and that he himself, though a sinless bearer of flesh-nature, had nevertheless to be baptized. That is, Jesus had
to submit to a ceremonial condemnation of his nature in anticipation of the literal condemnation which he would later
suffer, and by which he would destroy Diabolos (Heb. 2:14), or Sin in the flesh, the power which reigns unto death (Rom.
5: 21). So “to them that look for him shall he appear the second time without Sin unto salvation” (Heb. 9: 28).
What has been written above is epitomized by Paul. “All have sinned and come short of the glory of God: being justified
freely by his grace through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus: whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through
faith in his blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins that are past, through the forbearance of God; to
declare, I say, at this time his righteousness; that God might be just, and the justifier of him which believeth in Jesus”
(Rom. 3 : 23–26).
How did the Crucifixion declare God’s righteousness? In that Christ possessed a nature under condemnation of death, so
that there was no violation of justice in his death. It was not wrong for him to die, so his voluntary death declared God’s
righteousness in not waiving the Edenic sentence unconditionally. If the death which Jesus experienced were one to
which he was not related, it would instead have declared the injustice of God, for God would then have connived at the
unrequired death of an innocent man. The logic of this has been admitted by one Nazarene author. He asks, “Does justice
substitute the innocent for the guilty?” and answers, “Not for an evil purpose, but in a case of redemption by divine
mercy it does”. He adds that “a just law can never be satisfied with the death of the innocent when the guilty goes free,
if accomplished for a wicked purpose”, but contends again that the good purpose of redemption nullified the injustive
involved. He also endeavours to ridicule our concept of the Atonement as “the substitution of the ‘guilty’ for the guilty”.
The Scripture testimony adduced above disposes of such a misrepresentation of our teaching. The death of Jesus was
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just, because, as Son of Man (John 3: 14), he was under Adamic condemnation, and thereby God could lawfully require
him to die. In his death Jesus declared God’s righteousness, so that God, while remaining just to His own decree, could
thereafter be the Justifier of him that believeth in Jesus.
While emphasis must with profoundest gratitude be laid on the fact that Christ died “for the ungodly”, “to save sinners”
and “to bear the sins of many”, the additional testimony must not be ignored that “when he had offered up prayers and
supplications with strong crying and tears unto him that was able to save him from death, he was heard in that he feared”
(Heb. 5: 7).
WF Barling – Redemption in Christ Jesus, 5. Implications Examined, The Christadelphian, vol. 83, 1946,
pp. 82-84
Nazarene authors declare that transgression altered only Adam’s position in relation to law, and “did not cause his flesh
to be changed”. They therefore regard man as still “very good”, and to be “just what the Creator made him”. The Scripture
that every man is enticed to sin by his own lust (Jas. 1: 14) is made “to include Adam in Eden” to the extent that the
impulses which led Adam to eat unlawfully are defined as “God-implanted natural desires”. Logic is invoked to prove this.
It is emphasized first that Eve—sinless as yet—experienced “the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride of
life” in as real a sense as any man since (Gen. 3: 6). From this it is inferred, secondly, that if these impulses are sinful now,
they were also sinful in Eve who has transmitted them to posterity. Lastly, since these impulses must (it is claimed) in the
first place be attributed to God who endowed man with them, we are expected to conclude that “there is not in fact one
inclination in all the human mind but what, when you consider it, is good in itself”. Otherwise, it is argued, “if any of the
senses or faculties of man are sin, then God is the author of sin”.
Such reasoning is contrary to Scripture. John explicitly declares the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes and the pride of
life to be ‘not of the father, but of the world’ (1 John 2:16). There could be no more emphatic testimony that these ‘lusts’
are not desires which can be attributed initially to God; but sinful propensities which only came to exist as a result of the
first offence. The “lust of the world” and “the will of God” are essentially antagonistic (verse 17). Disciples should
therefore “no longer live to the lusts of men, but to the will of God” (1 Pet. 4 : 2), for, far from being “God-implanted”,
lusts are “of Diabolos” (John 8: 44).
In the Genesis account we are informed of the advent of sinful lust. God endowed man with a capacity for hunger and
provided for its satisfaction (Gen. 2: 9, 16; 3 : 2 ). Accordingly, the trees both stimulated and satisfied appetite in Adam
and Eve, with one exception—the tree in the midst of the Garden (3 : 3 ). For the forbidden tree they knew no desire (and
consequently experienced no unlawful lust) until the external tempter “beguiled Eve”; for, when the serpent first
questioned the divine prohibition, Eve’s answer was indicative of a disposition of implicit obedience—“God hath said, Ye
shall not eat of it, neither shall ye touch it”. Far from being “drawn away” of her own lust (as Nazarene authors allege),
Eve as yet knew no temptation. The first lie, of which the unenlightened serpent was the father (John 8: 44), altered this,
and it was upon belief of that lie—and not before—that Eve knew temptation. “The serpent said, Ye shall not surely die ...
God doth know that ye shall be as gods ... and when the woman saw that the tree was good for food ... pleasant to the
eyes ... and to be desired to make one wise, she took of the fruit thereof and did eat” (Gen. 3: 6). What Eve now
experienced was not the innocent sensation of hunger which the tree had not hitherto stimulated, but an urge to indulge
appetite for an ulterior purpose.
This was Eve’s first experience of “lust”—which is clearly attributable to the serpent’s reasoning—and so of temptation.
In brief:
1. the serpent enticed and deceived her (verse 13);
2. in heeding, Eve experienced lust (verse 6);
3. lust brought forth sin.
In the case of Adam the process was repeated:
1. Eve was the initial outward tempter (verses 6, 12);
2. her words aroused unlawful desire (verse 17);
3. lust brought forth sin.
By their voluntary belief in, and consequent obedience to, the first lie, their nature was vitiated so that they hid
themselves from God (verses 7–10), and their simplicity, or innocence, was corrupted (2 Cor. 11 : 3). Ever since, this moral
corruption has persisted as an evil property of human nature, part of the vanity to which God made creation subject until
the day of salvation (Rom. 8 : 20–25).
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If the Nazarene denial of this fact be true, and human nature is not sinfully inclined, then, theoretically, it should not be
hard to do good, nor yet easy to do evil. But it is implicit throughout Scripture that, in practice, to be imperfect is
dangerously easy. Disciples must take heed lest they sin (Luke 21: 34), fear lest they come short (Heb. 4: 1), beware lest
they be not steadfast (2 Pet. 3 : 17). From the use of such language one must infer that man is initially disposed to do
wrong. Conversely, it is not easy for him to acquire the inclination always to do right, for disciples must strive to enter in
at the strait gate (Luke 13: 24), press toward the mark (Phil. 3: 14), be diligent to be found without spot and blameless (2
Pet. 3 : 14).
There is thus a bias to evil within man which has to be offset by an acquired tendency to do good (Col. 3: 1). This bias
must either have been implanted at Creation, or be the direct consequence of Adam’s transgression. The first proposition
is inconceivable; the second states the facts.
… Paul speaks of the snares and wiles of Diabolos (1 Tim. 3 : 7; Eph. 6: 11). James bids us resist him (Jas. 4: 7). Diabolos is
defined by Jesus as the wicked one who defeats the work of the Sower (Matt. 13: 19, 38). John says that Diabolos put
into the heart of Judas Iscariot to betray Jesus (John 13: 2), and that whoever commits sin is of Diabolos (1 John 3 : 8).
The use of personification in these and similar Scriptural statements is obvious, but so also is the fact that what is
personified as Diabolos is an active beguiling force. Since it tempts men to sin, it is also called Sin by metonomy, so that
in so far as a man resists Diabolos he also avoids being “hardened through the deceitfulness of Sin” (Heb. 3: 13). Finally,
Diabolos is described literally as “the spirit that now worketh in the children of disobedience” (Eph. 2: 2), and so contrasts
with “the Word of God which effectually worketh” in those that believe (1 Thess. 2:13). This can only mean that Diabolos
(or Sin, as the cause of transgression) is, in Scripture, an active spirit of disobedience, hostile to God’s Law. For that reason,
the language of active deception befits it, whereas such language is grotesquely inappropriate when applied to the devil
postulated by the Nazarene Fellowship, who is a pure invention.
The Scriptures leave us in no doubt where the true Diabolos resides and operates. In order that by his death he might
destroy Diabolos Jesus partook of flesh and blood (Heb. 2: 14). “Now if I do that I would not”, declares Paul, “it is no more
I that do it, but Sin that dwelleth in me” (Rom. 7: 20). “Do ye think”, asks James, “that the Scripture saith in vain, The
spirit that dwelleth in us lusteth to envy?” (Jas. 4: 5), and he attributes strife to lusts that war in the members (verse 1).
These and other apostolic pronouncements make it abundantly clear that Diabolos must be located in man’s physical
constitution.
WF Barling – Redemption in Christ Jesus, 7. Objections Answered, The Christadelphian, vol. 83, 1946,
pp. 114-116
For members of the Nazarene Fellowship the suggestion that Christ had exceptional moral powers “reduces him to a
mere machine, and robs him of all merit”. It is claimed further that if he needed strengthening to do what we cannot do,
then, “we could have done every whit as well as Jesus if God had bestowed extra power upon us”.
This is not argument but assertion unsupported by Scripture. It offers no explanation whatever why, if (as one Nazarene
author asserts) Jesus “overcame temptation by the exercise of the same powers as would enable any other man to
overcome”, not one single individual in all human history has done “every with” as well as our Lord. To state that “Jesus
exercised his natural powers to resist every time whereas we sometimes fail” explains nothing, but merely begs the
question why Jesus alone exercised those powers always.
We must be guided by revealed facts. We are assured firstly that Christ was tempted in all points like us, so his human
infirmity is axiomatic (Heb. 4: 15). “In all things it behoved him to be made like unto his brethren . . . for in that he himself
suffered being tempted, he is able to succour them that are tempted” (Heb. 2 : 17–18). Secondly, it is just as clearly
attested, however, that Christ possessed unique powers. He was made of quick understanding in the fear of the Lord (Isa.
11 : 1–3), so that man never spake like this man (John 7: 46). He, the man of God’s right hand, was made strong for God
(Psa. 80: 17). At the age of twelve he could confound the doctors of the law (Luke 2 : 46–47), and even as a babe he was
aware of his mission (Psa. 22 : 9–10). Such declarations could never apply to any other man than Christ, and their import
is clear—that Jesus was made essentially like unto his brethren does not alter the fact that he was, in important respects,
different from us. He was made in the likeness of men, but was also in the form of God (Phil. 2 : 6–7). He was the true
Tabernacle, the place where God chose to reveal Himself to man (Heb. 8: 2). He was the brightness of the Father’s glory,
the express image of His person (Heb. 1: 3). In him it was not the flesh, but the Word made flesh, that dwelt among us
full of grace and truth (John 1: 14). Only of one who was born miraculously could these things be said.
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But the significance of the virgin birth is quite different for those who hold the legal theory. “God was his Father, hence
he was the only one who could pay what Adam could not pay”, states one. “Why,” he affirms, “this is the only reason
why it was necessary for Christ to be born of a virgin”. Such an explanation is both inadequate and inaccurate. It overlooks
the fact that only if Jesus were born of a virgin could God have, in the physical sense, been manifest in the flesh (1 Tim.
3 : 16), and been in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself (2 Cor. 5 : 19). In no other way could God give “the light of
the knowledge of his glory in the face of Jesus Christ” (2 Cor. 4 : 6), or could Jesus be called “Emmanuel, which being
interpreted is, God with us” (Matt. 1: 23).
None could share that title with Jesus, for the facts recorded of him are true of no one else. It would therefore be folly to
deny their influence for good upon him in his contest with sin. He could not possibly have remained unaffected by them.
From his mother he inherited all the propensities of sinful human nature; from his Father he could not fail likewise to
inherit divine qualities of character. The affinity between parent and offspring which can prove so strong in humans must,
in the case of God and His beloved Son, have been transcendent. Thus Christ at birth inherited on the one hand the
human urge to disobey God’s Law, and on the other the power to maintain a sinlessness to which his brethren can only
hope in measure to attain after repeated failure, and with God’s help.
It was therefore in a very special sense true of Jesus that he worked out his own salvation, yet, notwithstanding, that it
was God who worked in him both to will and to do (Phil. 2 : 12–13). Thus, in Gethsemane, his conquest was his own, at
the cost of agony and sweat; but through it all there was “an angel from heaven strengthening him” (Luke 22 : 41–44).
The manner and extent of impingement by the divine will on the human will which such divine strengthening involved
then (and previously in his life), are beyond man’s power to define or comprehend, but they cannot for that reason be
left out of account.
WF Barling, Law and Grace, 1952, pp.24-25
God again declared, “Let us make man in our image, after our likeness”. This similarly expressed both His decision to
create man and also His motive in doing so; that is, it defined both the nature and the destiny of man at once. The decision
became fact like the others before it—“So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him”—yet
not in the full sense intended. As far as Adam was concerned it became true of him physically and mentally when he was
formed of the dust of the ground; but through his failure under trial it was prevented from becoming true of him morally
and spiritually as well. Moreover, as subsequent events so sadly confirmed, his lapse involved all his progeny so that in
his one failure the whole of mankind fell short of its ideal destiny.
Yet the divine purpose was not thereby frustrated; God proved equal to the emergency. In due course there came into
the world the one solitary exception to the rule—His only begotten Son. He, the Son of God, was Emmanuel; he was the
image of the invisible God; he (notwithstanding the fact that he also, like his fellows, was involved in the effects of Adam’s
sin) proved to be what Adam failed to be—God manifest in human flesh. In him then, after all, the divine creative purpose
achieved its due fulfilment. And—wondrous to tell—though he was but one single individual, by him the consequences
of Adam’s failure were nullified for all; for he being flesh, God, in His infinite wisdom and mercy, with no compromise of
His own holiness, was pleased to accept him as the representative and epitome of all mankind. In him, therefore,
humanity as a whole potentially realized its true destiny (Psa. 8:4-8; Heb. 2:5-10). On the strength of his triumph we can
confidently await the coming of the day when, once again, the observation will be made—this time with finality—“So
God made man in his own image, in the image of God created he him”.
WF Barling, Law and Grace, 1952, p.81
What Moses did was not to inform the people of something new, but merely stir up their minds by way of remembrance,
when he stated, “because the Lord loved you, and because he would keep the oath which he had sworn unto your fathers,
hath the Lord brought you out with a mighty hand and redeemed you out of the house of bondmen, from the hand of
Pharaoh King of Egypt” (Deut. 7:8).
Familiarity with that oath on the part of the Israelities was presupposed in the very terms of Moses’ commission. “Thus
shalt thou say unto the children of Israel, The Lord God of your fathers, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac and the
God of Jacob, hath sent me unto you” (Exod. 3:15). Devout Israelitish parents would consider it a duty to nurture their
children in the patriarchal hope, for had not Abraham set them all an example? Of him the angel had testified, “I know
him that he will command his children and his household after him, and they shall keep the way of the Lord, to do justice
and judgment” (Gen. 18:19). It was such fidelity on Jochebed’s part which alone ensured that Moses, having come to
years, would refuse “to be called the son of Pharaoh’s daughter, choosing rather to suffer affliction with the people of
God, than to enjoy the pleasures of sin for a season” (Heb. 11:24-25). Moses supposed that his brethren would have
understood how that God, by his hand would deliver them: but they understood not. Their thoughts, it would seem, were
preoccupied with things other than God’s promise of deliverance, and faithful Jochebed was probably the exception
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rather than the rule among Israelitish mothers in those dark days. Yet she and other men and women like her did God’s
work by preserving from generation to generation the knowledge of the promises to Abraham; and not only of the
promises, but also of Abraham’s call, and of all that that bespoke—the dividing of the nations; before that, the Flood; and
backwards, eventually, to the events of Creation with their tragic sequel in the sin of Adam, the father of us all. From the
very beginning the whole atmosphere of Israelitish education was essentially religious. Characteristic of all the pious in
Israel was the Psalmist who wrote, “I will utter dark sayings of old: which we have heard and known, and our fathers have
told us. We will not hide them from their children, showing to the generation to come the praises of the Lord, and his
strength and his wonderful works that he hath done... that they might set their hope in God, and not forget the works of
God, but keep his commandments” (Psa. 78:1-7). In every devout Israelitish household therefore the early stories of the
Bible must have made up the greater part of the family’s fund of knowledge; and the conclusion seems inescapable that
they actually assumed literary form at a very early stage, so precious was the light they cast on the dealings of God with
man. At all events we are surely on safe ground in asserting that the historical facts themselves, as summarized for us so
conveniently in the book of Genesis, were common knowledge to the generation which God led forth from Egypt, and
that for these men and women there was a significant continuity between His doings in the past and in the present.
WF Barling, Law and Grace, 1952, pp.82-83
God’s Altar was not to be profaned by the sight of human nakedness (Exod. 20:26). Linen breeches had to be made for
the priests (types of the nation as a whole, let us not forget), “to cover their nakedness”. The directions were explicit:
“from the loins even unto the thighs they shall reach. And they shall be upon Aaron, and upon his sons, when they come
near... unto the altar to minister in the holy place; that they bear not iniquity, and die: it shall be a statute for ever unto
him and his seed after him” (Exod. 28:42-43). Who could miss the echo here of Genesis? The record stood of Eve that
“she took of the fruit and did eat, and gave also unto her husband with her; and he did eat”. Instantaneously they were
conscious in themselves of the effects of their wrong-doing: “the eyes of them both were opened, and they knew that
they were naked”. Where before they had been naked and yet at the same time rightly free of any sense of shame (Gen.
2:25), they had now become sensible that their physical state reflected their fallen spiritual condition; so the concealment
of the shame of their nakedness—particularly from God —became their first concern. Covering was indeed necessary;
and ineffectual though their self-made covering was, it yet possessed a becoming propriety in that it signified
acknowledgment on their part that man could no longer hold converse with God unless first his shame were hid. Clearly,
it was in order to throw that great fact into relief, that the Law was so emphatic on the matter of nakedness: “from the
loins even unto the thighs they shall reach... that they bear not iniquity and die”. The Altar manifestly stood for God; the
priests’ nakedness with equal obviousness stood for sin; between the two, linen breeches (i.e., a covering of
righteousness) had first to be interposed before approach by them was possible. Nakedness, as a symbol of sin, was thus
appropriated by the Law from Genesis—and with what far-reaching consequences! For are not all, without exception,
born naked? Or as the Law would (by implication) have us construe it, Are not all, without exception, born in sin?
The Law’s own answer to that question was emphatic—and this again derived all its relevance from the judgment passed
in Eden on Adam’s sin. No conception, in the first place, was possible without the contraction by both male and female
of ceremonial uncleanness (Lev. 15:18). What could this mean other than that human life, for the race and for the
individual alike, had been vitiated by the taint of sin at its very source? In keeping with this, when conception at last
issued in birth—and God’s stern words to Eve, the mother of all living, took full effect (Gen. 3:16)—the initial uncleanness
was intensified seven-fold or fourteen-fold (Lev. 12:2, 5), and needed, after further lapse of time, to be cleansed by
atoning sacrifice (Lev. 12:6-8). Such regulations made the connotation of the term “uncleanness”, as used in the Law,
transparently clear: like nakedness it typified a state of sin, with the slight difference perhaps that it laid even greater
stress upon the fact that sin interrupted fellowship with God. Of the mother of the new-born child it was decreed, “she
shall touch no hallowed thing, nor come into the sanctuary, until the days of her purifying be fulfilled” (Lev. 12:4). So also
was it to be in the case of a priest defiled by some uncleanness—there was to be no contact whatever with “the holy
things” (Lev. 22:1-10).
As by now we might expect, the Law dealt likewise with disease and death: these, too, became causes of defilement.
What could this mean but that the Law intended each Israelite to see in them, also, further significant reminders of the
havoc wrought by Adam’s fatal first offence, for surely in making them means of contracting ceremonial uncleanness, it
most pointedly related them both to sin. Consequently on the Day of Atonement both “the uncleanness of the children
of Israel” and “their transgressions in all their sins” equally necessitated the making of atonement for the Holy Place (Lev.
16:16). One was merely emblematic of the other: the physical was once again the sign and symbol of the spiritual and
the moral. For this reason it also served very appropriately as a type of the alienation from God which is inseparable from
uncleanness on the moral plane. That is, uncleanness stood both for acts of sin and for the separation from God which
they inevitably entailed. Conversely cleanness presupposed a state of near relationship to God and also bespoke that
holiness of conduct which was alone compatible with it.

By One Man – Supplementary Material

WF Barling

P a g e | 292

WF Barling, And Death By Sin, Law and Grace, 1952, p.85
How exquisitely consistent did the Law prove to be in all these details. But while that fact by now needs no further
labouring, there is still one matter which we have neglected to examine. What was it that formed the actual nexus in
these regulations between ceremonial defilement and actual transgressions? We have but to recall the source of
defilement to receive the answer. In the one regulation the animal was “clean” and in the other “unclean”; but such a
distinction was overshadowed in each case by a far more serious factor: the flesh was in each case dead. Death it was
that caused the defilement; death—the outworking of a physical principle of dissolution and decay which perfectly
mirrors that process of moral corruption which has been at work in man ever since Adam’s fall. We see then again how
meaningless the uncleanness laws—for these two are typical of them all—would have been to the Israelites had they not
been familiar with the tale of Eden. On the other hand, how eloquently they spoke to those who, for the very reason that
they had taken the lessons of Eden to heart, had ears to hear.
WF Barling, All Have Sinned, Law and Grace, 1952, pp.86-87
Now the kinds of defilements which we have just examined were peculiar in that every Israelite, do what he might, would
inevitably contract one form or other of them with fair frequency. The Law clearly arranged for this deliberately; for we
can see that the very ease and frequency with which a man contracted such (relatively speaking) less serious forms of
uncleanness would compel him most effectively to recognize how real was his sinfulness, however unconscious he
normally was of the fact, or however reluctant he was to acknowledge it. Yet in all this the Law, though stern and
uncompromising, was not inhumane: it compensated for the frequency with which such defilement was contracted by
arranging that it should normally be of brief duration only, and that ordinary water should suffice for the cleansing ritual.
By this means the Law struck a fair balance, contriving to impart spiritual tuition without causing in the process an
intolerable and too vexatious and inconvenient an interruption of the daily round of the ordinary Israelite. It merely
interfered with his normal routine with sufficient awkwardness to ensure that he would not fail to become conscious of
the sad fact that he was a sinner in dire need of forgiveness.
Herein, however, lay an element of risk. The regularity with which the Law through its ritual thus spoke to men, while it
was indeed a most effective means of educating their conscience, was nevertheless dangerous in that it might also in
course of time through sheer repetition numb their conscience and make it insensitive to sin. Added to which, some
might in any case come to regard water as in itself efficacious to remove sin! It was precisely here that, once again, the
climactic structure of the symbolism proved so valuable a device. The Law obviated all such error and misunderstanding
by legislating for serious as well as for less serious forms of defilement and selecting for that purpose less common and
more moving events, such as a birth (Lev. 12), or bereavement (Num. 19), or the contraction of some chronic malady (Lev.
14), which it made the occasion for further and far more significant prescriptions of uncleanness. These were obviously
designed to serve as rarer and more arresting reminders of the gravity of the defilement caused in man by sin; and were
conveniently useful for that purpose, because they in any case of themselves interfered very considerably with the daily
routine of the persons involved. The Law was therefore free to impose cleansing regulations in connection with them of
far greater stringency in order to match the much greater degree of uncleanness which it in each case declared to exist—
regulations of immeasurably greater significance because blood sacrifice was expressly declared to be indispensable to
the cleansing process.
But why first did the Law declare a much greater degree of uncleanness to exist in these particular cases? Why did it
make choice of them, rather than of others? we might ask. The answer is of crucial importance; and the recollection that
the symbolism of the Law had a rational, consistent basis really frames it for us. It was clearly because these cases had
much more than a mere usefulness from a practical point of view that they were chosen: their real value lay in their
intrinsic fitness to serve as ritual symbols of sin. Sin it was, we must remember, which was the great theme of the
uncleanness laws at every stage. Therefore none of these causes of defilement could have qualified to serve as a teaching
device unless it had some radical connection with sin itself. This connection lay in the fact—indeed, must have lain in the
fact—that each was itself in some way an effect of sin, and so in itself apt as a symbol of sin. That is, implicit in the Law’s
very choice of certain things to serve as causes of uncleanness was the recognition of the fact that these things themselves
were ultimately attributable to sin. Each was, in effect, the symptom of a congenital malady, and just one sample of the
physical results of Adam’s transgression.
WF Barling, In Adam All Die, Law and Grace, 1952, pp.87-88
At this point one further feature common to all the uncleanness laws assumes its full significance. Defilement was
contracted by contact with the cause of uncleanness: the emphasis throughout was on touching, so much so that a person
defiled by contact with the original cause of uncleanness could in turn transmit his defilement to other things which came
into contact with him (e.g. Lev. 15:19-21; cf. Haggai 2:13). If then, in the ultimate sense, the cause of defilement stood
for Adam’s sin, what was each Israelite to do but see in himself an extension of Adam, and in each sin he committed a re-
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enactment of the first transgression? And having come to that point, what could he conclude but that he, too, like Adam,
was under (and righteously under) sentence of death?
This notion of the solidarity of the human race is the unifying factor in all the uncleanness laws and is the secret of the
form which the more serious of them took. To begin with, apart from leprosy, all the diseases of which they took account
were diseases of the reproductive organs. Even the normal menstrual flow in healthy women bore close enough an
affinity to the idea of the defilement caused by ancestral sin to be classed as a cause of seven days’ uncleanness. This in
itself was pointed enough an indication of the hereditary effects of Eve’s and Adam’s sin (Lev. 15:19-24; cf. Gen. 3:16).
How much more pointed was it when the prolongation of this flow beyond the normal spell was pronounced to be a
cause of the gravest kind of uncleanness! The emphasis now (an emphasis essential to the allegory) was on the fact that
the female reproductive organs were diseased. So too with man; disease in the male reproductive system was equally
defiling. Hidden away out of sight though the source of defilement might have been, yet its existence could not be denied.
In man and in woman alike the same fatal symptom bore witness to it. “When any man hath a running issue out of his
flesh, because of his issue he is unclean... and if a woman have an issue of her blood many days out of the time of her
separation... she shall be unclean” (Lev. 15:2, 25). In each case the operative factor was the same: it was an issue that
was the cause of defilement—an issue, moreover, out of the flesh—flesh tainted by sin.
More transparent symbolism we could not hope to find. The fact was that some source of corruption within the flesh,
some deep seated physical disease of the very springs of life, was exuding noisome matter. How could its allegorical
meaning possibly be missed? Human nature had clearly been marred at the source. For man and for woman alike, the
counterpart of the inward malady was inbred sin. This moral malady, like the physical, secreted a defiling issue—in this
case sinful thoughts and words and deeds. The Law was here saying, as plainly as ever it could, that “That which cometh
out of the man, that defileth the man. For from within, out of the heart of men, proceed evil thoughts, adulteries,
fornications, murders, thefts, covetousness, wickedness, deceit, lasciviousness, an evil eye, blasphemy, pride, foolishness:
all these evil things come from within, and defile the man” (Mark 7:20-23). Once again, we note, the nexus between the
ceremonial and the moral aspects of uncleanness was the fact that ultimately all forms of disease are attributable to sin.
It was on that same account that the Lord (healer of physical and moral ills alike) on the one hand said to a paralysed
man, “Son, be of good cheer; thy sins be forgiven thee”; and, on the other, spoke of sinners as those who needed “a
physician” (Matt. 9:1-12). The medical metaphor sprang naturally to his mind from the Prophets (e.g. Hosea 6:1, 6).
The allegory of these uncleanness regulations was exhaustive in its details. As it catered in the law of issues for the idea
of sin in action, so in others it allowed for the idea of sin outworking itself in death. Inasmuch as death is but sin come to
full fruition, it was inevitable that contact with it should be declared a cause of ceremonial uncleanness. The lesson that
“the wages of sin is death” was seen earlier to be obvious enough even in the legislation affecting contact with the carcase
of an animal. How much more obvious yet was it in the case of contact with dead human flesh—with the flesh which is
properly the sphere of sin’s operation. In such cases the symbolism was of incomparably greater meaning.
As a bridge between the two sets of regulations—between the ideas represented by the law of issues and those
represented by the law of defilement through contact with dead bodies—came the additional laws affecting leprosy.
Here the lesson that sin issues inevitably in death reached its intensest pitch. Such was the wretched leper’s affliction
that his body decomposed visibly while he still lived! He was “as one dead, of whom the flesh is half consumed when he
cometh out of his mother’s womb” (Num. 12:12). Once again the symbolism was transparent. The corrupting condition
of the flesh was a parable of the corroding effects of sin, patent for all to see; while the mortification of limb after limb
typified death as the end to which sin inexorably leads. The dual parable taught plainly that corruption on the physical
plane is but the image and the outcome of corruption on the moral plane (the converse also being true in the final
reckoning).
The divine ban was therefore both comprehensive and inexorable. “Command the children of Israel, that they put out of
the camp every leper, and every one that hath an issue, and whosoever is defiled by the dead” (Num. 5:2). Such a ban
was calculated to make every devout man and woman in Israel realize how utterly sin separates man from God, for to
what did the exclusion of such people from the Camp correspond if not to Adam’s expulsion from the Garden? It made
clear to all still left in the Camp that the obligation devolving upon them as residents there was nothing less than that of
manifesting perfect sinlessness. Yet none could in practice achieve it! No matter; they were expected nevertheless to
give ritual assent that such was indeed their duty by punctilious conformity to the ceremonial laws. “Thus shall ye
separate the children of Israel from their uncleanness; that they die not in their uncleanness, when they defile my
tabernacle that is among them” (Lev. 15:31).
“That they die not in their uncleanness.” How significant was that caution! How close it revealed the connection between
sin and death to be! Persuading the Israelite on the one hand that “there is none righteous, no, not one”, what could the
uncleanness regulations teach him on the other, but that “by one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin, and
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so death passed upon all men for that all have sinned”? Thus through fear of death the Israelite was in one sense all his
lifetime subject to bondage.
WF Barling, Christ in the Law, Law and Grace, 1952, p.195
He was led up of the Spirit into the wilderness with the heavenly voice still ringing in his ears, “This is my beloved Son, in
whom I am well pleased”. For six weeks almost, he withstood the temptations of the devil—those impulses inalienable
from human nature since Adam’s fall—fasting the whole while. At last his human powers were reaching their utmost
limit, and the pangs of hunger were becoming overpowering. Then, espying a stone which strongly resembled the loaves
he had seen so often baked in Nazareth, he bethought him of the powers which were his as Son of God, and the inward
voice said seductively, “If thou be the Son of God, command that these stones be made bread”. Israel had failed before
God when they had been hungry in the wilderness. Would Jesus likewise fail? No; he knew the reason for Israel’s failure
and that knowledge became the secret of his triumph. The words of Moses sustained him in his struggle and countered
the temptations of the flesh. “It is written, Man shall not live by bread alone, but by every word that proceedeth out of
the mouth of God”. It was not for him to prostitute heavenly power to the satisfaction of merely carnal selfish needs.
WF Barling, The Lifting Up, Law and Grace, 1952, pp.196-199
Why, we must ask, had the Word to become flesh? Why “flesh”? The sacrifices hinted at the answer. The standard rule
was, “If any man of you bring an offering unto the Lord, ye shall bring your offering of the cattle, even of the herd, and of
the flock” (Lev. 1:2). “Of the cattle”, it had to be, so that the connection between offering and offerer should be as close
as possible, and the animal might as fittingly as possible act as an objective representation of the one who brought it. But
such an arrangement, while it taught the great lesson that expiation was man’s first and indispensable need, had a fatal
defect. Whereas the animal indeed stood close to man, it did not stand close enough, nor could. One offering only could
obviate that defect—a human offering. But if the relationship between offering and offerer would thus become perfect,
where was the man who could produce the sinlessness in the offering which God’s holiness demanded? Christ gave the
answer. He had the requisite sinlessness. But this would have been valueless unless it had appertained to one who was
in all respects a man. No animal could properly qualify “to make atonement” until the offerer had first “put his hand upon
the head” of the animal in question—that is, until he and it had ideally become one. The human birth of Jesus effected
the same result in his case: it qualified him to represent his fellow-men; it meant that he and they were essentially one.
But the oneness of man and beast in the ritual of the Law was but a prerequisite to a sacrificial death: so was it in Jesus’
case. Like other men, he was made lower than the angels—that is, he bore a mortal nature, like all other humans born of
Adam. And he did so that he by the grace of God should taste death for every man. They were “partakers of flesh and
blood”; so “he also, himself, likewise took part of the same”, and that for one specific purpose—“that he through death
might destroy him that had the power of death, that is the devil”.
How did he destroy sin and death through death? He did so in two ways. To begin with he upheld the righteousness of
God’s sentence that sin entails death, in the mere act of dying—and did so justly, because his own mortality was just as
much part of the entail of Adam’s sin as that of any other son of Adam. Yet every sinner’s death was equally a vindication
of God’s righteousness, it might be argued: why then should Jesus also need to vindicate it? That is just the point: the
sinner’s death certainly upheld God’s sentence but it was powerless to do more. With Jesus, however, it was altogether
different. His death was the death of a sinless man, so that he, by sharing other men’s fate with them, made it possible
in turn for them to share his sinlessness with him—by the grace of God, that is. For his death was accepted by God, in His
mercy, as a sufficient expression of His own intolerance of sin; so that He could then proceed to raise him from the dead,
free from the trammels of human infirmity and mortality, and could, with no compromise of His own ineffable holiness,
treat him as the representative of all who chose, by associating themselves with his death, to give their ritual assent to
the fact that they, as sinners, deserved death as their just deserts. God decreed that to such as joined themselves to Jesus
in his death He would impute the sinlessness which Jesus retained as his even despite his death: they, having died with
Jesus, would be regarded as having also risen with him. Thus Jesus, both for himself, and also for sinners, destroyed the
devil by death; for, satisfying sin’s claims upon himself by his death, he simultaneously satisfied those claims for sinners
also, so that he was able to “deliver them who through fear of death were all their lifetime subject to bondage”. Thus he
was not the only one to rise from the dead, but (in the mercy of God) the first of many. “For it became him, for whom
are all things, and by whom are all things, in bringing many sons unto glory, to make the captain of their salvation perfect
through suffering” (Heb. 2:9-15). He was, like Aaron, the microcosm of the People of God—yet not ritually like Aaron, but
in reality, in very truth. He was what the sheaf of firstfruits was when waved on the morrow after the sabbath—a
multitude in one, the first instalment of a divine harvest of redemption, the true “firstborn”, delivering all by delivering
himself from the thraldom to sin which (physically) he shared with them. For as Moses had effected not only the people’s
escape from Egypt, but likewise his own, by one and the same act of deliverance, so Jesus too brought release to others
from their bondage to death only by virtue of his own triumph over it. Like the Ark which passed over “before the people”
and opened up the way through the swollen waters of Jordan “until all the people were clean passed over” into the Rest
beyond (Joshua 3:1-17), so he led the way through the waters of death for all who would choose to follow him into the
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liberty beyond. But, as his healings so signally demonstrated, he was qualified to do all this solely because (unlike all other
men) never once did he bring himself into moral bondage by wrongdoing. He thus vanquished sin on its own territory—
flesh—as Moses had vanquished the gods of Egypt in their own sphere of influence, and so was able like Moses to deliver
his brethren from their thraldom—though with an absoluteness and finality altogether beyond the power of Moses.
To effect their deliverance in this decisive fashion was his appointed destiny: his mission as Saviour was to culminate in
that great act of release. Yet only at the cost of his own life as a ransom for theirs: for this Exodus, of which Moses and
Elijah talked to him, necessitated his death, as the literal Exodus necessitated the offering of the Passover Lamb. He was
the reality which that lamb in its spotlessness foreshadowed. And not of the lamb only. Having himself rendered the
serpent of sin impotent to harm he was able to bring healing to those it had bitten. The law merely left them its helpless
victims; so some other arrangement was needed to deliver them, the Law itself being witness. As Jesus said to Nicodemus,
“As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of Man be lifted up: that whosoever believeth in
him should not perish, but have eternal life” (John 3:14-15). This arrangement was imperative: there was no other way.
So he was duly lifted up upon a pole for us: “Christ also hath once suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he might
bring us to God”.
The Law could never bring men to God: it merely cast them from Him. But as Jesus restored lepers, those with issues, and
the dead, all alike to God, so he “his own self bare our sins in his own body on the tree, that we being dead to sins, should
live unto righteousness”. We were as sheep going astray, but are now, as a result, returned unto the Shepherd and Bishop
of our souls, for “when the fulness of the time was come, God sent forth his Son, made of a woman (how necessary and
indispensable this was!), made under the law (how essential was this also!) to redeem them that were under the law,
that we might receive the adoption of sons” (Gal. 4:4-5). He was made a Son that we might be made sons also: he has
redeemed us from slavery and given us the status of sons, in order that he should be but “the firstborn among many
brethren” (Rom. 8:29).
WF Barling, Hebrews - A Thematic Study. 1954, pp. 47–48
“All things”. No question here of the allotment of control over some things to angels, and others to man – all was to be
subjected to man and to man alone: “For in that he put all in subjection under him, he left nothing that is not put under
him” (2:8). Language could not be plainer.
But why was the author so dogmatic? Need we ask? Never, as we have abundantly seen, did he affirm facts for the mere
sake of doing so. In thus insisting on the limits to the power of the angels, he was bent on heightening not the power of
mankind in the aggregate, but that of one man among men in particular. The issue was still – ‘The angels, or the Son?’
After the Creation came the Fall, as he and his readers knew, so that for the original divine intention to remain valid in
the changed circumstances caused by the Fall, and thus for it to realize itself despite the Fall, some extraordinary
transformation in man’s situation had of necessity to come about.
The author’s point was that that transformation had in fact already come about – and this in perfect accord both with
Genesis and the psalm. In the face of this breathtaking language, used in each about man in the mass, one could indeed
only reply, pathetically, bitterly, hopelessly even, with man’s black record taken into account: “But now we see not yet
all things put under him.” But how different was the situation when that language was construed Christologically! When
in the term “man” the name “Jesus” was espied, how luminous did everything suddenly become! Despair was forthwith
transmuted into hope.
WF Barling, Hebrews - A Thematic Study. 1954, pp. 49-50
The author [of Hebrews] could now give a confident answer. For whereas the Fall had caused no alteration in the divine
intention – “Let us make man in our image … and let them have dominion” – it had inevitably entailed a radical change
in the means of its realization. Where the intention of God had included, the Fall had in its turn excluded, the whole
human family. So the author was now able to adapt, to the problem here raised, his own previously stated formula –
“When he had by himself purged our sins,” he, “sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high”. “We behold Jesus,”
said he, “who was made a little lower than the angels, because of the suffering of death crowned with glory and honour,
so that he by the grace of God should taste death for every man.” (2:9) That is, the glory to which Jesus had attained, far
from being incompatible with his death, was the direct consequence of it, that death being a death to re-include humanity
within the scope of the divine purpose.
Here was fresh light indeed on the death of Jesus. Before the advent of sin the divine intention had envisaged him as its
perfect expression. But after that advent, argued the writer, it required him to be, in addition, the One to purge sin.
Otherwise it could not realize itself in others besides him. Now sin being what it is – the seed of death – this of necessity
required him to die. Not only had he to be a man anyway, but he had also, in being a man, to be a mortal man – a man
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capable of dying – a man, that is, to the uttermost. In brief, he had to be as really and as fully made in the image and after
the likeness of fallen man, as in the image of God Himself.
Was his humanity, or even his death, then, as some readers were now inclined to think, a denial of his claims? By no
means: the very reverse was true. It was precisely because he was the Son that he was required to undergo death. He,
the Son of God, was also destined to be the representative of men – the Son of Man of Psalm 8 – the microcosm of a new
regenerated humanity. But humanity being in the first place unregenerate, it could become regenerate, in and through
him, only on condition that he first became fully one with it. That was the fundamental truth of which the readers had
failed to take account: “For,” said the writer, “it became him (i.e., God), for whom are all things, and by whom are all
things, in bringing many sons unto glory, to make the captain of their salvation perfect through sufferings.” (2:10). That
is, the Son was a Saviour because he was himself first saved: he himself was “made perfect”, as a forerunner, as a pioneer,
as the Firstborn.
The writer thus regarded the Son as inextricably bound up with humanity at large. As he put it: “Both he that sanctifieth
(i.e., Jesus), and they who are sanctified, are all of one.” (2:11). This solidarity – first in nature, then in destiny – this
oneness – explained why Jesus should not be ashamed to call sinners his brethren. Because they went to make up the
“many sons” destined like himself to attain at last to glory, he could freely acknowledge them as such there and then,
“Saying; I will declare thy name unto my brethren, in the midst of the church will I sing praise unto thee”. He, in his human
weakness, knew himself to be as dependent upon God as they were, so that he, like them, could say also, “I will put my
trust in him”. And, lastly, with the vision before him of the ultimate sharing of glory with them, he could add yet again:
“Behold I and the children which God hath given me.” (2:12-13).
His solidarity with humanity could not have been more clearly attested. Yet to make it doubly certain that the readers
understood it, and its implications, the author added: “Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood,
he also himself likewise took part of the same; that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death …”
(2:14). Jesus was born, in effect, to die – and that sacrificially, so as to purge men’s sins. Had this not been so – had he
come instead in angelic nature and so not been capable of death – there would have been no hope for the rest of mankind;
“but he took on him the seed of Abraham” – that is, he fully participated in human nature, mortal though it was as a
result of Adam’s Fall, in order to be able in his own person, by dying, to reconcile all humanity to God (2:16).
The author’s case was thus the perfect answer to his readers’ qualms. They saw in the Crucifixion a stumbling block: he
replied by declaring it to be the means judged best by God Himself – by Him who is the first and efficient Cause of all
things! – of achieving the purpose which He had conceived before the world was. The One Son was, in his own person,
to be “many” sons: that is, he had of necessity as Saviour to be identified with them that they might in turn be identifiable
with him. This meant that because they, according to the righteous sentence of God after the Fall, had to die, so had he,
that they might as it were die in him, and so in turn be raised with him to glory. This amazing process of sanctification
from sin was “by the grace of God” – that is, not something due to man, but a free gift of God. Would the readers, out of
obstinate attachment to false ideas, be foolish enough to spurn it – be so rash as to “neglect so great salvation”? – that
was the thought which the reasoning would inevitably raise in their minds as they read it.
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AD Norris [1940s to 1960s]
A. On Creation
AD Norris and R Lovelock, A Prologue to Revelation, The Christadelphian, vol. 77, 1940, p. 108
There was evening and there was morning’...are phrases which define the day of the earth’s revolution about its axis as
clearly as we could wish; and the objection....that days of twenty four hours could not have been counted before the sun
appeared, rings hollow when we remember that the Counter was God Himself. Must we then bow to the rule of plain
language, and bluff the appearance of geology, or are there indications that the two views need not conflict? We think
there are…..Let it be suggested, then, that in Genesis 1:1—2:3, we have an account of an apocalyptic prologue to the
story of the Bible, in its prime concern with the relationship of man to his Maker, presented in visionary consciousness of
the seer in seven daily visions, until the whole has passed before him, to be written by him for us. A day, in this view, is a
genuine day, but it is a day in which the work of unspecified times is presented to Moses and to us: in the visions of six
days he sees and tells the story of the cardinal facts of creation, culminating, so far as its work is concerned, with the sixth
day’s creation of man; and reaching its divine climax in the divine rest of the seventh.
AD Norris, Science, Believing the Bible, 1947, pp. 125-134
TO many minds, no treatment of the inspiration of the Bible which left out the impact of Science and the Scriptures,
would be considered complete. For Science has become for them the new god of our age, and the Scientific Method the
new test of truth.
Now the Scientific Method is an excellent thing, and an indispensable thing. It is that way of working which takes observed
facts as its starting point, and reasons from them (“inductively,” as it is called) to general principles (“hypotheses”) which
account for them. It is the method which has been used in this book to establish the truth of the Resurrection of Jesus,
and of the Inspiration of the Scriptures. No objection can be raised to the employment of the Scientific Method, and it
must be employed in all fields: of History, of Revelation, and of Natural Science.
Science, too, in so far as it embodies the conclusions reached by the Scientific Method, is to be welcomed. But if (as is far
too often the case) “Science” is taken to mean “the opinions of men of science outside their proper scope,” it has no
more weight than the opinions of any other specialist upon any other subject not his own.
It is thus an abuse of the word Science, when uninstructed rationalists claim that it has proved miracles to be impossible.
For what is then meant is this, that certain scientists, not having encountered what they recognize as miracles in their
own sphere of enquiry, have formulated (upon insufficient evidence) the rule that miracles are impossible, and have
thereupon, by the worst kind of a priori fallacy, judged that examination of the evidence for miracle, in the domains
where miracle is postulated, can be dispensed with.
And it is still further an abuse of the word, when a highly tentative doctrine like that of Evolution, induced upon facts
which by no means compel it as a universal and sufficient explanation of the origin and development of life, is arrogated
to the level of a self-evident fact, and used to denounce records of Creation which do not embody it, and in certain
particulars seem to deny it.
It is at this point, of course, that the popular conception of the conflict between Science and Religion arises. It is said,
crudely, that Genesis teaches that the world was created by the mere utterance of God in Seven Days, while it is known
to Science that the evolution of the world we live in took many millions of years and that life developed upon it gradually,
until it arrived at Man.
Such a statement as this does justice neither to the record of Creation in Genesis, nor to the true findings of Science. It
were better to begin by recording what Genesis says, on which Science has no standing. It says that the world was peopled
by design: that it was due to the exercise of the power of God that sentient life, and ultimately self-conscious life, came
into being upon the world. All that Science can say about this is that it is a reasonable hypothesis: it does not know how
life arose, and it has failed, experimentally, to create it. It cannot account satisfactorily for the increasing complexity of
life, and all experience is against its happening on its own account. The work of God is the most satisfactory explanation;
and Science (pace certain scientists) has no word of complaint.
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Next, Genesis offers an account of the entry of sin into the world. It is true that men of Science are often prevented from
entertaining a due regard for this record (together with many other men of enlightenment) from a feeling that the story
is undignified and childish, but this is not a scientific feeling. If once we realize that our race did come into being from a
single pair (as scientists do, in common, whatever their other differences), and that the complexities of civilisation came
later in their history (as anthropologists insist), then something approaching the simplicity of Eden is precisely what we
should expect; and if there was a Fall, the circumstances in which it would be expected are altogether congruous with
the record of Genesis.
A Fall there certainly was. No science which refuses to take account of this explanation of a consciousness of Sin, has any
explanation to put in its place. For it is an achievement peculiar to Man, and while the psychologist may systematize the
self-conscious reactions of man, he has no explanation of the origin of that self-consciousness unless he is willing to
accept the Bible’s.
This, in fact, is tantamount to admitting a special creation of our own race. Those who believe that the evidence justifies
the hypothesis that our physical frame arose by slow transition from the beasts, have, even on their own standard, no
sufficient evidence of the gradual evolution of the constructive thought, and conscience of sin, which are characteristic
of us.
If, now, the Genesis record is submitted to examination, the point which is immediately noted in its account is the simple
dignity of its doctrine, its avoidance of puerile explanations of how God brought about His will, its satisfaction with the
comprehensive “God said—and it was so.” This becomes the more striking when the record is compared with other
ancient records of this event. There are parallels, certainly, parallels most naturally explained on the view that both are
related to an occurrence which embodied points they have in common, but the divergences are more striking than the
resemblances. In Genesis there is no crude conflict of the gods, no sawing in half of Tiamat to make the heavens and the
earth, no vile passions in heaven: but a simple harmonious decision of the heavenly powers to create a world for their
own purposes.
It was always utterly unlikely that a story such as this could have been obtained from the crudities of the Sumerian
accounts. Phrases like “the religious genius of the Hebrews” were invented to “explain” how the one could be purged to
become the other. But coining phrases explains nothing, and the whole history and present standing of the Jewish nation
repudiates the idea that they were distinguished by any such spectacular apprehension of God. And now the idea that
the crude polytheism came first has been vigorously assailed. We are left, then, to ask ourselves how the writer of Genesis
became aware of so sublime a record as the one he has left to us, and thus practically confined from the start to the
explanation of inspiration.
Nor is this all. The general conformity with scientific knowledge of the sequence which Genesis gives in its six creative
days, has been recognized by all. The author had not our modern knowledge of astronomy, geology, and palaeontology,
but produced an account which, but for its time periods, most aptly sums up the progress of the world from a cloudcovered, steaming waste, through a period when the clouds thinned and light came (as in an English November) without
its source being distinguishable, to the separation of the clouds above and the swamps below, the draining of the swamps
to give land and sea, and the origin of vegetable, marine and terrestrial life.
How all this came about, the record does not state; it is not its province. How the Word of God took effect in causing the
peopling of the earth is a legitimate object of scientific enquiry, and while we may feel that the assertions of men of
science have often outstripped their assured results, we can raise no objection to their labours. The only direct evidence
which can bear on the question of gradual evolution is the palӕontological [or, of course, experimental, but the possible
scale of such work eliminate it as a significant factor] (for all morphological “proofs” beg the question), and this evidence
gives only cold comfort to the evolutionist. Great creative epochs are the principal testimonies of the records, and great
creative epochs are the topics of Genesis 1.
We may therefore proceed to the consideration of what Genesis really does teach about the creation of the world,
without nervousness. If opportunity arise, we may be able to call in the legitimate conclusions of Science to help our
research. But we may be confident that Genesis is not on trial. The other grounds we have already given are sufficient
for this. We approach the Word of God to ask it what it has to teach, not to ask it to justify itself.
Very different answers have been given to the question as to what is the significance of the Seven Days of Genesis. There
have been some who have insisted that the days are literal days of 24 hours, and the creation spoken of the prime
creation: all fossil remains are on this view a delusion—sometimes a designed delusion to mislead those who have
intruded where they were not welcome! This is a conclusion which will not readily commend itself to those who believe
that God is not the Author of a lie—even a white He. There are those still who contend that the days are literal, but that
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the creation spoken of is simply a re-peopling of a world which had been overwhelmed by a cataclysm. But the close
conformity of the order there revealed, with what is believed to be the geological order, makes this conclusion at least
improbable.
There are those, again, who are persuaded that the geological evidence demands long time periods for the events, and
who therefore suppose that the days spoken of in the record are really very long ages. Now, the geological evidence does
certainly speak of long periods: not, perhaps, as long as some would suggest, but altogether longer than any interval of
days, or even thousands of years, and yet it does not seem that Genesis permits us to change “there was evening and
there was morning, one day” into an indefinitely long period, without stretching language further than it ought to bear.
Genesis could hardly have been more emphatic in its presentation of the time period. If it had been the design of the
Creator to delineate one day of twenty four hours beyond the possibility of dispute, it could hardly have been done more
clearly.
The solution which commends itself to the writer is this: the days are certainly literal days, but they are days, not in which
the events themselves occurred, but in which the record of them, no doubt in vision, was revealed to Moses. The record
does not specifically state that the work recorded was done in the day in question: “God said, Let this happen: and it did
happen. And there was evening and there was morning, the nth day,” is an outline of the form of words employed. An
account which is so careful in specifying that a precise day is meant, is not likely to have used the oblique expressions it
does without reason.
Moreover, this sequence of Seven which is used here, is strongly reminiscent of other sequences, in the Book of
Revelation: the Seals, the Trumpets, the Vials, and suggests that an apocalypse is intended. The carefully regulated,
almost artificial form of Genesis 1:1-2:3 gives place immediately to straightforward narrative when the record turns to
the behaviour of man upon the earth, and God’s dealings with him, and the whole account reads as though it was
intended as a summary introduction to the entire Revelation of God, to the Bible as a whole.
The thought is encouraged still further by the recognition—not commonly appreciated—that only the first six days have
endings ascribed to them. It is not written, “And there was evening and there was morning, a seventh day.” Again we
appeal to the precision of the record’s wordings, and say that such an omission must have been by design; and what
could the design have been, save to indicate that the Rest of God has no end? Certainly this seems to be the view
advanced in the Letter to the Hebrews (Hebrews 4:4-9; “rest,” = “sabbatismos,” in v. 9), where the words “God did rest
the seventh day from all his labours,” are taken to indicate: “There remaineth therefore a sabbath- rest for the people of
God.”
It is only some such view as this which can make the Rest of God comprehensible to us. That the Almighty should have
twenty-four hours’ rest is a difficult thought; that He should have a long period of rest is perhaps worse. But that Moses
should, as his last vision of the work of Creation, see the whole purpose of God culminating in a rest in a perfected world,
is beautifully appropriate. Jesus seems to have implied something of the kind in his rejoinder to the unthinking
Sabbatarians of His day. When they objected to the act of mercy whereby He “profaned” the day of rest, He answered:
“My Father worketh hitherto, and I work”—as though indicating that God’s work (which He was doing) was not yet
accomplished, and the rest yet awaited (John 5:17)
On this view, then, six daily visions prepare us for an understanding of what God is doing with the world. The sixth day
represents work which has proceeded as far as the Creation of Man, but which is not yet completed. As the rabbis say:
“The work of the sixth day is still going on” (Hertz, “The Pentateuch and the Haftorahs,” in loc.). That all things should be
very good is held up by the defection of man, but will be achieved when the work of redemption is accomplished, and
Jesus shall have gathered out of His kingdom all things which offend. Then the work begun so long ago will have been
accomplished, and the fallen creature who became subject to the curse will be restored, and though made lower than
the angels for the suffering of death, join his Redeemer in having the works of creation put under his feet. (Psalm 8;
Hebrews 2:6-10)
AD Norris, Where Science and Religion Meet: 1. What Does the Plain Man Do?, The Christadelphian,
vol. 101, p. 437-439 (1964)
The Christadelphian Position - This has been defined in our Statements of Faith. According to these, we are to regard the
Bible as without error in all its parts, except such errors as translation and transmission have introduced. And we are to
reject the view that the Book is only partially the result of inspiration. We are also assured that Jesus was granted the
Spirit without measure, an additional reason for treating his words with peculiar respect. We are told that Adam, the first
man, was created very good and placed under law. His disobedience of that law has involved all our race in its
consequences.
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Now such statements do not prove that we are right. They do intimate, though, that Christadelphians regard them as
rightly defining Bible doctrine. However highly we may in theory praise impartiality, in practice we have to realize that if
an impartial approach were to lead us to reject these propositions, we should have to conclude that Christadelphians are
wrong. And that would involve serious decisions for any who reached that conclusion.
This must not, of course, make us resist truth where we find it. But it should at least preserve us from irresponsibility in
what we say or write.
What does the Plain Man do? It is no use asking the plain brother or sister (including myself) to become a scientific
expert in order to decide the questions involved. We cannot do it, and most of us would not if we could. If our faith
depended on settling expertly the scientific issues, most of us would have to bid our faith goodbye. Now some plain men
settle the issue for themselves by casting around for a scientist who agrees with our position, and pinning their faith on
him. Most plain men outside the conservative churches (and the temptation is felt within) rest content with what “science”
as a whole is supposed to say, and adjust their attitude to the Scriptures—if they have one—to match. And neither
attitude is strictly speaking intelligent: it is quite right to point out divisions in the scientists’ camp, but it is not self-evident
that the majority must be wrong. It is proper to take note of what scientists as a whole may think, but in any scienceversus-Bible type of discussion, the Bible side must not be condemned unheard.
And this, I think, is where the Christadelphian plain man receives his cue. Without, as yet, bothering about scientific
majorities and minorities, he looks to his own defences. He gets his Bible down from the shelf, dusts it if necessary and
resolves never to allow it to go dusty again, and asks it the question: “Do you have in your pages the evidence that,
whatever the scientists may say, you are right and can be trusted?” And this is what we mean to do for the remainder of
this essay. The impatient scientolater may think this a long way round, but he must be patient. It is our faith we are
defending, and we have the right to choose our own defence. ….
The Lord and the Genesis Record - In setting out his teaching on the permanence of marriage, the Lord answers his critics
in terms of Genesis 1 and 2 (Matt. 19 : 1–8, etc.). God made them in the beginning male and female (Genesis 1), and said,
“Therefore shall a man leave his father and mother and cleave unto his wife” (Genesis 2). Both the “creation records” are
included in one statement, and made the basis of the true teaching on marriage. It is impossible to drive a wedge between
the teaching and the history on which it is based. If such an Adam and Eve had not existed, and such a divine blessing had
not been pronounced, then such a conclusion as to the sanctity of the marriage state could not validly have been drawn.
Jesus must be right in his estimate of the history, or he is unreliable in his estimate of the morals.
Though outside the record of the Creation, other aspects of the Genesis story also receive the Lord’s confirmation,
including the assassination of Abel (Matt. 23 : 35), the historicity of the Flood (Luke 17 : 26–27), of the destruction of
Sodom and Gomorrah (17:28–32), and of the life of Abraham in general. In all these cases, his confirmation of the record
is bound up with the lesson which he draws from it, and the one would fall without the other.
The Apostles and the Genesis Record - The evidence is more specific here. As the apostles settle down to write for us the
meaning of the work of the Lord, they draw in the historical basis and interpret it for us; and so, when Paul says that “by
one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin, and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned” (Rom.
5 : 12), it is impossible to understand this without the assurance that Paul was satisfied of the existence and the
uniqueness of that “one man” to whom he refers. When he adds, “Since by man came death, by man came also the
resurrection of the dead” and “As in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive” (1 Cor. 15 : 21–22), he bases
the work of the Lord Jesus in overcoming sin and death, on the fact that sin and death are owed by all of us to our descent
from this Adam. Adam and Christ are equally real to Paul: the one man is from the earth, earthy (a very evident quotation
of Genesis 2), while the second is “the Lord from heaven”.
Paul seems, in fact, to have indicated something of the kind in his address to the Athenians, saying that “God hath made
of one all nations of men for to dwell on the face of the earth” (Acts 17 : 24–26). For this, too, has the Genesis record as
its basis.
In two allusions to the Fall, Paul also establishes his confidence in the record of Genesis 3 as historical. He presses the
detail that it was the woman who was deceived before Adam also sinned, and the priority of Adam’s creation to that of
his wife (1 Tim. 2 : 13–14), and the use of the word “deceived”, or “beguiled” (R.V.) strongly suggests that an external
deceiver or beguiler was at work to bring this about. This is placed beyond reasonable doubt in the second allusion (2
Cor. 11 : 3), where he expressly says that “the serpent beguiled Eve by his subtilty” (Gen. 3 : 1, 4–6), expressing the fear
that influences external to the Corinthians might bring about their fall from the grace newly received in Christ, in the
same way as the serpent had brought about the downfall of Eve.
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Now these are the declarations of a man led into truth by the Spirit of God. They are from one who said, “The things
which I write unto you are the commandments of the Lord”. They involve fundamental reasoning about basic doctrine,
or sound foundation for proper behaviour. And, like the authoritative pronouncements of the Lord himself, they receive
their authority from the historical fact of the Lord’s resurrection.
In such authority we do not trust in vain. Differences of interpretation in the accepted records there may yet, on
unessential matters, remain; perplexities in the face of the opinions of scientists there will doubtless be. But in accepting
the records we are not on the defensive. The plain man may be happy to continue in his acceptance of the Scriptural
account, and, whatever uncertainties may arise when we bring the scientific outlook into the discussion, he may
constantly rest his confidence in this, and know that the foundation of God standeth sure.
AD Norris, Where Science and Religion Meet, 1. The Problem Defined, The Christadelphian, vol. 101,
1964, pp. 486-487
In short, even if the destructive critics of the Bible were right in their datings, the purity of the Scriptural record would
show the finger of God in its giving and preservation; and if the finger of God is to be postulated at all, there remains no
difficulty in accepting the traditional account that God made it known directly, either to Moses in person, or to those
earlier faithful men to whom Moses was indebted for it, and from whom, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, he
incorporated it in his account.
A nation which, in spite of its prophets and lawgivers, showed no willingness to separate itself from the idolatries of its
neighbours, would neither have conceived not preserved this account without the supervision of God. Those who made
their children to pass through the fire, who made the golden calf, who copied altars found in Damascus and cut
themselves with knives in the names of Baalim, were not the nation to have arrived at the teaching of these chapters by
itself.
And this, therefore, is a further ground for confidence in the record. Whatever scientists may say, and whatever
difficulties we may have to solve, or leave unsolved, this account came from God; and therefore its teaching, when we
have found what it is, is true. If “science” finds it is unacceptable, since no science can account for its origin, it must yet
have come from God. And this fact combines with the testimony of the risen Lord and his apostles to tell us that we need
not fear what men may say about this account. It did not emerge from the thinking of men whose goddesses were
betrayed by passion and whose gods were moved by lust, but from Him whose spirit moved upon the face of the waters,
and who knows no equal, and in whose heavenly courts there is nothing but harmony and obedience to His will.
As in the Flood account of Genesis there are no gods “clustering like flies” to smell the sacrifices offered by Ut-Napishtim,
so in the Creation account of Genesis there are no quarrelling deities striving for the mastery. Instead, there is a purity
which is almost cold as the One, true God follows His own inscrutable will and speaks, and it is done.
Whatever our problems, this account in Genesis is the very Word of God.

…. And so far we have only arrived at proteins. With each step upwards in complexity the Yes accorded to chance

becomes more hesitant, and the intrusion of the word Purpose becomes more persistent. Could chance have grouped
such molecules, with their own infinite variety, into a cell with walls and nucleus? Let no one speak about the “simple
cell” of unicellular life, for there is nothing simple about it at all: the complexity of a living cell in relation to its atomic
units altogether exceeds that of our most elaborate computers in relation to their fabricated component parts. For my
part the answer is No, absolutely No. Chance could not so simulate the appearance of purpose. Even if we thought it
conceivably might, Purpose is infinitely the simpler and likelier explanation. Let the mechanism of creation be what it will,
even the “simple cell” speaks creation in some form, and creation with a calculating mind behind it.
The problem mounts with every ascending step in the complexity of living things. Chance could not have converted a
unicellular being into the elaborately differentiated creatures which teem in the world we know. However God did it, and
whatever modification in our thinking the discoveries of intelligent men may force upon us, that God did it indeed
becomes clearer and clearer with every revelation of the complexity of that which has been done.
AD Norris, Where Science and Religion Meet: 3. Evidence in the Case, The Christadelphian, vol. 101,
1964, pp. 534–535
Shall the Clay say, “What makest Thou”?
The Genesis account is, in fact, remarkably non-committal as to methods and processes. If we study the details in chapter
1, we can raise curious questions at every sentence-end: and between as well!
In the beginning: When?
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The earth was without form and void: How did this occur? (some interpretations of this expression with wide
acceptance only serve to illustrate how precariously we tread when we seek to go beyond the simple terms of
the record).
The Spirit of God moved: What does this mean? (of which the only thing we can be sure, perhaps, is that it does
not represent a recollection of the ancient view that the universe was hatched out of an egg!)
Followed by, repeatedly, How? As in rapid succession we are told that God commanded, and as a result, “There was light;
the waters were gathered together; the earth brought forth grass and trees; the waters brought forth the moving
creature; fowls flew in the midst of heaven”. And to each of those Hows there is no answer.
Even at the point of greatest elaboration, when we are told that “the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground,
and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life”—the detail supplied in chapter 2 to supplement, “So God created man
in his image and after his likeness, in the image of God created he him, male and female created he them”—we are left
with a question on our lips at every point. “Did He make a clay image?” “Did He really, personally, ‘breathe’ into it?” “Was
it just clay that suddenly became living flesh when the breathing occurred, or was the clay made ‘dead’ flesh and blood
first, waiting for the breath to make it live?” The questions can nearly become irreverent, and it is well to remember this:
for the answer must at each point be: “The record does not tell. It was not God’s purpose to tell us.” And, more insistently,
“Perhaps words cannot tell: perhaps we should not have understood if we were told!”
It is the same with the creation of the woman. Without refusing anything of the information which the record does give
us, mark what it does not. Adam was in a deep sleep: he, at least, did not know what was going on. The flesh was closed
up when he awoke. The word for “rib” is never used again of a human part (though it occurs again another forty times),
and is not apparently the ordinary word for rib at all. “Bone of his bone and flesh of his flesh” she was indeed, but how
we cannot tell.
There is perhaps a fundamental truth here. Ought we not to recognize that it does not lie in the creature to discover how
the Creator made him? That such things are too high for him? That the imperfect knowledge which even the twentieth
century must confess to of the processes of conception, gestation and birth is a thousand times less difficult to understand
than how God made the creature with these powers in the first place? That simple words tell us basically all that we can
hope to know, that God fashioned these also after the inscrutable counsel of His will?
This is a necessary act of humility. Neglect of it has perhaps in some degree involved Bible-believers in avoidable
controversy. It is right and essential that we should stand for what the Bible does teach, but it is neither Christian duty
nor common prudence to enlarge the battlefield in such a way as to tie up the truth of Scripture with the vindication of
particular, but non-fundamental, interpretations of what Scripture might mean.
“Let the Earth bring Forth after His Kind”
Expressions involving this phraseology occur in relation to grass, herbs and trees (Gen. 1 : 11–12), to marine life and fowl
(1:20–21), and to cattle, creeping things, and beasts of the earth (1:24). There is no doubt that the claim is that God
created the things referred to, for it is said specifically of the land creatures that this was so (1:25), the word used being
“made”, which is applied to all the works of God in Gen. 2 : 2. There is, no doubt, some subdivision among vegetable and
animal creatures implied in “after his kind”, a word which is used again of the creatures taken into the Ark (6:20, 7:14),
and in relation to unclean beasts (Leviticus 11 and Deuteronomy 14). Yet it would be presumptuous to identify the word
as necessarily equivalent with the modern word “species”, even if that word itself were free from ambiguity. God made
the living creatures in the units in which He made them, and if that is a truism, it is nevertheless all that we can
warrantably say on the strength of this chapter. The animals begat their own kind, and the herbs and the trees also
reproduced their kind, but this would inevitably be true however large the “kind” may be supposed to be, whether it
relates to variety, or to species, or to genus, or family.
There is no need, and no use, in attempting to equate a word whose significance was not arrived at in relation to the
classification of modern times, in such a way as to close the question as to what a “kind” may be. Indeed, the historicity
of the Flood, in which the believers in Creation also believe, is much easier to maintain if we regard “kind” as a term
sufficiently flexible to allow rather large units of animal types to be intended when two or seven are taken of each into
the Ark.
That the words of Genesis 1 in relation to “kinds” do not suggest any sort of evolution is perfectly true. But it is obvious
that if the words are to be pressed at all, the additional words “let the earth bring forth” must be given equal attention.
While those words, also, do not suggest how the earth was to bring forth its living burden, they do not exclude any
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mechanism consistent with the process occurring according to the will and commandment of God. As far as the words
themselves go, they are as consistent with an evolutionary mechanism as with any other, provided that the guiding and
directing hand of God in the matter is preserved. They tell us no more than that God intended and secured that the earth
should be populated with a great diversity of living things each with its own characteristics, and they leave us with no
certain knowledge as to how He accomplished this end.
AD Norris, Where Science and Religion Meet: 7. The Creation and Fall of Man, in The Christadelphian,
vol. 102, p. 148-150 (1965)
This represents perhaps our greatest perplexity. On the ordinarily accepted dating, there seem to have existed man-like
creatures long before any likely date for the Adam formed by God as described in Genesis 1–2. While they seem to have
lived lives which are hard to relate to our present civilized economy, or even with the agricultural societies of which the
earlier part of the Old Testament speaks, they do not seem to have been totally devoid of some typically human
attainments, including the use of chipped stone tools and some artistic qualities.
If these man-like creatures were on the earth long before a few thousand years B.C., then the conception of Adam as the
first man is obviously not as simple as used to be thought before these discoveries were made. If they should be accepted
as the “ancestors”, or as related to the ancestors, of civilized man, then our ideas of Adam’s origin and uniqueness, if we
felt able to form any at all, would need radical readjustment.
At this point, particularly, we must refresh ourselves with the confidence we have expressed throughout this series:
whatever conclusions we may come to, and whatever matters are left inconclusive, the foundation of God standeth sure.
The Genesis record is divine by its own marks, and it is divine and authoritative on the testimony of the Son of God himself.
We are troubled, if we are troubled at all, by the tangled surface of things, and not by any doubts as to the solid foundation
for faith we possess in the records.
But a number of comments might be useful. In the first place, it may still be premature to accept without cavil the huge
antiquity given to these hominoid creatures. If it is possible to produce photographs of “contemporaneous footprints of
Man and Dinosaur” then something is yet unexplained in the matter of the supposed extinction of the latter some 70
million years before the former appeared. If human prints have also been found in carboniferous deposits in Virginia2,
then the 250 millions years of age assigned to the bed seem less certain than they did. And should we be told, as we are
likely to be, that these cannot really be human prints because mankind has not lived for 250 million years, we are entitled
to point out that, faced with two questions (a) are these human prints? and (b) is this deposit really 250 million years old?
we are not logically entitled to reserve the answer No to the first question alone. The problem, in other words, is not
purely one for the hidebound believer, but is one of many “anachronisms” which also face the scientist.
In the second place, if human life is pushed back to 100,000 or one million years ago, we have a remarkable failure to
“multiply and replenish the earth” during almost the whole of this period. Since civilized man took his origin (however
that occurred) less than 10,000 years have sufficed to bring more than 3,000 million people into existence; even if we
discount the enormous increase in world population since the industrial revolution, the population of the world in times
immediately prior to that must have run into some hundreds of millions. How does it come about, then, that the primitive
hominoids seem to have been so few and scattered? Why, with tenfold more time to play with than the most generous
estimate of Adamic man could give, does primitive man remain so thinly spread? It could be answered, of course, that
primitive defences were not such as to give man that superiority over the beasts which would permit him to triumph so
completely over them that he could subdue the earth to a sufficient degree; but this is not evidently sufficient, for civilized
man, too, lacked everything except the most primitive weapons for a long period, and managed to maintain his
supremacy without being restricted to negligible populations.
Possibilities - Long ages, then, are not without their own problems. But if they were accepted as valid, we might yet say:
(a) we are not called upon to account for God’s activities in the past. He may well, for reasons which He has not clearly
disclosed, have seen fit to let man-like creatures dwell on the earth before Adam came. There have been those, indeed,
under no pressure from the scientists, who have believed in a “pre-Adamic” creation, and have considered that the earth
“became” without form and void because of some calamity dimly hinted at in Scripture. We might also say, (b) the brevity
of the account in Genesis 1 forbids us to suppose that we know everything about the condition of the earth at the time
when Adam was formed; and the existence of manlike creatures who were nevertheless not “men” in the Scriptural sense,
outside the confines of the Garden of Eden, is not excluded in Scripture. Indeed, Dominick McCausland, in Adam and the
Adamites, published in 1868, claims to have established Scriptural grounds for believing this. We may not believe that he
has established his point, but there is no denying the reverence for the inspired word of God with which he writes. To
suppose this would not involve us in any denial of the uniqueness and specialness of Adam, unless we chose ourselves to
make it so.
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A man might, that is to say, express himself thus: “I think there may have been non-Adamic, manlike creatures in existence
in the earth at the time when God formed Adam and placed him in the Garden. I think it possible that, after Adam had
sinned and been expelled from the Garden, his children may have had opportunity to come into contact with these
creatures. They might, indeed, have established unlawful relations with them, and this might be what occurred when
Cain went into the Land of Nod. This might have been some part of the sin of the ‘sons of God’ in the record of Genesis
6. It might have been this unholy seed which was extinguished at the Flood.”
We might not be satisfied with the wisdom of such speculations, but nothing essential is lost by them, for we preserve
the uniqueness of Adam, the reality of the Fall, and our own present Adamic nature. And in the limited nature of our
knowledge, even from Scripture, of what the condition of the world outside Eden may have been at that time, we find
sufficient latitude for a proper calmness in the face of possibilities which do not injure our deposit of faith.
This is not to say that such possibilities are true. It has been no part of the policy of these essays to come down
dogmatically in favour of one possibility rather than another. It is not, either, to say that these are the only possibilities:
the condensed nature of the Bible record and the tiny accumulation of knowledge in our possession would make it
arrogant to be so assured. But it is to say that here, as elsewhere, the possibility of remaining convinced of, and faithful
to, the record of the Word of God, is not taken away from us by the present state of scientific opinion, even if that be
accepted as truly established.
“Because thou hast hearkened to the voice of thy wife” - It is an ironic commentary on the fundamental satisfaction which
the Scriptural record gives to our minds that we should find our final confirmation of it in our own shame.
For if there is one thing which a godless view of the world is unable to do, it is to account for our human nature. If there
is one thing which a purely evolutionary theism cannot account for, it is our fallen estate.
For man is the only sinning animal. The other animals are born, and live their normal lives, in accordance with their natural
powers and instincts, and die. They are beasts, and neither good beasts nor bad beasts, but just true beasts. Sometimes
animals which have been too long in contact with man develop perversions which are not part of their proper estate, but
these do not naturally belong to them. The beasts are monogamous or promiscuous according to their nature, and neither
praise nor blame attaches to either. They compete, and sometimes fight and slay, in their mating manoeuvres, but they
do not murder in any sense involving guilt. They prey for food if such is their nature, but do not cherish ambitions outside
their normal estate.
All such things are reserved for man. It is our fallen race which lusts, and envies, and slays in anger and with guile. It is
ourselves who do wrong things, think wrong thoughts, and endure disquieted consciences because of it. “From within,
out of the heart of man, proceed” all the things which are as typically human as our much-boasted attainments. Our
power to worship is matched only by our inborn reluctance to accept the whole consequences of the worshipful God
whom that power acknowledges. The record of the third chapter of Genesis provides a complete explanation of this. It
provides the only basis which prepares us for the historical fact of the coming of the Lord Jesus, the historical reality of
his death, and the historical crowning miracle of his resurrection.
And so we return full circle. Whatever the unsolved problems we have left, the risen Lord vindicates the Scriptures; their
own sublimity in their creation records marks them out as from God, in contrast to the views held by the nations around
at the time when they were written; the nature of our thinking demands that God, as supreme Thinker, lies behind our
being; the nature of the scientific evidence available does nothing to militate against this; the facts of our moral nature
both testify to the truth of the Fall as recorded in Genesis, and provide the reason for the coming of the Son of God—the
Son of God whose resurrection irresistably assures us that this fabric of revelation comes from his Father in heaven.
Our father listened to the voice of his wife, as she had listened to the voice of the tempter. They sinned in company in
seeking to be “as God, to know good and evil”. It can still be wrong to seek in the wrong way to be as God, to know good
and evil. Much that has been rashly and rebelliously said in the name of science, to weaken our faith in, and our sense of
responsibility towards, God, arises from the desire to be our own gods, to determine our own good and evil, and to deny
our proper responsibility to our Creator.
It might well be a mark of our own proper humility if we could firmly determine that we will acknowledge God, speak His
language and unashamedly use His Book, as the lively oracles they are, that we may the more assuredly repel the voice
of the tempter in the garden from which sinful man was expelled, and accept the voice of the Saviour in the Garden from
which he emerged to die for our sins, according to the Scriptures, and say, “Not my will, but Thine, be done”.
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B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
AD Norris, Acts and Epistles, The Universal Consequences of the Sin of Adam pp. 425-427
Romans 5:12: First of all we have the plain fact that we are all descended from the first created man, Adam, and that it
was his sin that involved us in the situation in which we find ourselves. It brought death to him, and to all his descendants,
of whom it is true, for each one severally, that “his breath goeth forth, he returneth to his earth. In that very day his
thoughts perish”. Death comes to all, for the same seed of sin is present in all. That seed in itself brings death, but the
actual indulgence of sin means that death is personally deserved as well as inevitable by heritage.” [Genesis 2:9, 16-17;
3:17-19; Psalm 146:1-4; 1 Corinthians 15:21-22]
Romans 5:13: Sin existed, we must add, before the Law of Moses was given; and though it is true that sin can only be
committed when law is violated, we have already shown that the eternal power and godhead of God were plainly seen
of men of all ages, and at all times, men have violated that which their minds had every opportunity to perceive. Even
though Adam’s sin in the partaking of the forbidden fruit was unique, and even though the specific requirements of the
Law of Moses had not risen until Moses himself received them from God, there is evidence enough that God’s will was
open to knowledge even during this intervening period. Thus, Cain sinned in the matter of his offering; the ‘sons of God’
in Noah’s day sinned against the knowledge they had of their duty before God; the men of Babel flouted divine authority;
and the men of Sodom were sinners before God exceedingly (to name only a few). All the evidence shows that all the
poison inherited from Adam’s fallen nature had permeated human nature, and led men inevitably into sin. Adam is the
true fleshly forefather of a sinful race, and provides a fitting figure for another who was to be the true spiritual forefather
of a race pledged to righteousness. [Romans 1:20-25; Genesis 4:1-15; 6:1-8; 11:1-9; 13:13]
Romans 5:15: The offence of Adam involved all our race in death; but the righteousness and life which stem from faith in
Jesus Christ are a matter of grace and not of inevitable heritage.
Romans 5:16: We are inevitably involved in the consequences of the sin of Adam, but justification is an act of grace by
our God to which we have no title. One man’s sin resulted in a race of sinners and a multiplication of sinful acts. Yet all
these trespasses can be annulled when we profit from the unique sinlessness of the Son of God.
Romans 5:17-21: One man’s offence resulted in a race of mortal people. The more completely sin reigned over
unredeemed sinners to bring them to death, the more richly does the grace of God overcome sin in righteousness, and
death in eternal life, through Christ Jesus our Lord.
AD Norris, Acts and Epistles, Scriptural Precedent, p. 676
We may think that Paul considers Eve, the first of all women, more susceptible than her partner to temptation…but…he
was the more deliberate in his sin, and thus no less at fault.
AD Norris, Acts and Epistles, Paul’s Apology at Athens, p.289
Paul makes all mankind spring from a single source, which source would be, to him and to us, Adam and Eve …
AD Norris, What Happened in Eden, Understanding the Bible, 1948, pp. 19-21,
The sin with which the third chapter of Genesis is concerned was not the mere eating of a fruit. Anything else would have
done as well, to establish the principle there involved. It is not true that God damned the whole human race because of
the trivial fault of its prime ancestor. What happened was of first-rate importance, for it was there decided which principle
should rule in the human heart: that of service to a Creator, or of self-seeking.
The Tree of Knowledge provided the occasion for the crisis. Would the man be content to learn of God in God’s good
time? Would he be willing to dress the garden and keep it, as God had commissioned him? Would he be patient to receive
from his Creator whatever blessings His wisdom would bestow at His pleasure? Or would he seek all wisdom before his
time? Would he have ambitions higher than his present humble security, and, reaching high, overreach himself?
The man had the power of choice, and it was the pleasure of God that the choice should be exercised. His purpose
involved the free response of a sentient being, and for free obedience there must be possible free rebellion. For the
exercise of either there must be a matter for choice, and the choices must be adequately presented.
The case for the good rested upon the simple fact that God had made the man, given him everything he possessed to
make life pleasant, given him his law of life. The case for the evil was presented by the agency of the Serpent. Into the
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particular part played by the Serpent we will not at present enquire (though this also appears in the New Testament), but
will note simply that it appears as devil’s advocate for the evil. The decision had to be made between “everything which
God has given, with service” and “that which God has withheld, and greatness with freedom.”
So the serpent said: “God doth know that in the day ye eat thereof ye shall be as God, knowing good and evil.”
The human will chose freedom from God. It did not, of course, achieve it, for it was always a foolish dream. God had
created all things, and for His pleasure they are, and were created (Rev. 4:11). But it achieved alienation. Setting out on
its own path, it was inevitably estranged from God’s. Adam and Eve became the physical father and mother of a race of
people whose being was in revolt against their Maker.
AD Norris, The Cross and the Devil, Understanding the Bible, 1948, pp. 84–90,
In the Letter to the Hebrews we are told: “Forasmuch as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, He also Himself
likewise took part of the same, that through death He might destroy him that hath the power of death, that is, the devil,
and deliver all those who through fear of death were all their lifetime subject to bondage.”
We have not, so far, considered the devil with any care, save that, in considering the Temptations of Jesus, we found
reason to believe that, there at any rate, no outward person was intended. Now, however, when we find that the death
of Jesus was instrumental in destroying the devil, we are bound to enquire what this devil is of which the New Testament
speaks.
It is pre-eminently a New Testament expression. The Old Testament has a serpent tempting our first parents in the Garden,
but, beyond telling us that it was “more subtil than any beast of the field,” and so relating it to the other created beings,
it gives us no information. It is sentenced to live in the dust until its death, and a simple reading of the record would lead
us to suppose that its death was the end of it.
But, beyond doubt, the serpent becomes the symbol of an evil power from that time. When Israel sins in the Wilderness,
and the people are dying of serpent-bites, Moses is commanded to hoist a bronze serpent on a pole, so that the people
who look upon it might be healed. And Jesus takes this very example, and uses it as a token of what will soon happen to
Himself: “As Moses lifted up the serpent in the Wilderness, even so must the Son of Man be lifted up, that whosoever
believeth in Him should not perish, but have everlasting life.” We, like ancient Israel, are snake-bitten, and Moses’s bronze
snake is in some sense parallel to the spectacle of Jesus upon the Cross.
This is a serious thought, for it leads immediately to the reflection that, when Jesus hung upon the Cross, it was then that
the devil was destroyed. The death of Jesus but an end for him to the power of the devil.
… The devil is, in fact, sin in all its forms, and the promptings of sin whenever they arise. It is very frequently personified,
for sin cannot be manifested without a person in which to appear, but it is impossible to attribute any consistent activities
to the Person. In one case “your adversary the devil, as a roaring lion, goeth about seeking whom he may devour,” or
tries disciples and casts them into prison; and evidently carries out these activities upon the faithful. Yet these same
faithful are exhorted to “resist the devil, and he will flee from you.” Clearly it is not always the same devil. Sometimes it
is a persecuting authority, opposing the will of God by casting His faithful saints into prison; sometimes it is a prompting
of sin within their minds, which needs only to be resisted to be repelled—as it was by Jesus in the Wilderness.
Because the world which will not serve God is given over to sin, the world and the devil are often equated, or the
wrongdoing which characterises the world is summed up in this same personification. So we hear of “the prince of this
world,” “the spirit that now worketh in the children of disobedience,” “the evil one.”
But the true nature of the devil whom Jesus destroyed can be indicated by considering in parallel two passages from the
letter to the Hebrews:
“Through death He might destroy him that hath
the power of death, that is, the devil.”
to which we should add one from the Letter of James:

“Once in the end of the world hath He appeared to
put away sin by the sacrifice of Himself.”

“Sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth death.”
Sin causes death, and the devil causes death. The devil was destroyed by the death of Jesus, and sin was destroyed by
the death of Jesus. Surely we can therefore only conclude that the devil is bodily sin.
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All then becomes clear: Jesus, by resisting the power of sin, and by giving up to the Cross the body in which sin must
always remain a peril, destroyed for ever the power of sin over Himself. As we shall see, this made possible for Him the
first resurrection to immortality. What He achieved for Himself is made available to others who give their assent to His
work (as partly suggested in the last chapter, and to be elaborated later), and so the dominion of sin and death has
already been destroyed in principle, and a period set to its survival. The discussion of the final end of sin, and therefore
of the devil, we will defer until the Scriptural doctrine of judgement is approached.
AD Norris, What the Scriptures Mean by Sin, Understanding the Bible: Letters 1-12, 1948
It is just as important to have clear ideas about this. Sin, to many of us, is either the same thing as “crime”, or it is
something scarcely respectable, with a dash of excitement about it. In the first case, a man is a sinner if he has broken
the law, and more particularly if he has been caught and convicted for doing it. In the second, he is a sinner if he has
disregarded the conventions of society, and it will depend a good deal on the circles in which he moves (and the state of
public morality at the time) whether he is condemned or applauded for doing it.
Coupled with the mistaken view of sin, is a wrong attitude to sorrow about it. We may regret being found out, or we may
be sorry at the consequences of something we have done, without feeling any particular shame at the wrongness of the
thing itself. And we may try to “be good”, not from any necessary conviction that this is the right way, so much as from
respect for the opinion of our neighbours, or the police: It may seem to follow that what society allows, God will also
approve:
Now sin is certainly the breaking of Law, but not primarily, the laws of any country. It is the breaking of the Law of God:
And it does not consist merely in the breach of any commandment or set of commandments. It is a state of mind which
is universal among men. In Genesis 3, Adam is represented as having a choice: to obey or disobey. The issue was not
simply whether he should eat a certain fruit or not, as those who think that God acted harshly may suppose. It was the
graver issue as to whether he would do God’s will, or follow his own—whether he would do as he liked or whether he
would do as he was told—whether he would be a faithful servant of his Creator, or whether he would try to be his own
master.
The course he took was a deliberate wrong turning at the parting of the ways, and its consequences were bound to be
what they were. For God has created all things, and for His pleasure they are and were created (Revelation 4:11). Our
race, made “in His image” is not here to please itself, but to do His pleasure. Then His face will shine upon it, but it is
impossible otherwise. God who loves righteousness cannot do other than hate iniquity.
The course which Adam took of his own free choice, has involved all the rest of his race, “By one man sin entered into
the world, and death by sin, and so death passed upon all men, for all have sinned” (Romans 5:12). The sentence of death,
the powerful disposition to sin, have passed upon us all, and so the Scriptures speak of us as having been concluded under
sin (Galatians 3:22; Romans 3:23).
This is the grim lesson of our early Bible reading. But grim though it is, it is most necessary. Starting from there, and
knowing that we are bound under sin, and humanly helpless, we can now go on to show how God has made it possible
for sinners to approach to Him, and avail themselves of His offer of righteousness and life.
AD Norris, The Death of the Cross, The Christadelphian, vol. 90, 1953, pp. 170-174
THOSE who engineered the death of Jesus were perfectly clear in their minds. They had not, certainly, grasped all that
was involved in the death of Jesus, but they had understood one thing with precision: what they were doing was murder.
There is a marvellous cold-bloodedness about their activities. From the time when they had confessed Jesus to be divinely
sent—“We know that thou art a teacher come from God, for no man can do these signs that thou doest except God be
with him”—they had known that he was no ordinary man. Among themselves they admitted it—“What do we? For this
man worketh many miracles”—and in the presence of the people they admitted it only to explain it away: “He casteth
out demons by the prince of the demons”. He must be destroyed because he menaced their authority, and not because
there was a breath of crime to be breathed about him.
They “took counsel to put him to death”, which means, simply, that they plotted to murder him. They did not, as lawabiding judges would have done, look upon his activities and decide that he should be given a fair trial upon a specific
charge of wrongdoing, but opened their purses so as to ensure beforehand that he should not be acquitted of whatever
charge they sought to bring against him. They suborned one of his own disciples to betray him, and paid the witnesses
who were to speak against him. They took him, secretly, by night; they tried him by night, too, and that unlawfully. They
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assembled their false witnesses to findsome charge against him, when the indictment ought to have been prepared
beforehand as the ground for his arrest. And when the confusion of Babel had descended from God upon their hirelings,
they invited him to condemn himself: “Art thou the Christ, the Son of the Blessed?”
Even when he said that he was, they took no steps to find whether the claim was true, but decided without investigation
that it was false, and therefore blasphemous, and summarily condemned him to death. It was then necessary that their
sentence should be confirmed by the Romans, so they went before Pilate (whom they apparently believed to have been
persuaded to carry out their designs), and impudently asked him to slay Jesus on no better ground than that they said
so! And when Pilate resisted such an arbitrary request (no doubt because he had been warned by his wife’s dream the
previous night), advanced their own findings as the ground for his execution. But this was unconvincing to a Roman, to
whom the stern monotheism of the Jews meant less than it did to them, and so the double-dyed conspirators calmly
changed their findings, and invited Pilate to condemn Jesus for treason, in that he had claimed to be a king, and so to
usurp the position of Caesar.
Pilate knew, of course, that no kingship which Jesus claimed was any reasonable menace to his liege, but the blackmail
of the murderers compelled him to yield, and he “gave sentence that it should be as they required”. Jesus was taken,
therefore, mocked and scourged and crucified. His enemies scoffed at his plight as he hung on the Cross, and took good
care as he was taken down that no mishap from now on should disturb the peace which had come to them at last. The
stone before his tomb was sealed and a guard was set, and the rulers of the people went to their homes in the confidence
that their vile deed had been well done.
Jesus, also, was perfectly clear in his mind on the very same question. They had bribed Judas to betray him, but he was
not taken by surprise: “That thou doest, do quickly”, he had said as the betrayer went out. They took him at his place of
prayer, but he was not trapped: it was only by his courteous submission that they were able to take him at all, and only
by his compassionate healing of Malchus that they were able to do so without casualties. They assailed him with many a
frivolous charge, but he was not interested; and they taxed him with claiming to be Son of God, but he confessed to the
charge as though he were announcing a mission rather than admitting an offence. It was the same before Pilate: all that
disturbed ruler’s bluster left him unmoved, and his silence was only broken to confess again to what Pilate called a crime,
and he called a destiny: “Thou sayest that I am a king. To this end was I born, and for this purpose came I into the world,
that I might bear witness of the truth”.
As he went to the Cross it was with a reminder to the weeping women that they had more cause to sorrow for themselves
than for him. And as they crucified him, he seemed ready to provide for the needs of all around him, as though the
extremity were not his own. He asked forgiveness for the ignorant accessories of his death; he offered family care to his
bereaved mother; he gave consolation to the repentant malefactor. And finally, calmly asking for drink to loosen his
tongue, he announced the completion of a purpose—“It is finished!”—and resigned himself to the safe keeping of his
father: “Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit.”
As he endured his death, it had all the appearance of being pre-arranged. The murderers were made to appear mere
instruments of a purpose higher than they, and the director of these dreadful events was not Caiaphas, or Pilate, but the
Lord himself.
Long before he had anticipated this day. John the Baptist had announced him as “the Lamb of God, which taketh away
the sin of the world” (which required that the Lamb should die). He had told his disciples that he came “to give his life a
ransom for many”; that he was “the good shepherd which layeth down his life for the sheep”. Twice, at least, he had
announced that he must go to Jerusalem, be tried and slain, and rise again. He had declared that it was the will of his
Father that it should be so, and the cup of the Father’s providing that he must drink. He had, on the eve of his death,
celebrated a Last Supper with his disciples, in which he had deliberately related the bread upon the table to his body,
given to death for their sins; and the cup of wine to the covenant to be made in his own shed blood.
In all this there is nothing in common with the idea that he died as the unsuccessful martyr to his own ideals. There is
nothing less than the recognition that he died of purpose to accomplish the purpose of God.
Yet it must not be supposed that he died unfeelingly, and went as automatically about the work of dying as though it cost
him nothing. He had dreaded the day in the words: “I have a baptism to be baptized with, and how am I straitened until
it be accomplished”. He had seen the inevitable consequences of his resurrection of Lazarus with the cry: “Now is my soul
troubled, and what shall I say? Father, save me from this hour? But for this purpose came I unto this hour. Father, glorify
thy name!” He had confessed to his disciples as they entered Gethsemane: “My soul is exceeding sorrowful, even unto
death”, and in the Garden itself had fallen upon his face with the cry: “Abba, Father, if it be possible let this cup pass from
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me. Nevertheless, not my will, but thine, be done”. Last, there had been rent from his lips on the Cross the terrible cry of
desolation: “My God! my God! why hast thou forsaken me?”
Jesus died, though he died on purpose, terribly suffering. Yet he died triumphant. “It is finished” meant that his work was
completed, not frustrated. His new tomb was a bed of sleep before the First Day’s resurrection. His weakness was
crowned with power: “Wherefore also God hath highly exalted him, and given him a name which is above every name,
that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow”.
These are the historical facts upon which our understanding of the Death of the Cross must rest. Knowing that Jesus died
not by accident, and not purely by malice: knowing that he died because God wished that he should—“being delivered
up by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God”—though the instruments of the death were his enemies—
“ye have taken by wicked hands and crucified and slain”: we have yet to decide why God should wish this, and what
purpose it served, for Jesus and for the rest of us.
We can do so, in orderly and conclusive fashion, by letting five simple passages of Scripture speak for themselves. They
are:
1.—“Have this mind in you which was also in Christ Jesus, who, being in the from of God, counted it not a prize to be equal
with God, but emptied himself, and took upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the likeness of men. And being
found in fashion as a man he humbled himself, and became obedient unto death, even the death of the Cross” (Phil. 2:5–
8).
Clearly, this is first an exhortation to humility, but it is far more. It is a direct comparison between Jesus and Adam, of
whom the latter, made in the image and likeness of God, coveted the prize of equality with God, and grasped, and fell;
but of whom the former, new-stamped with the same image, rejected the unlawful prize half within his grasp already,
and was emptied of pride where Adam had been puffed up. It seems almost with surprise that Paul notes that Jesus,
though in fashion as a man, yet humbled himself and became obedient: as though this behaviour is not what we should
expect of man, though it is most seemly and essential. Jesus did, in fact, what all men ought to do, and other men fail to
do, and humbled his nature beneath the hand of God, to be rewarded with God’s good pleasure in his resurrection:
“Wherefore also God highly exalted him”.
While, therefore, this passage tells us little about our benefit from the death of Jesus, it does take us a long way in our
enquiry. For it sets before us the need for man to be humble, even the most exalted of men in his weakness, and shows
how becoming it is that such a One should “empty himself” of all that would disfigure man in God’s sight. Because he was
made in the likeness of men it became Jesus to die: because he in meekness and lowliness accepted the requirements of
God it was possible for God to honour him with the name above every name. It remains for us to begin the enquiry into
the purpose behind God’s requiring him to die.
2.—“Forasmuch as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, Jesus also himself likewise took part of the same, that
by death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil, and deliver all those who, through fear of
death, were all their lifetime subject to bondage” (Heb. 2:14–15).
This passage indeed repeats the message that it became Jesus to die because he had a nature like our own, but it puts
the truth in another way. There we, who are men and women, were exhorted to have minds like his: here he, who partook
of our nature, is said to have done so, so that we might gain the benefit of his death. Indeed, we must go further than
this: his death was only able to bring about its triumph because he partook of the same nature as we. It was only thus
that he could destroy the devil, and liberate the devil’s slaves from their bondage of fear.
This leaves much to be solved, of course. To state that we can only be saved by the death of One with our nature is to
state a truth, but it is not to explain it. To say that Jesus, in our flesh and blood, could by his death destroy the devil, is to
speak rightly, but it does not tell us how a death on the Cross could destroy the devil, nor who the devil is who is
destroyed, nor how such a devil holds the world in thraldom. All this must wait until later, and yet there is already
established the fundamental fact, that Jesus is our saviour only if we recognize his entire fleshly affinity with ourselves.
God deliberately sent into the world one born of our race to save us.
3.—“As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so also must the Son of man be lifted up, that whosoever
believeth in him should not perish but have eternal life” (John 3:14–15).
This is more closely connected with the subject than might be imagined. For the Israelites before whom Moses erected
his serpent of brass (Num. 21:4–9) had grievously sinned before God, and were dying of snake-bites for their punishment.
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The erection of the brass snake was doubtless the token that God had conquered their plague, and the act of looking
upon it was a gesture of faith in his work. And Jesus in making comparison between those former Israelites, and those
whom he now addressed, was plainly intending to bring out two resemblances: the first between the snake-bitten then
and the sin-bitten now; and the second between the serpent on the pole and himself “lifted up”.
The former is the easier to grasp, especially when we remember the role played by the serpent in the Garden of Eden,
when sin entered into the world through the man and his wife accepting its suggestion. From now on the serpent was
the fitting symbol of sin, and the sinning Israelites were symbolically dying of their sin-bites as they lay stricken in the
wilderness. So, Jesus evidently says, does this generation die of its sin-bites; and so, we may obviously add, does every
generation since. What in Philippians was an exhortation to be humble, becomes here a compelling reason why we must
be so: because we are born of the flesh, born in sin, and dying as helplessly and as surely as they died of old, unless a
divine miracle shall bring us to life.
Thus is the way to the second comparison prepared, and yet it is with an inevitable shock that the comparison is brought
home. The serpent was the symbol of sin, and therefore the serpent on the pole was the symbol of sin conquered. But
Jesus “lifted up” is to be like that serpent, and since there is no doubt that “lifted up” meant crucified (see John 12:32–
33), he is telling us quite calmly that his crucifixion will be the conquest of sin. Nor does this quite exhaust the intimacy
of the comparison: we are told, not merely that sin will be conquered by his death, but that sin will be conquered in his
death—that he, dying, will be like the brass effigy hoisted up as a symbol that God had conquered what it signified.
Reverent minds might well recoil from this suggestion: for it implies that Jesus was sin; and it might be taken to imply
that he was a sinner, whereas we know that he was nothing of the kind. “He did not sin”; “He was tempted in all points
like as we are, yet without sin”; “Which of you convicteth me of sin?” How can we compare the innocence of Jesus on
the Cross with the tempter in the garden, or with the vile forms which sin takes in all our human race?
We acknowledge his sinlessness gladly, but are constrained to insist that this is what the parallel means. For, after all, is
it not the same message as that of our second passage, put in another way? In this former, his death is the conquest of
the devil; now it is the triumph of God over the anti-symbolic serpent: plainly there is no difference, as all will realize who
remember that graphic expression of the Book of Revelation, “that old serpent, called the devil and satan” (20:2). All, in
different words, express the sin of our race in one or other of its manifestations.
And in any case the Scriptures leave us with no alternative than to admit this comparison. God —made him to be sin for
us, who knew no sin”, shows that in the death of Jesus it is possible to associate sin with the body of one who did no
wrong. “What the law could not do in that it was weak through the flesh, God, sending his own son in the likeness of
sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh” (Rom. 8:3) establishes all that we have so far urged: that Jesus is
associated with sin because of “sinful flesh”, or “sin’s flesh”, which he bore; and that the death of Jesus did in reality what
the erection of the brass serpent did in symbol and condemned sin—in the flesh, in Jesus’ flesh.
The very passage just cited shows that there is something lacking about flesh, as compared with spirit. Our natural man
is fleshly, and so dying, and is unpleasing in God’s sight. The previous verses to our present key-passage give the same
reason why it is possible to speak of us as helplessly snake-bitten: “that which is born of the flesh is flesh”. And the Bible
speaks very sternly of the defects of the flesh, the lusts to which its indulgence gives rein, its fundamental corruptness. It
becomes irresistible that Jesus displayed the conquest of all these dispositions by his willing sacrifice: that he died on the
cross with the express purpose of displaying the deserts of “sin exceeding sinful”.
He himself hints at this, and says nothing to contradict it. He is not prepared to allow an enthusiastic young man to
describe him as “good Master”; for there is none good but God. He speaks of perfection in himself not as a present
condition, but as a goal before him: “I do cures to-day and to-morrow, and the third day I shall be made perfect”—as
though he were consciously comparing the healing of other men’s fleshly illnesses with the ultimate healing of the
infirmity which was an inescapable part of his own fleshly heritage. And though the Letter to the Hebrews several times
uses the word “perfect” of Jesus, it is always of what he became through suffering and death, and never of what he was
while mortality was still upon him (Heb. 2:10; 5:9; 7:28 R.V.).
We can state simply the conclusion to which we are led: Jesus was made of our nature so that, by his willing obedience,
he might conquer its infirmity. All his good works were good works, and displayed the grace of God; and all his temporal
privations and disciplines were acceptably borne. But the essential and culminating work of his, designed by his Father,
and willingly entered upon by himself, was that in his death the very fountain from which sin might spring should be
sealed: that in his “emptying of himself” the constant possibility of temptation might be done away.
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Men in all ages who look upon the Cross are thus taught to see there, not merely the malice of wicked men who took and
slew him, but also the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God who so showed before men the exceeding
sinfulness of sin, whose flesh must be thus ignominiously shamed. “There was no beauty that we should desire him” sets
out the essential ugliness of the spectacle in which flesh was displayed with all the bitter curse that Jesus willingly bore
to show its nature and its due destruction.
And so Jesus, having willingly consigned his flesh to the indignity and final humbling of the Cross, with all the agony which
our introduction posed as a problem to be solved, had surrendered all to God, and might justly receive of God the glory
which we know he did. In this manner did he fulfil the type of the serpent in the Wilderness. Once again, though, we must
return to consider the fate of the snake-bitten.
4.—“If any man will come after me, let him deny himself, and take up his cross, and follow me” (Matt. 16:24).
This was Jesus’ counter-attack to Peter’s suggestion that he ought not to be crucified, and it says, as plainly as words can
say, that not only must he be crucified, but so must all his disciples. They must, moreover, be crucified in the same spirit,
first denying themselves, as he had emptied himself, and then willingly taking the Cross upon them and following the
Master. There is no need to emphasize the grim vividness of the picture which Jesus, with his own Cross looming larger
before him, drew for the powerful instruction of his disciples.
And yet we know in the mercy of God that the Lord is not fastening upon his disciples the need to be literally crucified,
as he was crucified. We know that he is teaching us that our fleshly mind must be humbled, and that his Cross shall be
reflected in our obedience: but we need still to know to what positive action he is urging us in this counsel. For the first
disciples plainly understood that the commandment must be realized in their experience. Paul’s “they that are Christ’s
have crucified the flesh, with the affections and lusts” (Gal. 5:26) shows that they plainly understood the import; and his
personal confession, “I am crucified with Christ, nevertheless I live” (2:20) reveals his own obedience. How is the
obedience rendered?
5.—“Therefore we are buried with him by baptism into death . . . knowing this, that our old man is crucified with him, that
the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we should not serve sin” (Rom. 6:4–6).
We may join Jesus upon the Cross in baptism. The spiritual submission of the true convert leads him to the true baptism
as the fitting gesture whereby he disowns his past and his fleshly nature, and dies to his former sin. The rising again from
the water of baptism acknowledges God’s part in accepting him into a life of the spirit, healed from his old, sin-inflicted
wounds, and given the assurance of God’s care, of the Lord’s mediation, and of the future incalculable blessing.
He has learned in the Lord’s humility what humility is demanded of him (“Let this mind be in you which was in Christ
Jesus”). He has learned in the Lord’s death that God’s love has prepared the final overthrow of his captor death, by
accomplishing the conquest of sin in the man Christ Jesus. He has learned in the Lord’s message to Peter that he must
undergo the shame of publicly acknowledging his sinfulness and publicly associating with the Cross of Christ in baptism.
And he anticipates the time when the Lord’s first coming to teach him the way of salvation, will culminate in his second
to bear him its fruits: “And as it is appointed unto men once to die, and after this the judgment, so Christ was once offered
to bear the sins of many, and unto them that look for him shall he appear the second time, without sin, unto salvation”
(Heb. 9:27–28).
AD Norris, A Personal Confession of Faith, The Christadelphian, vol. 100, 1963, pp. 532-533
3. I Believe in Jesus Christ, The Son of God
THERE are several clauses in the Statement of Faith which deal with the nature of our Lord Jesus Christ. In one way or
another he appears in clauses 2, 3, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 and 16, if we confine ourselves simply to his nature and the
effects of his sacrifice. It would be impossible to contain all that is found in these clauses in one expression of faith. It
would be unhelpful to try to fashion each of these clauses into a separate expression. One of the essentials of a confession
is that it should be simple, and should carry its meaning on its face, both so that the confessor should feel the truth of
what he is saying without having to perform complicated theological mathematics to discover the meaning of his own
words, and so that those who hear the words shall be in a position to do the same.
At the same time, this is too big a subject to be dealt with in a short sentence, even in a Creed, and so we will, as the
“Apostles’ Creed” does, begin by concentrating on the Birth. Here is an extract of what the Statement of Faith has to say
on this subject:
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(Clause 2). That Jesus of Nazareth was the Son of God, begotten of the Virgin Mary by the Holy Spirit, without the
intervention of man, and afterwards anointed with the same Spirit, without measure, at his baptism. (Clause 8) That the
promises (to Adam, Abraham and David) had reference to Jesus Christ, who was to be raised up in the condemned line
of Abraham and David, and who, though wearing their condemned nature, was to obtain a title to resurrection by perfect
obedience, and, by dying, abrogate the law of condemnation for himself, and all who should believe and obey him.
(Clause 9) That it was this mission that necessitated the miraculous begettal of Christ of a human mother, enabling him
to bear our condemnation, and, at the same time, to be a sinless bearer thereof, and, therefore, one who could rise after
suffering the death required by the righteousness of God. (Clause 10) That being so begotten of God, and inhabited and
used by God, through the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, Jesus was Emmanuel, God with us, God manifest in the flesh—
yet was, during his natural life, of like nature with mortal man, being made of a woman, of the house and lineage of
David, and therefore a sufferer, in the days of his flesh, from the effects of Adam’s transgression, including the death
that passed upon all men, which he shared by partaking of their physical nature.

We would have been in danger of misrepresenting some of these clauses had we taken parts of them only; indeed, a
good deal of the difficulty which has developed around them is doubtless due to this very problem. The word
“condemned”, for example, can be given a very unpleasant and unseemly connotation if used about Jesus without regard
to context, or in contexts which were not intended. We may well feel that the way to avoid this is to avoid the use of the
word altogether in connection with Jesus, and this we shall try to do: but there is no doubt at all that it was not the
intention of the Statement to offer the Lord any disrespect.
What, then, was the purpose of these clauses? It was (i) to insist (as against Unitarians and Josephites) that God alone
was the Father of Jesus Christ; (ii) to insist (as against the Docetics and any modern counterparts) that Jesus nevertheless
bore our human nature intact, and was subject to its disabilities; (iii) to affirm that Jesus suffered temptation in the
absolute sense that he would have been able to sin had he so chosen, so that his sinlessness marks a true conquest of his
nature; and (iv) to recognize that the conquest, nevertheless, arose not from the unaided strength of a man, but from his
reliance upon the strength made available by God.
All this is of first-rate importance. It clearly demands a recognition of our own nature before we can understand what it
affirms about that of the Lord Jesus. There is abudant material for a confession here, and we offer this as a possible form:
“I believe in Jesus Christ, the Only-Begotten Son of God, begotten by the Father by the operation of the Holy Spirit, and
born of the Virgin Mary. I believe that he revealed to men the glory and likeness of God his Father, and that he shared
with men the infirmities and desires of the flesh. I believe that he was tempted in all points like other men, but overcame
sin by submitting himself to the will of his Father.
“I acknowledge myself to be a sinner, owing to the sin of my fleshly father Adam, a disposition that I am unable in myself
to resist or conquer. I see in the life of the Lord Jesus the pattern to which I ought to aspire, and yet I confess that, but
for the help which he himself can give, I could not attain to his righteousness, nor obtain forgiveness for my sins. I am
indebted to the work of God in him for forgiveness, resitution and strength.”

This does not yet go as far as some of the clauses we have quoted. The death of the Lord Jesus must be left for the next
sentence in our confession. But, as far as it does go, it affirms the same things as the clauses in the Statement, and the
rest is to follow. It affirms that God alone is the Father of Jesus, and that Jesus alone was begotten in such a way (a thing,
incidentally, which the Statement of Faith does not, though such an idea is clearly to be understood: the omission does
serve, however, to show how readily very important matters may be overlooked because they do not happen, for the
time being, to be challenged). It affirms that Jesus bore our nature and was tempted in the same way as we are ourselves.
It declares (perhaps a little more positively than the Statement does) that his freedom from sin is not to be lauded as a
magnificent human achievement, as though man, any man, by himself could do this thing: the sinlessness rests on the
willing surrender by Jesus of his own will to that of his Father, so that God might preserve him against evil with the full
consent of Jesus’s obedient mind.
The second section, as in our former essays, tries to bring our own response into the picture. It takes the fleshly nature
of Jesus as the occasion to remember our own, with humility as to its weakness, and with shame as to our indulgence of
it. It takes the triumphant righteousness of Jesus as a pattern, but admits that it lieth not in me to follow it, and so leads
on to the yearning for the divine help in achieving it which all candidates for salvation have always felt: “O wretched man
that I am, who shall deliver me from this body of death?”
Supporting Scriptures must follow the same principle. The glory of God in Jesus we may find in John 1 : 14 and Heb. 1 :
1–3. The divine begettal in the context of salvation is evident in Matt. 1 : 18–21; John 3 : 16; Rom. 8 : 1–4; Gal. 4 : 4. The
temptations of Jesus in the flesh are well exemplified in Matt. 4 : 1–11; Heb. 2 : 18; 4:15; 1 Peter 2 : 22. The submitting
of his will to that of his Father is the subject of Mark 14 : 36 and related passages, and such others as John 12 : 27–28; 1
Peter 2 : 23. And our own weakness and need is everywhere stressed in the Word of God: the decay of human society
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after the expulsion from Eden, the dreadful universality of the words, “every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was
only evil continually” (Gen. 6 : 5), and such comprehensive statements as those in Jer. 17 : 9; Matt. 15 : 11; Mark 7 : 21–
22; Gal. 5 : 19–21.
AD Norris, A Personal Confession of Faith, The Christadelphian, vol. 101, 1964, pp. 15-16
4. I Believe in Christ Crucified
We must, as we did in the last essay, select the phrases from the Statement which refer particularly to Our Lord’s
crucifixion. This involves substantial repetition of quotations made in the last essay:
(Clause 8): Jesus by dying was able to abrogate the law of condemnation for himself and all who should believe and obey
him. (Clause 9): His begettal of a human mother enabled him to be a sinless bearer of our condemnation and, therefore,
one who could rise after suffering the death required by the righteousness of God. (Clause 10): Jesus was, during his
natural life . . . like nature with mortal man, . . . and therefore a sufferer, in the days of his flesh, from all the effects
which came by Adam’s transgression, including the death that passed upon all men, which he shared by partaking of
their physical nature. (Clause 12): That, for delivering this message (defined in clause 11) he was put to death by the
Jews and Romans who were, however, but instruments in the hands of God, for the doing of that which He had
determined before to be done—viz. the condemnation of sin in the flesh, through the offering of the body of Jesus once
for all, as a propitiation to declare the righteousness of God, as a basis for the remission of sins. All who approach God
through this crucified, but risen, representative of Adam’s disobedient race, are forgiven. Therefore, by a figure, his blood
cleanseth from sin.

Our big problem with these words is to make them real to ourselves. True though the intention of the words is, to “confess”
them would be a little like confessing the multiplication tables. Their truth makes too little impact on our conscience. But
what we learn from the phrases, and the Scriptures which form their basis, is that the Lord Jesus shared our dying nature
and temptable disposition; that the death which he accepted was not something strange to his nature, but something
which, as appropriate to that nature, he accepted willingly in the prime of his mortal life; that he did so because this was
the only way in which the dispositions of that nature could be finally conquered; and that, therefore, such death showed
us all how sin is to be overcome, and for him paved the way to the resurrection which followed, since there could now
be nothing which could ever arise to separate him from the righteousness which he had acknowledged and followed.
From now on he would be out of reach of sin.
In accepting death as the only means whereby he could destroy that which has the power of death, he confessed before
God and man that sin must not only be resisted, but its power within oneself admitted and given over to condemnation.
What the offering of unwitting animals had merely typified (for they had neither the bent to sin within themselves, nor
the freewill to make their own offering), the righteous repudiation of sin in the death of Jesus accomplished, exalting the
righteousness of God at the same time as it lay down the nature of fallen man. By this Jesus provided the moral basis for
the forgiveness of those who approach God through him.
We can make this into a confession in our fourth clause:
“I BELIEVE THAT JESUS CHRIST WAS CRUCIFIED, DEAD AND BURIED. I believe that he submitted willingly to death as the means of
overcoming once for all the desires which exist in human flesh, and in so doing acknowledged the existence of these
desires, and revealed the only way in which they may be conquered. I believe that, by dying, the Lord became finally free
from any weakness which he inherited from man.
“I know that the same spirit is called for from me also. I must take up my Cross and follow him. He must be my guide in
leading me to deny worldly lusts, to deny myself, and to desire to die to an old life before I may be joined to him in a new
one. I see in baptism the proper burial of my former self as I seek to begin a new life in Christ.”

Once again, this is saying substantially what the Statement says. But it tries to put us in the position of seeing the road to
the Cross as the Lord saw it. With every temptation which the Lord faced and conquered, there came, no doubt, strength
increased to face the next, but the next was sure to come. There was no end to temptations so long as he existed in
human flesh unmortified. The one possible escape from this condition lay through his death. This the Father had foreseen
and foreordained, and it remained for Jesus to accept the situation in the spirit which fulfilled the Father’s intention.
About his dying there must be no spirit of dying unwillingly because it was laid upon him. There must be no fighting
against death as other men, perhaps, may fight against their assassins. There must be no waiting for old age, or disease,
or accident, to overtake him so that death was his conqueror and not his victim. He must be able to say, “No man taketh
my life away from me, but I lay it down of myself”.
After that there would be no more temptations. And the one who died would be one who, all his life, had kept at bay the
sin which sought to take him, and in his death had rendered that sin for ever impotent. In his flesh he had resisted sin,
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and in his flesh he had condemned (a right use of the word) it, for his death had shown that this is the only way in which
sin can indeed be overcome. What rested in the grave after the Lord’s death would be a body which, when it should
please God to raise it, would no longer be subject to sin, and in which a willing righteousness would be for ever fixed.
Nowhere is our own involvement in the meaning of God’s purpose more plain than here. We are to be crucified with
Christ. We are to recognize for ourselves the truths concerning our nature which he admitted for his. We must not, as
Peter did, seek to resist the crucifixion of Jesus as unbefitting a king, but must, as the Lord taught Peter, accept it for
ourselves as well as for him, as a right symbol of the renunciation of the desires which exist in us, and from which the
Lord came to set us free. “I have been crucified with Christ”; “God forbid that I should glory, save in the cross of Jesus
Christ my Lord, by which the world is crucified unto me, and I unto the world.”
All pride is taken away from us if we look upon the Cross in this way. Our baptism ceases to be, if it ever was, a sort of
goodness on our part in doing the right thing, and becomes the public burial of members whose activities and dispositions
we deplore and disown. A confession made in this kind of way removes from our baptismal interviews the idea of an
intelligence test, and from our successful answering of the questions put, any thought that we have earned the right to
a certificate. No one ought to take pride in confessing an unworthy thing. “Lord, be merciful to me, the sinner”, we should
be saying as we look for his grace to overcome. “Our old man is crucified with him, that the body of sin might be destroyed,
that henceforth we should no longer serve sin.
AD Norris, “Our Heritage: An Appeal For Faithfulness and Calm”, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, 1965,
pp. 176-177
Dear Bro. Sargent
As a community we are bound by certain obligations to one another. We have Statements of Faith which were hammered
out in the face of controversy, both without and within, the terms of which reflect the nature of the problems which
arose at the time. We may not always feel that those terms are as closely related to present problems, but what we are
as a community committed to accepting is that the position defined in those Statements is our position still.
This represents no bondage to the conscience and the convictions of any. For in non-essential matters our Statements
provide a considerable liberty of understanding of what the Scriptures mean, and none should seek to press them beyond
reasonable limits in restricting that liberty; while in essential matters, if anyone came sincerely to the conviction that the
standpoint of our community was mistaken, he would have the honourable opportunity of leaving us.
Opinions will naturally vary as to how essential this or that understanding of the teaching of Scripture may be, and there
are signs of heightening tensions on the matter of our understanding, in particular, of the third chapter of Genesis.
Is the Serpent there a literal, external tempter, or is it not? That is the factual question. And, is it a matter of consequence
whether we believe the one or the other? That is the practical one, which could easily come to affect the relationship
between brethren and sisters throughout the world.
I write as one who accepts confidently the existence of a real, external tempter in Eden, whose office it was to suggest to
the woman a course of action which would not have occurred to her without its words. I believe that the chapter itself is
plain that, just as the man and the woman were really there, really sinned and were really visited with punishment, so
was the tempter, who is spoken of in terms no less literal than those which describe them, really there, and really spoke,
and was really addressed by the LORD God. I am aware that the chapter introduces a typical element when it says, in the
words of the LORD God to the tempter, “I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her
seed. It shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel.” But it does not seem to me that this is sufficient reason in
sound exposition to convert the chapter as a whole into an allegory. It seems to me that the words of the New Testament,
that “the serpent beguiled Eve by his subtilty”, show plainly that Paul, too, in his instructed mind thought of the serpent
as truly present, and as truly engaged in the temptation of the woman as the enemies of the Church in Corinth were
engaged in seeking to corrupt their minds from the simplicity which is in Christ.
And yet it is not self-evident to me that my views, though I believe them to be Scripturally sound and entirely defensible,
necessarily involve me in anathemas against all who do not fully share them.
Our Statements themselves make no mention of the Serpent explicitly. They tell us that God created man, that he and
his wife were innocent until they fell, and that our race was involved morally and physically in the consequences of their
Fall. To these views our community is committed, and, I would say, rightly so. But the precise way in which that Fall
occurred is not defined in any of the clauses, at least with reference to the Tempter.
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If one were to deny the Fall itself, or the original innocence, or our own involvement in the consequences of the actions
of our parents, then he would, in my view, palpably have denied an element of the One Faith. It is perhaps timely to
suggest that, with the liberties of thought with which we are surrounded in other churches, we should be on our guard
against the temptation to let our own liberties run riot. I personally heartily dislike and mistrust any suggestions that our
attitude towards the Scriptures and their teaching needs to be revised, and I have written extensively against what seem
to me to be revisionist approaches auguring the community nothing but ill if they are encouraged. And if anyone should
be embarrassed at believing in a literal tempter because he is embarrassed about the Eden story as a whole, and blushes
at the naivety of accepting what our Lord accepted, I should consider this a deplorable state of affairs.
But should there be any who do not start from such feelings, and who, starting with complete respect to the integrity of
Scripture, come to the conclusion that the existence of a literal tempter in the Garden is not Scripturally demonstrated
beyond doubt, what should I consider then that our approach should be?
I must answer as I have in fact answered, when this question has been put to me. If I were put in the position of having
to discuss relations in fellowship with one whose views were different from my own, I should want to say, in effect, to
him: (1) I believe that you are mistaken; but, (2) Do I understand that you accept fully the inspiration and reliability of the
Scriptural records? (3) Do you, as the Scriptures and our Statements say, also accept the true innocence of man and
woman as created? (4) Do you believe that they truly underwent a unique Fall, committing the sin which resulted in their
expulsion from the Garden, in their subjection to death, and in our own heritage of temptation and desire?
And if I received positive answers to the questions there put, I think I should have to add: Then, despite our difference
on this topic, we do have the same outlook on the sanctity of the Word of God, on the nature of our first parents, on the
Fall and on our own nature, and therefore we do hold the same elements of the one Faith. I might add also: But do
beware, in holding or admitting the view you do, lest you should be a cause of stumbling to your brethren, and engage
in corrupting their minds from the simplicity which is in Christ.
To those, meanwhile, who are troubled that such views should obtrude themselves upon us now, when so many currents
of thought bring so much anxiety for the future of our Lightstands, I would say: I share your anxieties myself. I believe
that it behoves us to be watchful and vigilant. But I believe also that panic measures on issues as close to the margin as
this one are not the ones to inspire confidence in the sobriety and soundness of our judgment.
And on all our behalves: may our Lord preserve us whole and faithful in our witness for his truth, helping us to combine
both purity and peace, and keeping us firmly loyal to words, both of the Old Covenant and the new which, he said, should
not pass away, even to their jots and tittles.
AD Norris, “Like as the Serpent Beguiled Eve”, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, 1965, pp. 349–354
In the narrative of the Fall itself we have the following utterances:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

The serpent to the woman: “Hath God said ye shall not eat?”
The woman’s reply: “The tree of knowledge is forbidden.”
The serpent’s rejoinder: “To eat would be to become as God.”
The Lord God’s enquiry to Adam and his response: “The woman gave me of the tree.”
The Lord God’s enquiry to Eve and her response, “The serpent beguiled me.”
The Lord God’s judgment on the serpent, on the woman, and on the man.

Now if there really was a literal tempter, called the serpent, the whole dialogue reads perfectly naturally. But if there
were not such a tempter, the discussion under (1–3) cannot literally have occurred either, but must have been subjective
reasoning within the mind of Eve; nor could (5–6), in so far as they concern the serpent, have occurred as they stand, for
the woman could not really have said, “The serpent beguiled me”, and the Lord God could not really have said, “Cursed
art thou above all cattle; upon thy belly shalt thou go; dust shalt thou eat.”
In other words, to doubt the existence of a literal tempter is not logically possible without doubting whether the parts of
this discussion which concern the serpent can have occurred, and without casting further doubt as to whether any of the
discussion of which they form an inseparable part occurred either. That is, without necessarily attributing such a view to
those who feel that the serpent is not literal, the view which ought to emerge from that opinion is that the narrative as
a whole is a symbolic presentation of a Fall which actually took some other form undisclosed to us.
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This would be a difficult position to maintain if the Bible alone is to be our guide, for this same Adam and this same Eve
then (from chapter 4) engage in a series of activities which both Old and New Testaments clearly regard as historical.
The New Testament allusions to this record are important. The Lord Jesus vouches for the original creation of man and
woman, in the words of Gen. 1 : 27, and the original ordinance of marriage, in those of 2 : 24 (Matt. 19 : 4–5). The Apostle
Paul speaks of the priority of Adam’s creation over that of Eve (1 Cor. 11 : 8–9; 1 Tim. 2 : 13), and of Eve’s sin over that of
Adam (verse 14; 2 Cor. 11 : 3); and the Lord Jesus, John and the Letter to the Hebrews, go on to accept the historicity of
Cain and Abel (Matt. 23 : 35; 1 John 3 : 12; Hebrews 11 : 4).
Now it is difficult to see why all these allusions save one should be accepted as valid historical allusions which occurred
literally as narrated. This is the more so since in both allusions to the temptation Paul uses language which seems to imply
temptation from without. In 1 Tim. 2 : 14 he speaks of Eve as “beguiled” (R.V.), and in 2 Cor. 11 : 3 he says specifically
that “the serpent beguiled Eve”. Self-beguiling is no doubt possible for us, and both the words here employed can be
used in that sense, as well as in the sense of beguiling by outside influences. But self-deception is a peculiar characteristic
of fallen people, not lightly to be attributed to Eve in her innocence; and when Paul specifically says “the serpent beguiled
Eve” there is no good reason for postulating the idea of self-deception at all. Besides which, the context of 2 Cor. 11 is
strongly in favour of an external tempter. Paul fears, he says, lest the virgin minds of the purified saints in Christ should
be corrupted, as the serpent had corrupted the virgin mind of Eve, by “one that cometh preaching another Jesus”, to
whom they might listen instead of to Paul.
… The serpent caused sin to originate; sin is indeed its offspring, and the victory of the Seed of the woman is indeed the
undoing of what the work of the serpent brought about. The passage from the literal to the symbolic here is as natural
and proper as the passage back from sin to serpents in the wilderness (Num. 21 : 9), and the Lord’s use of Moses’s victory
over those as a symbol of his own victory on the Cross (John 3 : 14). It is not at all difficult to see why, if there were a
serpent, it should become a symbol of the sin it provoked; it is very difficult indeed to see why, if there were not, the
symbol should ever have arisen at all. Babylon, Sodom, Egypt, Baalam, Jezebel, all become symbols in the New Testament
because they have their literal originals in the Old: they would certainly not have been thought of for the symbolic usage
if they had been merely nondescript cities and people and lands without a history which justified the usage.
…. Since brethren who believe that the tempter was a literal being, external to Eve, also believe that the “devil” originated
through her response to that temptation; since we believe that all falsehood, all resistance to the will of God, stems from
that event provoked in that way, then it comes as no surprise to us to find that the Lord in John 8 : 44 uses “devil language”
to express a truth which we, perhaps, in our pedantic fashion, would have put otherwise. We might have said, “Your
spiritual origin is not in faithful Abraham, but in the impulses which lodged in disobedient Adam when he and his wife
rebelled at the instance of the serpent”, but we would have meant the same thing. But the words of the Lord presuppose
an event which makes his language intelligible, just as the other words, “the old serpent, called the devil and satan” (Rev.
12 : 9; 20 : 2). The natural understanding of these passages is surely not, “The Lord uses the language of symbol, therefore
there never was the reality in Genesis 3”, but, “The Lord uses the language of symbol for which Genesis 3 provides the
evident historical background”.
… The law of a Creator, to an unfallen creature, stands as an unmitigated delight in which no thought of rebellion intrudes.
James’s statement about every man might mean either that sin will not be committed until the desire of the heart
responds to the temptation, which could be true of Eve as well as of us (as Dr. Thomas held), or that sin springs in our
own, fallen hearts, because our desires are already bent that way, and but follow their natural disposition in yielding (as
I am disposed to believe myself).
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LG Sargent [1940s to 1960s]
A. On Creation
LG Sargent, Our Faith and our Body, The Christadelphian, vol. 103, 1966, pp.124-126
I believe that the early chapters of Genesis mean that the first man and woman came into being by a special act of Divine
creation, and that they are the progenitors of the race who are the subjects of God’s redemptive work. I believe that on
this fact the Bible teaching on God’s redemptive purpose is based, and that the revelation through psalmists, prophets,
Christ and the apostles rests upon it. It is therefore involved in later Bible teaching, and does not stand only upon our
own reading of Genesis.
I believe that this points the way forward for Christadelphians as a body of people being prepared for the Lord.
In saying this I do not purport to know what means the Almighty chose to use in the creation nor how long a period of
time any part of it may have occupied. I do not regard the statement that “God formed man of the dust of the ground,
and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life”, as giving a literal description of the methods used, nor do I question that
some measure of interpretation must be brought to bear in understanding the early chapters of Genesis, any more than
Dr. John Thomas did when in Elpis Israel he endeavoured to relate them to the known facts of astronomy and the evidence
of the age of the rocks. Few of those who have followed him have believed—any more than Dr. Thomas did himself—
that the sun actually came into existence on the fourth day.
We must, therefore, be honest with ourselves in recognizing that some measure of interpretation in the reading of the
early chapters of Genesis is inevitable, and it would be unreasonable to try to fix that interpretation precisely at the level
of the science of a hundred years ago. Belief in every word of Holy Writ does not necessarily mean belief in every word
in its most literal sense, or we should believe literally that “the devil goeth about as a roaring lion seeking whom he may
devour”. We should be able to distinguish between an attempt to discredit the historical character of Scripture and an
interpretation based on a comparison of one part of Scripture with another in the light of our convictions as to its main
teachings.
Yet creation, however and whenever it occurred, remains unique and unrepeatable, and I do not believe that speculative
attempts to reconcile the Bible with current scientific theory can ever be successful, or in the long run helpful to faith.
However well meant and sincere, they may indeed make shipwreck of faith in more ways than one. If they prove
inadequate—as in the end they must—they may increase doubt by taking away what seemed a prop, and leaving the
structure shaken. Even more seriously, they may bring subtle changes in the faith itself by some adaptation to current
philosophical outlooks which may be very much of the wisdom of man rather than the wisdom of God. It is difficult for
those living in any one age to recognize how much their language and thought take on the colour of their own passing
time.
The dangers confronting us—as perhaps always in the history of the Truth—are thus twofold. On the one hand, brethren
who are devout students with a great knowledge of Scripture may come to view it through spectacles so tinted with the
human wisdom of our time as to be unable to see it in its simplicity, and so to import into it a subtle bent which conforms
it more to the image of this world. Something very like this did happen in the early centuries with disastrous results to
the Faith.
On the other hand, a large proportion of our community are so fearful of this danger, and so aware of their own inability
to deal with intellectual subtleties, that they may throw us into the opposite extreme where there is no room for fresh
thinking of any kind, and any attempt to let Scripture speak to us afresh and make its own impact would be suppressed
in favour of adherence to particular forms of words and modes of expression which are hallowed by association with the
past. Many of us who view with deep distrust some of the ideas put forward in recent times regard also with misgiving
the more extreme reactions aroused against them. This is one of the unhappy consequences of the manner in which a
number of these issues have been brought to the attention of the Brotherhood, and might perhaps have been foreseen.
There must be some freedom to think and to discuss interpretations of Scripture without reducing us to that position of
“discussing everything and settling nothing” so deprecated by bro. Robert Roberts, or on the other hand of repeatedly
throwing the ecclesial world into a turmoil. At the present, in seeking to establish their positions, ecclesias are adopting
methods which are deplored by many who themselves have no sympathy with the views it is sought to resist. What
brethren ecclesias invite to their platforms is entirely for them to decide, but it is not good that brethren in being invited
to give their services should be subjected to inquiry which can only set up invidious distinctions between those who
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assent and those who for whatever reason do not feel able to reply affirmatively. Their reason may not be real difference
of belief.
The unhappy state of our Brotherhood at the present time is recognized on all hands, and little good purpose is served
by allotting blame. The solution is not to be found in formulae which say either too much or too little. Either they attempt
so to define belief as to force one limited interpretation where there should be reasonable scope for difference, or they
use a form of words which, whether the framers see it or not, can be used to cover a wide diversity of beliefs. Yet the
distraction from our major aims and tasks; the distress of mind caused to earnest but unsophisticated souls—including,
perhaps, a large proportion of our sisters; the sense of distrust of brethren and the growing intensity of feeling, are evils
which reproach us deeply in days when we may be very near the end of our sojourn in this order of things.
The solution is certainly not in division with all its evils. Those who have had experience of the past know how little Christ
and his truth are likely to be served by that course. The one way that seems to offer hope is a return to fundamental
things and a building up in closer study of the Word and assimilation to the spirit of Christ. This has been set forward as
the positive aim of The Christadelphian as it should be of the Brotherhood as a whole. The attempt last year at open
discussion of some of the problems in the pages of the magazine did not have the desired effect, and a volume for 1966
more fully devoted to positive upbuilding was promised. This we are trying to fulfil, and it is not intended that this article
should lead to a renewed spate of correspondence. Rather let us in humility recognize our common calling in Christ Jesus
and devote ourselves to those things which build up both within the Household and in our preaching to others. Then we
may, by God’s grace, still have a healthy and united community, strengthened in the Lord.

B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
LG Sargent, Adam In Innocence, The Christadelphian, vol. 78, 1941, pp. 13-14
IT is the teaching of Dr. Thomas in Elpis Israel that Adam before the fall was capable of death, but not subject to death:
and in that we believe he faithfully and logically interprets Scripture.
Adam was created “very good”, possessed of free will, and with the opportunity to gain the gift of immortality by using
that free will to render obedience. The alternatives set before him were to gain an incorruptible life, or to be made subject
to corruption and death. It is a platitude to say that his will would not have been free unless he could use it to disobey
instead of to obey; and as God could not suffer an undying sinner, the man who was capable of a fall must also be capable
of death. The possession of freewill involved the possibility of death; and therefore man in his innocence was bound to
be of a nature from which death was not excluded.
But he was not so made that he would “surely die”; he was not destined to death, a subject under the reign of King Death,
living under that despot’s inexorable law. All this he became when—and only when—he incurred the penalty of the law
of Eden: “In the day that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die”; and when under that law sentence was passed: “Dust
thou art, unto dust shalt thou return”. Then death became a certainty, where before it had been a possibility: “By one
man sin entered into the world, and death by sin”. Those words are in the first place a statement of the course of events.
Previously there had not been death in the world, not because it could not come, but that as a matter of historical fact it
did not. And, again as an historical fact, death now entered upon the scene. But something more is involved than the
bare succession of events, because death followed in on the heels of sin: it came as a consequence of sin—a consequence
not only inherent in the nature of things, but declared by God’s express decree. Therefore, from the point where the
sentence was passed on Adam, death did not merely enter the world’s stage, but “death reigned”; it became lord over
the first pair and all their posterity: from its realm there is no escape, and its rule and law is the rule of corruption in
human nature.
This is in substance the meaning which a fair-minded reader will gather from Elpis Israel. But it must be admitted that the
language in which Dr. Thomas clothes his meaning is not free from difficulty. He writes, for instance: “The animal nature
will sooner or later dissolve. It was not constituted so as to continue in life for ever, independent of any further
modification”. That is clear and precise. But he continues: “We may admit, therefore, the corruptibility, and consequent
mortality, of their nature, without saying that they were mortal”. That sentence, which amounts to saying that they were
in the nature of mortality but not mortal, would be easy game for a captious critic.
The difficulty arises not from any lack of essential clarity in Dr. Thomas’s thought, but from an ambiguity in the term
“mortal”. The word “immortal” is taken to mean “incapable of death”; and “mortal” might be expected to mean its simple
opposite, “capable of death”: whereas in fact it is used in the sense of “subject to death, destined to die”—a more
restricted meaning which has the support of dictionaries.
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It was owing to this ambiguity that Dr. Thomas could write: “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 not live for
ever by eating of the tree, is absurd”. It is indeed. He then continues cogently: “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”.
The bare terms, stripped of the qualifying and amplifying phrases with which Dr. Thomas defines his meaning, have
sometimes been thrown into the bald proposition that “Adam before the fall was neither mortal nor immortal”; which
(to quote Euclid and Dr. Thomas) is absurd. A thing is either X or not-X: there can be no “neutral” position between. A
man cannot be neither mortal nor not-mortal; and he cannot be neither not-mortal nor not-not-mortal. A thing is either
black or not black, white or not white; it is either in the class of objects which have in common the quality of blackness,
or it is in the class “not-black” which includes every other kind of colour, shade or tone. But it must come in one class or
the other: there can be no neutral position between those two classes.
If, then, we take “immortal” to mean “incapable of dying” (as Dr. Thomas does in the passage quoted), we must say that
Adam in his novitiate was not incapable of dying, therefore capable of dying, and therefore “mortal” as a simple antithesis
to immortal, and using the widest sense of an ambiguous term. There is a class, “incapable of dying”; all not included in
it must be included in the class “capable of dying”; but the latter class may be divided into two sections: (A) those in
whom death is only a capacity—a latent capacity, as we might say; and (B) those in whom it is an active condition. Both
are included in one wide classification, “not-immortal”: but it is the sub-class in whom death is an active principle who
are, on a stricter definition of terms, called “mortal”, because they are “subject to death, destined to die”. Adam was
always within the class, “capable of death”, but on the sentence of God he passed from the sub-class in whom it is a
latent capacity to the sub-class who are actively subject to corruption as a law of their being; and in that class all his
posterity have remained—all save One, who has been “made perfect”.
This has not been written with any desire for hair-splitting definitions: but where an ambiguity in terms exists an effort
should be made to clear it up for the sake of clearness of thought: and it is well that the ambiguous terms should be
substituted by others in which ambiguity is avoided. This is a valuable step towards avoiding “strife about words to no
profit”. If we are led by words, they are our masters instead of our servants: they become tyrants, driving us as conscripts
headlong into their own wordy wars: and this has been at least an element in some of our past controversies. When we
define them so as to remove ambiguities, we make them our servants: we limit their scope and power, and bring them
under our dominion instead of ourselves being under theirs. And we remove much of the cause of mere logomachy.
LG Sargent, “The Exceeding Greatness of the Power,” The Christadelphian, vol. 84, 1947, pp. 102-103
Comment has often been made on the extraordinary accumulation of words in Eph. 1:18–19, by which Paul seeks to
intensify meaning in an effort to express the inexpressible: “the exceeding greatness of his power to usward who believe,
according to the working of his mighty power which he wrought in Christ, when he raised him from the dead . . .” But two
points are worth further thought. The first is that this power—with its double intensification, “exceeding greatness”—is
directed towards believers. The second is that the active operation of the same power is demonstrated in the raising of
Christ—for this is quoted as the classic example of the “working” (the energetic operation) of “the might of God’s
strength”. And this leads to the question, What is it in the resurrection of Christ which demands such an inexpressible
concentration of power so energetically applied?
The earthquake which rolls the stone from the tomb cannot require it, for greater powers are operating in the universe
every moment. Can it be the instilling of life into a dead body? This truly God alone can do—or one to whom He gives
authority. Yet for God, who first “breathed into man’s nostrils the breath of life”, it cannot demand all the powers of the
universe to breathe life again into an inert frame. Is such prodigious power needed, then, to “swallow up” mortality with
life, and clothe a corruptible body with incorruptibility? If we are thinking in terms of physical change, the answer must
again be “No”, because the day will come when a multitude which no man can number will be “changed in a moment, in
the twinkling of an eye”. These three heads cover all conceivable exercises of power on the physical plane—and the term
“physical” is used in its widest meaning, to include even the bodily change to immortal nature. None of these can account
for Paul’s extraordinary use of words. Then what can?
His language can only be appreciated by picking up the thread of thought running through the chapter. He has ascribed
blessing to God “who hath blessed us with every spiritual blessing in the heavenly (places) in Christ” (v. 3); and these
“spiritual blessings” are shown to include election (v. 4), adoption (v. 5), redemption (v. 7), all leading to the
consummation of His purpose in “the dispensation of the fulness of the times” when He will “sum up all things in Christ”
(v. 10, R.V.). Paul’s thought is moving on the spiritual plane; he is thinking of the relationship of men to God. And while
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redemption involves in the end a physical change—for “flesh and blood cannot inherit the Kingdom of God”—the physical
aspect of God’s working is always subordinate to the spiritual.
Only from this point of view can Paul’s language be reasonably understood. The magnitude of Divine power is brought to
bear to effect redemption; and the classic example of redemption is Christ. His resurrection involves not merely the giving
of life to a dead body but the raising up of one who has shared the nature of man to be a sharer in the nature of God.
Paul’s thought is incomprehensible if we narrow down the meaning of the phrase “raised him from the dead” to the act
of physical resurrection. What is accomplished by “the working of the might of God’s strength” is the change from the
Adamic to the divine. Jesus in the grave is a son of Adam who, having “himself in like manner” partaken of the nature of
those whom he comes to redeem, partakes also of their death; and in so doing he demonstrates the full consequences
which that nature bears through Adam’s disobedience. By the power of God his whole state and condition are changed.
He is raised, not merely from death as it occurs to an animate being, but from death in all its significance as the state to
which men come through condemnation. He is exalted to sit at God’s right hand in the heavenly (places); all things are
put in subjection under his feet (verses 20–22). He is thus raised from the depths of the bondage of Sheol to the utmost
height of the heavenly sphere or condition (Paul always leaves the noun qualified by “heavenly” to be supplied).
The miracle which needs this unimaginable power is wrought in the spiritual realm; and from the spiritual, physical
consequences follow. Christ is the example of this miracle of redemption in all its completeness. But the same power that
“worked” in him is directed towards believers, bringing them even in their mortal life those “spiritual blessings in heavenly
(places)” which forestall the consummation of God’s purpose with them. For Paul says this power is “to usward” (1:19);
he picks up this thread of thought again with “and you” in 2:1; and after another swirl in the current of his thought he
reaches its conclusion in 2:5 : “God . . . even when we were dead in sins, quickened us together with Christ”. What was
accomplished with Christ is true also of those who are in Christ; for Paul can compress his thought into three Greek words
each of which corresponds to the experience of Christ, and each of which requires a phrase to represent it in English: we
are “made alive together with”, “raised up together with”, and “made to sit together with”, Christ. And so through him
“we have our access by one Spirit unto the Father” (2:18).
Only the redemption of man needs all the power of God. And this redemptive activity is shown, first, in the resurrection
of Christ; and secondly, in the raising of those who are in Christ to “sit together with him in the heavenly sphere”, so that
they have “boldness to enter into the holy place . . . by a new and living way”. The same power that is exercised in his
resurrection is exercised also in changing their spiritual relationship to God through Christ, with the object ultimately of
changing their whole nature so that they may be made like him.
If this argument is sound—and only on these lines does it seem possible to comprehend Paul’s language—then the
passage has a very important bearing upon the question of the nature of Christ. If all the might of the power of God is
needed to raise Christ from the dead, it can only be because more than physical resurrection is involved. What more can
there be? One thing only: deliverance from the nature to which sin and death belong. From the power exercised in his
resurrection we are compelled to conclude that Christ “obtained eternal redemption” from the same nature, under the
same condemnation, as those whom he came to deliver from it by his righteousness.
LG Sargent, Biblical Faith and its Eastern Rivals: 4 – Redemption in Christ Jesus, The Christadelphian,
vol. 94, 1957, pp. 174-175
Strict Hinduism, like strict Buddhism, knows nothing of forgiveness. Where existence is governed solely by a principle of
action and reaction, the idea of forgiveness seems not only impossible but immoral. Yet in Hinduism also there were
developments in response to emotional needs. To the orthodox ways of deliverance through duty, ascetism, mental
control and contemplation there was added another, the way of devotion (bhakti). This is coupled with a doctrine of
divine “descents” or incarnations (avatars), and it is the incarnations who are set forward as the objects of devotion and
ministers of grace. They come especially from the benevolent Vishnu, originally a sun deity; but also from Siva, commonly
thought of as the Destroyer.
One of these avatars is Krishna, supposed to have been a deified hero who became identified with the sun cult. There
are many legends of him, some of them scurrilous, but he is also the subject of the “Song of the Exalted Lord” or
Bhagavadgita, a remarkable piece of literature which forms part of one of the Hindu epics. In this Krishna is identified
with the ultimate being, Brahman: through him the Unmanifest becomes manifest. Krishna is made to say:
“Though unborn and immutable in essence, though Lord of beings, yet governing Nature which is mine, I came
into being by my delusive power. For whensoever right declines and wrong uprises I create myself.” (Gita, 4:6–
7; cf. BOUQUET, Comparative Religion, page 105–6)
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The pursuit of knowledge of the Unmanifest by contemplation is the hard way, painfully won by those who bear the body.
Krishna offers devotion to himself as the easier way for men. The “essence of the whole Gita” is said to be in the verse:
“Whose work is unto me, whose goal I am, my votary, free from attachment, void of enmity to any being—he
comes to me.” (Gita, 11:55)
Krishna offers himself as a way of redemption: those who know him in his true nature are “undeluded and released from
every sin” (Gita, 10:3; 10:11). Yet what is it that is sought? Not the redemption of the sinner to be a son of God, but
release into impassivity. Where Christ “came in the flesh” in a real world, Krishna entered into a world of illusion by his
“delusory power”, and the object of faith in him is that men shall lose their delusion. As a consequence, the ideal is a man
not only beyond pain but as free from love as from hate.
“Who feels for nothing tender love, who, when he finds good or bad, rejoices not nor hates, firm set is that
man’s wisdom.” (Gita, 2 : 57)
Another avatar is Rama, a legendary or mythical ideal king, in whom also the “compassionate Lord” assumes bodily form
when evil waxes strong to “relieve the distress of the faithful” and “maintain the way of salvation” (Sacred Books of the
World, page 227),
The bhakti cult in Hinduism has given rise to hymns of such devotional feeling that they have been compared to the works
of Charles Wesley. Only one example from the ninth century A.D. can be quoted here:
To me, who toiled and moiled mid fools that knew not way of final peace,
He taught the way of pious love; and that bold deeds might cease and flee,
Purging the foulness of my will, made me pure bliss, took for his own;
’Twas thus the Father gave me grace; O rapture, who so blest as I?” (Sacred Books, page 243)
Some distinctions must be made at this point:
1.

These incarnations are mythical: Christ is historical.

2.

These are embedded in polytheism and sometimes in unedifying legend: Christ in his purity reveals the one true
God.

3.

These are repeated in different epochs: Christ, though he crowns a process of revelation, is unique and oncefor-all as the only-begotten Son.

There is yet another vital contrast: Krishna makes manifest the Unmanifest; the God of the Bible is never unmanifest in
the history of man.
a.

God made Himself manifest in creation, so that the “invisible things” of His eternal power and divinity may be
“clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made”. Being “made”, these things are real, not shadow
or delusion; and being made by God they are “very good”, not inherently evil (Rom. 1 : 19–20; Gen. 1 : 31).

b. He manifested Himself in angels, and especially the Angel of the Covenant who bore His name at Sinai. The
angels are beings, not phantoms; existing in themselves, yet in union with Him as perfect vehicles of His Spirit
(Gen. 32:24–30; Exod. 23:20–21; 32:34; 33:14; Isa. 63:9; Luke 20:36).
c.

He manifested Himself in His word through the prophets. They were men with individual characteristics, and
though when they spoke for Him they were “borne along” by His Holy Spirit, He used their personalities in His
revelation (Deut. 18:18, 19; Jer. 1:9–10; 5:14; 2 Peter 1:19–21).

d.

Finally, He manifested Himself in the “Word made flesh”, the only-begotten Son. Coming “in the flesh”, Christ is
man with a personal will which he submits to the Father in order that God’s will may be done in him. He is real
and individual, not a “seeming” or simulacrum; he rose bodily from the dead and could say, “Behold my hands
and my feet, that it is I myself: handle me, and see”. The “flesh” in which he came in his mortality stood as a
synonym for proneness to sin as a fact of life; it does not belong to the metaphysical thought which presumes
an essential opposition between “spirit” on the one hand and “matter” or “nature” on the other (John 1:14; Luke
22:42; 24:39; 1 John 4:2–3; Heb. 2: 14–15, 18).

Revelation in the Biblical sense is only possible in this created world—a world in which God is not submerged in His own
creation. And it was within this real world that Christ came in human nature to make the Father known. When Jesus said,
“He that hath seen me hath seen the Father”, he was making the Father known both morally and in action. That statement
it will be necessary to examine a little more fully.
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LG Sargent, Some Thoughts On Atonement, The Christadelphian, vol. 101, 1964, pp. 205-210
IN the temptation in the wilderness Jesus deliberately put the way of man from him and chose the way of God, which
meant the way to the cross. Hints in the story of the earlier ministry show that from then onwards the Cross was before
his eyes. How could it fail to be when the Voice at his baptism which acclaimed him as the Beloved Son so firmly identified
him with the Servant of the Lord in the prophecy of Isaiah? The words “in whom I am well pleased” unmistakably recall
Isa. 42 : 1: “Behold my servant, whom I uphold; mine elect, in whom my soul delighteth.” And so he could speak with a
significance which would be hidden from his immediate hearers of the “Bridegroom” who would be “taken away”, saying
that then would his servants fast (Mark 2:20).
This burden he had to carry alone until in the training of the Twelve the time was ripe to disclose it to them; and even
then it fell on uncomprehending ears, though it left the disciples with puzzled foreboding. The chief value was that later
they would be able to look back and see that Jesus had “set his face steadfastly” towards Golgotha, and that the
crucifixion had its appointed and inevitable place in his service to the Father.
The time came when in the environs of Caesarea Philippi Simon Peter confessed him as Messiah. Then for the first time
Jesus spoke boldly of his rejection, suffering, death and resurrection in terms drawn from Isaiah 53 and other parts of the
Servant Songs. When Peter rebuked him, speaking now with the outlook of men, Jesus turned on his heel to put the
tempter behind him as he had done with the Adversary in the wilderness. Calling the disciples to him, he made a profound
utterance on the meaning of his sacrifice and the road that they must follow:
Whosoever will come after me, let him deny himself, and take up his cross, and follow me. For whosoever will
save his life shall lose it; but whosoever shall lose his life for my sake and the gospel’s, the same shall save it
(Mark 8 : 34–35).
THE ULTIMATE DENIAL: To deny himself: to lose his life: this was what Jesus was about to do; and only so could he save it.
The full force of the words can only be recognized in the light of the truth concerning the mortality of man and the nature
of Christ. Death is death, for him as for others; and death voluntarily suffered in obedience to the express will of God is
the total denial of the self, for in death man has ceased to be. For this end the death must indeed fulfil all the conditions
stated in that sentence; it must be willing, it must be in obedience, it must be an identification with the will of the Father.
It must not be an act of “will worship”, a deliberate seeking of martyrdom, a piece of bravado or self-advertisement, for
that would be an assertion of the self and not the denial of it. Truly to be a denial of the self it must be in the spirit of
Christ who prayed: “O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me; nevertheless, not as I will, but as thou wilt.”
(Matt. 26:39,42).
THE ONLY RANSOM: While in this Jesus was setting an example which true disciples must follow, he was at the same time
undertaking an act which was possible for him alone. This was indicated by some other words of his:
For even the Son of man came not to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his life a ransom for many
(Mark 10 : 45).
Once again in the context he was setting an example to the disciples: “Whosoever of you will be the chiefest shall be the
servant of all”; yet the example was to be drawn from his own act which must be unique, giving his life as a ransom for
the many. There could be no other ransom; and the very word “many” links the thought with that unique Servant of the
Lord of whom it was said: “By his knowledge shall my righteous servant justify many; for he shall bear their iniquities . . .
he hath poured out his soul unto death . . . and he bare the sin of many, and made intercession for the transgressors.”
(Isa. 53:11-12).
THE REPRESENTATIVE MAN: Jesus, then, was both unique and representative; both apart from men and a man among men;
one alone and yet a leader of followers. His sacrifice means that there is “none other name under heaven given among
men whereby we must be saved”, yet he sets the pattern of living for all who will be his. So much may be drawn from the
Scriptures already quoted, and may be abundantly supported from other parts of Holy Writ. Even thus far, however, a
number of questions have been raised which must be followed further. Why could he alone ransom men? What is the
“ransom”, and why was it needed? What was the nature and meaning of his sacrifice?
RANSOM AND REDEMPTION: The term “ransom” (lutron) is only one of a number of terms used in the New Testament for
that which was accomplished in the death and resurrection of the Lord Jesus Christ. It is closely related to other Greek
words meaning redemption or deliverance, and in the Greek translation of the Old Testament (the Septuagint) it
represents at least three Hebrew words with different meanings. As a noun it is used to render distinct words meaning a
covering or atonement, and freedom or release; in its verb form it translates yet another word meaning to free, to redeem,
and cognate with the common word for “redeemer” as in the case of the redeemer or avenger of blood. It would be a
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great mistake therefore, to construe the word “ransom” too narrowly as though it could only be used of buying up slaves
to set them free. The idea which it represents has wide-spreading roots in Old Testament thought.
Its foundations may be found in the deliverance of God’s people Israel in the Exodus from Egypt. Moses sang in his song
of deliverance:
Thou in thy mercy hast led forth the people which thou hast redeemed . . .
. . . The people . . . which thou hast purchased (Exod. 15 : 13, 16).
This deliverance from bondage was reflected in various forms of “ransom” or “redemption” in the subsequent Mosaic
Law. The redeeming of the firstborn directly recalled the deliverance in the first Passover (Exod. 13:11-16). The halfshekel “ransom” or “atonement money” for every male acknowledged that they were not their own but had been
“purchased” by Him, and that they needed a “covering” for their lives in His sight (Exod. 30:12-16). The redemption of
the land sold out of the family holding recognized that people and land were God’s possession and not to be alienated
(Lev. 25:25, etc.). The great Day of Atonement with all its sacrificial rites was a witness to their need for God’s “redemption”
from death by His forgiveness of iniquity, transgression and sin. While different terms are used for these, all reflect in
some way the one great national redemption, and the meaning of all the terms converges on the New Testament lutron,
lutrōsis.
From the various examples, all stemming from the one great deliverance in the Exodus, it can be deduced that ransom is
deliverance effected at a cost and with recognition of the rights of God
MAN’S NEED: From what does man need to be delivered? Paul states the facts with unsurpassed brevity: “By one man sin
entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned” (Romans 5:12).
All suffer the consequences of one sin, yet it is no arbitrary sentence imposed by despotism, for all are sinners; heredity
and environment combine, their inherent tendency finds opportunity, their impulses are stirred, and they sin. Not one
could on his own account stand acceptably before the holiness of God. So “through the trespass of the one the many
died”. No works of their own could gain life. Yet the gift of God surpassed the judgment of God, for it was by His act of
grace that the One Man came as the second Adam, and reversed the effect of the first sin. This he did by “obedience
even unto death”, so that as “through the one man’s disobedience the many were made sinners, even so through the
obedience of the one shall the many be made righteous” (Romans 5:19)
SIN, DEATH, CONDEMNATION: In this connection there are three facts to be taken into account. The first is the fact that death
“reigns” (Romans 5:17); all alike, the innocent babe and the aged sinner, are subjects of the dark despot. True though it
is that men are constituted as the animals by nature, Paul’s teaching is that as a fact in the history of man death came
into man’s experience as the consequence of the one man’s disobedience. It came as judgment by a divine sentence that
he must return to the dust. All his progeny suffer in consequence; they suffer because the mortal cannot produce the
immortal, and because the sinner cannot produce the sinless. Sin is a universal fact in human nature, and even the babe
of a week old possesses the nature which is prone to sin, though it may not be an actual sinner. Of the race as a whole it
can be said comprehensively, “all have sinned”, and therefore death has passed upon them not by an arbitrary fiat, but
as a necessity of the righteousness of God.
The second fact is that sin must come under God’s judgment and be condemned. It is a necessity of the holiness of God
that sin cannot be tolerated. If it does not appear to come under instant judgment so that sinners go on generation by
generation, that is an act of the “forbearance” of God (Romans 3:25), who always had in view the purpose of “declaring”
or demonstrating His righteousness and providing a way of redemption. Sin was exhibited as under judgment when Christ
came “in the likeness of sin’s flesh”, and, on our behalf, by a sacrifice for sin “condemned sin”—and condemned it in the
sphere where it held sway, “in the flesh”. It is one of the paradoxes of the Cross that he condemned it by showing as a
representative of men the judgment due to human nature, and at the same time as the One Man he condemned it by
repudiating sin even to the extent of dying, so perfecting his obedience to God. Here are the two sides of the same fact,
that the dramatic exhibition of judgment upon sin was at the same time the perfect fulfilment of obedience: and it was
because of this two-fold character of the same fact that it could be written:
“. . . we did esteem him smitten, stricken of God, and afflicted. But he was wounded for our transgressions, he
was bruised for our iniquities: the chastisement of our peace was upon him; and with his stripe we are healed.”
(Isa. 53:4-5).
FOR US: It is here that we can find the solution of the problem of what is called “vicarious” atonement: the problem
involved in the words, he was smitten, we are healed. The solution is that he was identified with us in the very act in
which he was most distinct from us. One of us in nature, he died as man, showing the death due to men; but he died as
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the willing representative of men, in order that all men may be identified with him. Seeing him stricken, men thought
him something apart from them, a sinner they could scorn. They had to learn that he was impaled on the Cross on their
behalf, and that if they were to find life they must be identified with him. They thought him something different and
found that he embraced them all; they thought him a sinner, and found him the only righteous one. “Him who knew no
sin (God) made to be sin on our behalf; that we might become the righteousness of God in him” (2 Cor. 5:21, RV)
Yet sharp as is the contrast between him and ourselves, Christ died “for us”, and not “instead of us”. Commenting on
Paul’s use of the preposition huper, on behalf of, Dr. Vincent Taylor comments: “Nowhere does he use anti, ‘instead of’.
From this we may certainly infer that he did not look on the death of Christ as that of a substitute.” (The Atonement in
N.T. Teaching, page 59). In one place he uses peri, concerning or on account of: “For God hath not appointed us to wrath,
but to obtain salvation by our Lord Jesus Christ, who died for us, that, whether we wake or sleep, we should live together
with him” (1 Thess. 5:9-10).
LIFTED UP: It is as the sinless example of sin that he was “lifted up” in the sight of men as Moses lifted up the serpent in
the wilderness. At that time serpent-bitten men could look on the emblem of their sin and its penalty lifted up as an
ensign; and, turning to it in contrition and faith, they were healed. So today men can look on the sinless One “made sin”,
lifted up as God’s ensign, and be saved from perishing to gain eternal life.
“GOD SO LOVED . . .”: These allusions to John 3 : 14–16 lead on naturally to the further fact which is to be noted—the fact
which is indeed the foundation of all: “God so loved the world that he gave his only-begotten Son . . .” Redemption issues
from God; all the deliverance is by His grace through Christ. Justification comes to men as a gitt, and it is a “gift by grace”,
the gift of the “one man, Jesus Christ” (Rom. 5:15). “God commendeth his own love towards us, in that, while we were
yet sinners, Christ died for us” (Rom. 5:8). The whole movement of redemption emanates from God towards those who
are powerless to redeem themselves: by the greatest paradox of all, “God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto
himself”(2 Cor. 5:19). The very power to lay hold of the offer of forgiveness and life must come as a response to the love
of God revealed in Christ Jesus. Nothing but the knowledge of our own need and the love that reaches out to us can break
down the barrier of resistance which human nature puts up.
HIS DEATH AS A SACRIFICE: While true understanding is impossible without love, emotion alone may mask or distort some of
the hard realities underlying the atonement. It may tend in particular to direct attention to Christ’s death as an example
of love to such a degree as to detract from its importance as a sacrifice. This has happened in some thinking about the
atonement from Abelard to the present day. That “Christ our Passover is sacrificed for us” is a truth to be held firmly, and
it was in the Lord’s mind when in a Passover-time discourse he said, “the bread that I will give is my flesh, which I will
give for the life of the world” (John 6:51). The allusion can hardly be missed: as the lamb was slain, its blood sprinkled
and the flesh eaten for the life of Israel in Egypt, so he will be for the life of the world; yet he shows how far the reality
will transcend the type in life-giving power when he adds that not only must they eat his flesh but they must drink his
blood—a thing impossible under the law. A sacrifice he was truly, summing up in himself all the offerings under the Law
which were fulfilled and transcended in him. His sacrifice was not only in pouring out his life in death on the cross, nor
even in the life of submission to the will of his Father which was completed in his obedience in death; it was in the total
denial of himself in order to accept the will of God—a denial even to the extinction of his own life and the oblivion of his
own will. It was a “cutting off” of which circumcision was a type, a repudiation of all that “flesh” stood for. And where
there was utter denial there was a great affirmation; in saying “No” to himself he said “Yes” to God. Because he affirmed
God as supreme he would rise to live in God. Just as a great Apostle could afterwards say, “I am crucified with Christ;
nevertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ liveth in me”—so the Son of man himself might have said, “I died, yet nevertheless
I live; yet not I, but my Father liveth in me”.
GOD’S “YES”: Resurrection was essential to the atonement. It was God’s “Yes” to the Son’s self-denial, God’s acceptance
of the offering of himself. It is God’s opening of the way of forgiveness and life in Christ’s sacrifice. It is God’s affirmation
that as He lives, so those who are His shall live in Him, for He is God of the living and the fountain of life. And it is God’s
declaration that all the work is His, for His love in giving His Son is fulfilled in receiving His Son as the firstborn among
many brethren. This resurrection was morally possible for one who was sinless yet the representative of sinners. Indeed,
because of his sinlessness it was a moral necessity: God raised him up because it was “not possible that he should be
holden” of death (Acts 2:24).
THE DEATH WE MUST DIE: As Christ, the sinless Son of man, was identified with sinful men in his death, so they, through
repentance, can be identified with him in his resurrection. But first they too must die—die in ritual symbol as a mark of
their obedience unto death. They must deny themselves, recognizing that as men they have no claim to life before God.
They must deny the self-centred life governed by impulses and desires which is human nature. They must repudiate the
works which that nature produces when left to itself, and must seek forgiveness for their past deeds. They must turn
resolutely to a new life which is not their own, a new manhood which has neither its origin nor its growth in human will.
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All this “change of mind” is put to the test in one decisive act of obedience to a command. It is the act of burial with him
in baptism—an act which is purposeless apart from his command, and meaningless apart from his death and resurrection;
an act which in the judgment of men is foolish as the cross of Christ was foolish, but to those who are called of God it is,
like the cross, “the power of God and the wisdom of God” (1 Cor. 1:18, 24–25). It is an expression of God’s power because
in it is granted God’s forgiveness and a rising to new life in the risen Christ (Eph. 1 :19–23, 2:1, 4–5; Col. 2:11–13). That
new life is the starting point of a course, the beginning of a contest, which involves a continuing death to the self. The
end by God’s grace is a sharing in Christ’s immortality.
CONTRAST: These thoughts make no claim to completeness as a study of the atonement. One thing which emerges from
them, however, is that at every point connected with atonement there is a two-foldness which seems a contradiction,
and yet is resolved in a larger truth.
God is love, yet He requires the sacrifice of His Son to condemn sin—for only so could love and inviolable holiness find
expression in mercy.
The Son of man is sinless, yet identified with sinners—for only so can they be identified with his righteousness.
His offering of himself is unique, for no one else could give his life for men; yet it is a pattern for all to follow, both in their
identification with him in baptism, and in their course in daily life.
The sinless one was “made sin”: in him sin was exhibited in all its power as it had been in the type of the uplifted bronze
serpent, and the judgment on sin was shown; yet in that very act he was “fulfilling all righteousness” in perfect obedience
to the Father.
Thus the sinless one was identified with sinners, bearing the sins of the many, in the very act of death in which he was
finally victorious over sin. He was one with men at the very moment that he was most exalted above them.
THE SOURCES OF DISTORTION: And so we might go on: at every point there is an antithesis to be resolved in a larger
understanding. The very idea of “making peace” between the holy God and sinful men involves a reconciliation of
opposites, and for God Himself to be the Reconciler surpasses man’s comprehension. As the Psalmist says, “There is
forgiveness with thee, that thou mayest be feared”. From this fundamental paradox the others follow. It is because of
this two-foldness that so often there has been a tendency to emphasize one aspect of the atonement or the other to the
distortion of both and the breeding of controversy. Christ’s humanity as son of Adam or his divinity as Son of God; his
holiness as separate from sinners, or his identification with sinners; the uniqueness of his sacrifice, or its power as an
example; his doing what none could do, yet doing what all must share—all these have proved stumbling-blocks. Yet such
apparent contradictions are inherent in the whole wondrous idea of God in Christ reconciling a world unto Himself. We
come to understanding, not by trying to find a middle way between extremes, but by seeing them as opposite aspects of
the same truth—which we may very feebly compare to two sides of a medal.
In that light we shall see Jesus as a member of the race of Adam, sharing the nature he came to save and the experiences
from which he came to deliver us. Yet we shall see him victorious over sin and free from its defilement. We shall see him
sharing not only our life but our death, dying the death of men; not having some other life to offer as a ransom price in
our stead, but willingly yielding for our sakes the life he shared with us, redeeming us at the cost of his own death. We
see him bearing our sins as the sinless one who is one with us and can stand for us. And we rejoice in this provision by
the gift of God of a Mercy Seat where we can come by faith for forgiveness of sins.
LG Sargent, The Faith of the Christadelphians, The Christadelphian, vol. 101, 1964, pp. 262-264
ON a sailing vessel which narrowly escaped loss with all hands on a voyage to America in 1832 there was a young medical
man, John Thomas. Faced with death and taking stock of his religious beliefs, he realized how slender they were. He
vowed that if his life was spared he would not rest till he had found truth.
After some years of Bible study and searching he arrived at convictions which in 1849 he put in a book called Elpis Israel.
This book forms the effective starting point of the Christadelphian community.
The title The Hope of Israel is significant. It is taken from the words of the Apostle Paul: “For the hope of Israel I am bound
with this chain” (Acts 28 : 20). The faith of the Christadelphians is grounded in history and looks forward to a fulfilment
in history. It is rooted in the promises to Abraham of a permanent heritage in the land which he looked on, north, south,
east and west, of an everlasting covenant with God, and of blessing for all families of the earth in him and in his seed. It
is therefore a hope bound up with events on this earth in the past and it looks forward to events on this earth in the
future. In that sense it is not an “other worldly” hope, and it is not in the technical sense mystical.
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The first foundation of the hope is therefore God’s act in creation; it is in the belief that “He hath established the earth,
he created it not in vain, he formed it to be inhabited” (Isa. 45 : 18). It is on this earth that to Him “every knee shall bow,
every tongue shall swear” (v. 23). The earth itself is to be the scene of the consummation of God’s purpose with man.
Two implications follow from this. First, that God truly has a purpose with man which He Himself has declared, and which
thus can be known only through His revelation. This means that He is a personal God independent of man whom He has
created. He has revealed Himself to men in many ways. He has spoken in giving promises, He has revealed Himself in acts
of deliverance or of judgment, He has given His messages through prophets and apostles: and having spoken “in many
parts and in many ways” He fully revealed Himself in His Son, Christ Jesus our Lord. That revelation is known to us through
the inspired scriptures: the giving of the Scriptures is itself an act of God’s revelation. Christadelphians accept the
Scriptures as fully inspired and the essential means of our knowing God today.
The second implication of the statement that earth is the scene of God’s purpose is this: that since the earth is the sphere
where God’s glory is to be revealed there cannot be any essential evil in matter. The creation is God’s and when His
purpose is fully attained it will be sanctified by God.
Where then is the source of evil and imperfection? It is to be found in the wayward will of man. “Every good and every
perfect gift is from above, and cometh down from the Father of lights”; but “Every man is tempted when he is drawn
away of his own lust, and enticed. Then when lust hath conceived it bringeth forth sin: and sin, when it is finished, bringeth
forth death” (Jas. 1 : 14–15, 17). Without free will man could not truly love God; yet with free will there must be the
possibility of sin. Christadelphians therefore believe without any equivocation in the Fall of Man. They believe that moral
evil has its source in man’s fallen nature; and consequently they do not believe in any principle or entity of evil outside
of man and striving against God. It is man’s own impulse, his unregulated desire, his self-assertive pride, which is adverse
to God and to man’s own good: and Christadelphians believe that the “Devil” and “Satan” are scriptural personifications
for this principle in man’s nature and its various manifestations in society.
As a necessary consequence of his nature, man is mortal, subject to death. In the universe of a holy and omnipotent God,
who is also God of love, there is no place for immortal rebels or deathless sinners. Thus, when we read the words of Paul,
“The wages of sin is death, but the gift of God is eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord” (Rom. 6 : 23), Christadelphians
take these words simply and literally: death is earned, and in Paul’s words death “passed upon all men” (Rom. 5 : 12); life
is a gift granted through the channel whom God has appointed, who is His Son. And the teaching of all the New Testament
is that deathless life is given on the ground of faith in Christ Jesus—a living faith which bears fruit in obedience and which
endures to the end.
A strong belief that life is only possible through God’s gift logically demands its opposite—an unflinching recognition that
death is death. By that I mean that death is dissolution, a ceasing to be, the end of consciousness. If, as the Psalmist says,
in death there is no remembrance of God (Psa. 6 : 5), it is hard to conceive that there can be remembrance of anything
else.
From death so understood there can only be one way out, and that is through resurrection by the power of God: and this,
and this alone, is the promised way to immortality for believers in Christ. The Christian hope is essentially a hope of
resurrection, and not of the survival of death by inherent immortality. Life in Scripture is always bodily life.
Furture life is made possible by God’s redeeming work in bringing men to Himself. For that end God gave His promises
and took men into covenant with Himself. For that end He worked in history with Israel and spoke to them through the
prophets. Above all, for that end He revealed Himself in His Son, and gave that Son to die on the Cross as the
representative of men and for their sakes. For that end He raised Christ from the dead as the firstborn of a new creation,
the firstfruits of them that are asleep.
Christ died on the Cross as the Sinless One identified with sinners, sharing their nature and heritage, bearing their burden.
Such a death, in which sin was condemned, was a moral necessity to provide a way for God’s forgiveness of men
consistent with God’s holiness; yet it was the supreme gift of God’s love.
Those who come to Christ in faith are called upon to identify themselves with Christ’s death in order that they may share
in his risen life. This they do in the first place by confessing him, by being buried in water in his name and rising to new
life in him with sins forgiven. Thus Christadelphians practise believers’ baptism by immersion as the appointed way to
reconciliation with God.
Those who are Christ’s love his appearing (2 Tim. 4 : 8); they look for his coming again, literally and bodily, to raise the
dead, to judge those who are called to stand before him, and to grant immortality to those whom he recognizes as his
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own. His work then is to reign as King, establishing God’s Kingdom over all the earth so that all other rule and authority
is brought into submission to him. Messianic rule is the last stage in the restoration of the world to God; and then the
Son yields authority to the Father so that in a sinless earth God reigns all and in all.
Thus God’s work proceeds through creation, revelation, manifestation in Christ, and resurrection, to a creation fulfilled
and consummated, so that it becomes a perfect expression of God’s will and a perfect vehicle for His glory.
It will be seen that this line of belief not only implies a denial of any natural immortality in man. It also implies a denial of
any fundamental contrast between matter and spirit, as though matter was something to be discarded. It also implies
denial of any power in man of effecting his own redemption. It therefore conflicts with any doctrine of inevitable human
progress, or any idea of moral amelioration and a gradual spread of the Kingdom. Salvation in every sense—personal,
individual, collective, social or political—is of God and from God and through God and in His Son. It is to be attained in
God’s way, and in God’s time, and by God’s act: and the call to men is to identify themselves with His purpose so that
they may share in it.
LG Sargent, He Who Overcame, The Christadelphian, vol. 103, 1966, pp.125-126
“Thanks be to God, which giveth us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ.”
The resurrection of Christ marked his victory over death and placed the seal on God’s acceptance of his sacrifice. “In the
world”, said Jesus to his disciples, “ye shall have tribulation, but be of good cheer; I have overcome the world.” The words
were spoken with confidence even before the agony in the garden in which he finally submitted his will to his Father’s.
The hour of darkness of which he spoke—“This is your hour, and the power of darkness”—was yet to come, yet there
was a sense in which the conflict was already won. He had faced temptation, and defeated it; he had met it again and
again, even in his closest disciples, and always he triumphed in the power of the Word. Without that conflict and that
triumph he could not have faced the cross; and without submission to the death of the cross he could not have risen from
the dead. And so the light had shone in darkness, and the darkness had not “apprehended” it (John 1–5, R.V.), had not
succeeded in arresting it.
As the Epistle to the Hebrews shows, Christ shared to the full the life and nature of the men he came to save—sons of
Adam subject to the consequences of the Fall—in order that he might “suffer, being tempted”, tempted in all points like
them; and it was through this that he was able “through death to bring to nought him that had the power of death, that
is, the devil”. Only by this means could be bring the deliverance of “all them who through fear of death were all their
lifetime subject to bondage”.
Why could his death turn the power of death into powerlessness? Because his death was the completion of his perfect
obedience; because by his humbling himself to death on the cross he completely identified himself with men in the same
act by which he offered himself to God on their behalf. In that crowning act of obedient love he completed the victory
within himself; and it was victory over sin—sin that dwelt in him as a capacity which he never for one moment allowed
to master him. Sin had to be condemned in human nature, and within that nature the victory had to be won if it was to
be shared with men. And it was won gloriously: he “overcame”, and so he was raised from death by “that strength of the
working of God’s might which he wrought in Christ” (Eph. 1:19–20). He could not be “holden” of death, and God raised
him; but the reason lay in the fact that he had defeated the power of death morally before he himself was delivered from
it physically. And having died and having thus been raised, death had no more dominion over him.
Because he won the victory we, by God’s grace, are able to share it. We share it in anticipation, knowing that the salvation
is there for us: “God giveth us the victory.” But we do more: we share it spiritually when we are “buried with Christ in
baptism”, and in union with him rise again to newness of life. “The death he died he died to sin, once for all, but the life
he lives he lives to God. So you also must consider yourselves dead to sin and alive to God in Christ Jesus” (Rom. 6:10,
R.S.V.). We rise in him in order that we may “walk in newness of life”—that it may be a continuing course of conduct
resulting from our relationship to the risen Christ. Living in him, we are called upon to strive for moral victory, empowered
by his life; and the promise is given: “To him that overcometh will I grant to sit with me in my throne, even as I overcame,
and am set down with my Father in his throne” (Rev. 3:21).
Thus through Christ’s victory we are called to victorious living in union with him, even though in our weakness we can
never attain to his sinlessness and must always be dependent on his grace. And this life in Christ is designed to lead on
to the nullifying of the power of death in us, as it has already been nullified in him, in the day when this mortal shall put
on immortality, and this corruptible shall put on incorruption. Thus the saints share in Christ’s victory both in mortal life
and in immortality, not in their own strength, but through the gift of God in their union with Christ.
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On the one hand the truth shows how fundamental is the need for Christ to share to the full our nature and condition;
and on the other it shows the greatness of his victory which makes possible the triumphant utterance of the Apostle Paul:
“O death, where is thy sting? O grave, where is thy victory?” Christ is victor in his humility, and therefore Christ is so
exalted that to him is given “the name which is above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of
things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth; and that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ
is Lord, to the glory of God the Father”.
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Edward Whittaker [1960s to 1970s]
A. On Creation
Edward Whittaker, The Genesis Record of Creation, The Testimony, vol. 39, 1969, pp. 129-134
SYNOPSIS
The primary object of the present study is to lay aside the theories and formulations of science about the origin of our
world, and concentrate solely on the Creation Record in Scripture to discover precisely what God is telling us. It will be
found that the scope of the Six Days of Creation is much more circumscribed than is generally believed: in fact no more
comprehensive than God's plan of redemption for fallen man. This in turn will falsify the widely accepted views as to the
cosmic nature of the ultimate victory and lordship of Christ. It is claimed that the fruits of Christ's redeeming love will not
reach out beyond the confines of the world for which he gave himself in sacrifice.
THE SPIRIT OF APPROACH
It is an axiom that the Word of God will stand true in every situation. If, therefore, a scientific theory seems to contradict
or conflict with its teaching, either the Scripture has been misunderstood or misinterpreted, or else the scientific theory
in question will eventually have to be abandoned or revised.
No commercial commodity has been given more effective sales publicity than the Theory of Evolution. Our schools and
colleges and the B.B.C. now include it in all their teaching syllabuses, and effectively suppress any ventilation of the
contrary Creationist view. Curiously, unlike other formulations of science that have been accepted as "Law", it is still
called The Theory of Evolution although now almost universally accepted as proven scientific fact.
As may be expected, some Christians, especially among the young, have been profoundly disturbed by the apparent
conflict between science and Genesis, and many anxious attempts have been made to resolve the differences.
Unfortunately, it has to be said without fear of contradiction that this problem has done more than any other to divide
the Brotherhood into "intellectuals" and "non-intellectuals".
The man of faith has nothing to fear from the advances of science. He accepts simply and unhesitatingly the obvious and
self-evident meaning of Genesis 1 and 2 and refuses to stretch, twist or in any way distort the sense of the text to
accommodate it to modern theories. He believes this latter attitude to be indefensibly unscriptural. God's Word stands
true for all time because it is God's Word, and the Almighty does not need the services of our feeble intellects to contrive
to make it true. Our simple duty is to open up the Word in such style that it will speak its own message convincingly
enough not to need the support of the subtleties of human arguments.
When the Lord comes to resolve all problems and we "know even as we are known", the Word will be seen to have
remained unchangeably true through all the passing changes of human opinion and philosophy. This was the Psalmist's
thought—"Thy Word is true from the beginning" (Psa. 119:160, see A.V.m), or else he was specially jealous for the
integrity of the first book of Scripture which is the subject of the present study.
But even such sound confidence can too easily elevate itself into spiritual arrogance. Scientists should not be despised by
the man of the Word as if, by their calling, they are the avowed enemies of God; the humblest of men rank among them.
They have done a great work in bringing untold, if not unmixed, benefit to the society of which we form a part. For this
they deserve respect, even if because the problems of the universe are too big for them and they never live long enough
to achieve much relatively, they are more in need of commiseration. Nor should the brother who is a scientist presume
to pontificate from the vantage point of his profession as to what Genesis cannot mean, because as a brother he must
acknowledge the miraculous element in the creative acts of God, even though by the very nature of his profession it
cannot be allowed any place in his scientific thinking. The true meaning of Scripture can come to any brother, be he
intellectual or otherwise, if he is "of humble and contrite spirit, and trembles at God's Word", and applies himself to it
patiently and prayerfully.
TWO CREATION RECORDS
After the Introduction (1:1 to 2:3) the Book of Genesis is divided into ten sections each of which opens with "These are
the generations of ..." (2:4f). The Introduction describes God's preparation of the earth for the man He made in His own
image.
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The second record starting at 2:4 tells of "the generations" or "springings forth" (Heb. toledoth) of all the species that
had been created, with special reference to man. It concerns itself primarily with the dominion of man, his loss of status
because of sin, and God's gracious plan through the promise of a Seed for his recovery and ultimate salvation.
Clearly then, the Creation Record is not intended to present a rationale of the universe. The viewpoint is very
circumscribed, and even chapter one, verse one: "In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth" will be found,
when Scripture is allowed to interpret itself, not to be cosmic in range.
Critics point out that the order of creation of man and the beasts differs in the two accounts, the beasts made first at
1:25 (cf. 1:27), and the man made first at 2:7 (cf. 2:19). Actually there is no contradiction. The Hebrew verb form at 2:19
could read, "The Lord God had formed", looking retrospectively at the creation of beasts prior to Adam, which is in
harmony with the first record. Indeed, the same Hebrew phrasing is so translated at 2 : 8 , "He put the man whom He
had formed".
THE CREATION WEEK
A harmony has been discovered between the order of the creative acts in Genesis and the agelong stages of Evolution.
After tabulating in parallel columns the order of the appearance of all forms of life, A. Rendle Short (Mod. Disc, and the
Bible p.66) finds "a perfectly amazing accordance between the Creation-narrative and the discoveries of modern science".
Actually, whether God made the world by evolutionary or by creative stages, the order of the appearance of all forms of
life would necessarily have to be roughly the same —plants before animals and man, to supply food: and climatic and
other physical conditions before that to provide an essential environment for all plants and animals. So the argument
really has little point.
J. H. Kurtz in Bible and Astronomy (3rd Germ. Ed. 1857) revived an old theory about the creation days that has been
widely approved. It proposed that the author of Genesis had a visionary "revelation of the drama of creation spread over
a series of nights and days". This, it is claimed, conveniently disposes of the embarrassment of the time element in the
narrative and allows a wide diversity of interpretation without violence to the text. When, however, the record says seven
times that "God saw" and commented on the results of each day's work, it seems strangely incongruous if, in fact, what
He saw in the visions of His own making, was only pictorially representative of what really happened.
The present writer still adheres to the orthodox view that the creation periods were days of only twenty-four hours
duration. Evidence to be advanced later in the analysis of the text will show, however, that the "creation" was very limited,
and certainly not cosmic in extent. When light was made in the first act of creation, "the evening and the morning were
the first day", and consistent with this Hebrew Scripture, the Jewish day has always begun at sunset. If the darkness of
the first day continued throughout "the evening", and the first "morning" dawned with the emergence of light at the fiat
of God, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the return of darkness to mark the beginning of the second day was after
the first completed cycle of twenty-four hours. Objection cannot be made to the sun, moon and stars not appearing until
the third day when it is remembered that such an obscuration is a common phenomenon nowadays, and as depressingly
real as when once in a storm "neither sun nor stars in many days appeared" (Acts 27:20).
"God blessed the seventh day and hallowed it" (Gen. 2:3 R.V.): that is, set it apart to be observed by Adam and his
posterity as a commemorative Sabbath fifty-two times a year. Genesis supplies confirmation that such a Sabbath was
observed by the Patriarchs (see Gen. 4:3 m; 8:10,12; 29:27, etc.), and it is likely that it formed one of the commandments,
statutes and laws of God's "charge" to Abraham (Gen. 26: 5), In Exodus the Sabbath law was being observed in relation
to the gathering of manna prior to its reinstitution at Sinai (16:23, 28), but it did not carry the death penalty that was
attached to the Sinaitic law (contrast 31:14). Since the observance had been discontinued under Egyptian oppression
because "the tale of bricks had to be delivered daily" (Exod. 5:18-20), the enunciation at Sinai was couched in terms of a
renewal of it : "Remember the Sabbath day to keep it holy" (Exod. 20:8). All this adds up to the unquestionable fact that
from the beginning of their created life Adam and Eve kept the weekly Sabbath to commemorate the glory of God's
creation week. In such circumstances this primeval observance of the seventh day was meaningless unless the six creation
days leading up to it were of the same twenty-four hours duration.
THE MANNER OF CREATION
Evolution, whether Darwinian or Theistic, requires an imperceptibly slow progress of all forms of life over millions of
years. By contrast, Genesis describes creative acts performed instantaneously, at the fiat of God's will. No amount of
mental or verbal jugglery can harmonise the two viewpoints. "And God said . . . and it was so" (the first phrase nine times,
the second phrase seven times). "He spake and it was done: He commanded and it stood fast" (Psa. 33:9). Such a rapid
execution of "the good pleasure of His will" would need no more than twenty-four hours for each stage of creation,
especially when the case for a very limited scope of creation advanced later is agreed on.
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The miraculous works of Jesus were of the same order—the feeding of the five thousand, changing of water into wine,
instant miracles of healing even at a distance—all were creative acts rather than processes. "My Father worketh hitherto
and I work" (Jn. 5:17).
The living species seem to have been made according to one general pattern of procedure. Man was first formed of the
dust of the ground and then made to live (2:7), as also were "every beast of the field and every fowl of the air" (2:19).
The plants were first formed and then planted in the soil to "bring forth, each yielding seed" (2:5; 1:11-12). Which came
first, the hen or the egg? Scripture supplies the answer.
Much has been made of God's first instruction to man to "be fruitful and multiply, and replenish the earth" (1 :28). The
Hebrew word translated "replenish" does not carry the sense of "fill again"; indeed, it is translated "fill" at 1:22. The
record, therefore, does not go further than to say "the earth was... void", or vacant (1:2) , which means, without
equivocation, that before creation began there was no life of any kind in it.
CREATION OF MAN AND WOMAN
Scripture teaches repeatedly that all the human race has descended from one pair. "The first man Adam was made a
living soul... the first man is of the earth" (1 Cor. 15:45,47). "By one man sin entered into the world... death reigned from
Adam to Moses... if by one man's offence death reigned by one... by the offence of one judgement came upon all men to
condemnation" (Rom. 5:12-18). God "hath made of one every nation of men for to dwell on all the face of the earth"
(Acts 17:26 R.V.). "There was not a help meet found for man" (Gen. 2:20).
If, therefore, it is scientifically proved that the fossils that have been discovered are actual remains of races living
hundreds of thousands of years ago—and many still are not satisfied with the evidence—such pre-Adamic men must
have become completely extinct before God founded our present race.
When Adam and Eve were first made, "God blessed them" as Jesus blessed the children that were brought to him (Mark
10:16), and told them to "be fruitful and multiply" (1:28). They were therefore capable of sexual reproduction from the
outset, but after the Fall God's punishment on Eve included: "I will greatly multiply thy conception . . . and thy desire shall
be to thy husband". Prior to the Fall, sexual intercourse would have been a cool reasoned act with the sole object of
producing children. Afterwards man and his woman were driven by passionate impulse, or "the sex urge", to procreate.
An explanation as to how Adam brought upon himself and his posterity this biological change which is the basic cause of
the population explosion, is advanced by Elwyn Humphreys in The Ongin of Sin, a booklet shortly to be published and
which will be reviewed in The Testimony.
MAN'S DOMINION
Man's dominion "over the fish of the sea, and over the fowls of the air, and over every living thing that moveth upon the
earth" (1:28) was defined by God as soon as Adam was created. And when God "brought them unto Adam to see what
he could call them" (2:19), He arranged it to be a ceremony of Adam's assumption of that dominion.
When, therefore, during the six days' creation "God called" or gave names to Day, Night, Heaven, Earth and Seas (1:5,8,10),
He was declaring that these institutions or phenomena were not to be delegated to man's control, but were being
reserved eternally within His Own dominion.
PLACE OF CREATION
In Elpis Israel chapter 2, Dr. Thomas has advanced good reasons for concluding that the territory of Eden embraced all
the land from the Mediterranean Sea to the Euphrates. He placed the Garden of Eden "somewhere be- tween the Persian
Gulf and the junction of the Euphrates and Tigris", based on its location in relation to the four rivers described in 2:10-14.
A significant point emerges from a close study of 2:7-8. In the A.V. the two verses are interrupted by an unwarranted
paragraph mark at 2:8 , when obviously there is an unbroken train in the thought and phrasing. In verse 7 "the Lord God
formed man", and at verse 8 "He put the man whom He had formed" in "a garden eastward in Eden". Clearly then, for
some inscrutable (!) reason— and God never acts without reason—He made the man in a certain place, and then
deliberately transported him "eastward" to the garden in Mesopotamia. It would not be surprising if "the first Adam was
made a living soul" in the same place where "the last Adam was made a quickening spirit". At least, it is in such ways that
the Almighty "treasures up His bright designs and works His sovereign will".
"GOD CREATED THE HEAVEN AND THE EARTH"
The next important step, if the creation-days are to be of twenty-four hours duration, is to decide how the vast geological
periods of the scientists can be accommodated in the Genesis record. The favourite explanation brilliantly advocated by
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Thomas Chalmers has come to be known as the "gap theory". It proposes that the original creation took place as described in 1:1 , followed millions of years later by a world catastrophe (1:2), in turn followed by a reconstitution of the
new world in six days out of the chaos of the old (1:3f.).
Unfortunately for this view, verses 1 and 2 are linked together grammatically. The R.S.V.m. has "In the beginning when
God created . . . " Rashi, the great Jewish commentator, renders verse 1, "In the beginning when .. ." and verse 2, "when
the earth was without form . . . " Confirmation of this comes from H. Wheeler Robinson (Inspiration and Revelation p.19):
"On purely grammatical grounds, the natural rendering of the opening verses of Genesis is, 'In the beginning of God's
creation of the heavens and the earth—the earth being chaos and darkness over the deep and a wind hovering over the
waters—then God said, Let there be light'."
On the authority of the text therefore the gap theory must be disallowed, and verse 1 be treated as a title announcing
with sublime solemnity the mighty work of God about to commence. "The beginning" of verse 1 was no earlier than the
time of the Adamic creation.
Too readily we bring our twentieth century intellectual sophistication to the problems of Scripture, and so far as Genesis
1 and 2 are concerned, look at the text as through the eyes of an Astronomer Royal instead of realizing that to be
understood by all races in all ages and all stations of life it must have been expressed in phenomenal language, or the
language of appearances as seen by the naked eye.
Let Scripture define its own terms. On the second day "God made the firmament and divided the waters which were
under the firmament from the waters which were above the firmament. . . And God called the firmament Heaven" (1:7).
The Hebrew raqia for "firmament" means "extended surface, expanse as if beaten out" (see Job 37: 18), from raqa to
"beat or spread out". Prior to the ordering of the waters in sky and on land, the Heaven or firmament was said to be the
space between the upper and the lower waters. Clearly then, despite all that we know of galaxies of stars distributed in
space millions of light years away, the term "heaven" in the creation narrative means no more than the space beneath
the clouds, and the sun, moon and stars are conceived as moving across the vault of this heaven (cf. Psa. 19:4-6).
Confirmation of this view is found at 2:4 : "These are the generations (or 'springings forth') of the heavens and the earth":
which implies that "heaven" is the space above the earth in which there is life or "springings forth", to the limit of man's
dominion over "the fowls of the air" (1:28). Indeed, the Hebrew word shamayim is translated "heaven" 398 times, and
the only other rendering is "air" 21 times in passages always referring to "the fowls (or birds) of the air".
It is necessary to interject that the Hebrew words translated "create", "make", "form", have only very general meanings,
and do not shed any light on the means or processes of creation.
Many readers will be writhing angrily at this apparently trivial view of God's mighty work in Genesis, but their further
patience is craved until the whole case has been fully presented (Prov. 18:13). At least, with this limited global conception,
faith can more easily accept a literal week of seven twenty-four hour days. More important, this definition of "heaven"
is vital to the teaching of Genesis about the plan of salvation, and especially to the scope of the redemption in Christ as
defined in the writings of the Christian prophets to be studied later.
CHRIST AND CREATION
So far, evidence has been adduced to prove that Gen. 1:1—"In the beginning when God created the heaven and the
earth"—goes no further back in time than five days before God made Adam the first man of our race. Consistently, it was
to this same "beginning" in Gen. 1:1 that the Lord Jesus frequently referred during his ministry: "He which made them at
the beginning" (Mt.19: 8); "but from the beginning it was not so" (Mt. 19:4); "but from the beginning of the creation, God
made them male and female" (Mark 10: 6). The fact that the Greek word arche in these passages occurs in the Septuagint
rendering of Gen. 1:1 seems to confirm that Jesus was prophetically defining "the beginning" as the time of Adam's
creation and the physical reordering of the world done by God a few days before, and no earlier.
God intended that Adam should be lord of all created things on the earth—"over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of
the air, and over the cattle and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth on the earth" (1: 26). But
because he sinned he forfeited the "dominion" and brought down God's curse on all the world of nature, so that
disharmony now reigns among all living creatures and the animal kingdom is in a continual state of war, "red in tooth and
claw".
Psalm 8 has been explained by the Christian prophets (1 Cor. 15; Heb. 2, etc.) as a remarkable prophecy of the ultimate
victory of our Lord, when God "has put all things under his feet, all sheep and oxen, yea, and the beasts of the field; the
fowls of the air, and the fish of the sea, and whatsoever passeth through the paths of the sea." At his return, Christ will
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deliver his people from the bondage of corruption, and also deliver "the whole creation which groaneth and travaileth
together in pain until now" by restoring harmony and balance to the world of nature (see Isa. 11:6,7,9; 65:25). There
seems to be no reasonable justification for understanding the nature-terms of Psalm 8 in any other than this strictly literal
sense in harmony with their source in Gen. 1:26,28.
If the "all things" of Christ's dominion embrace only the whole world of nature (including, of course, man himself), and
the term "heaven" in the creation record means only the space above the earth in which there is life, it will be necessary
to reconsider such passages as Eph. 1:9-10, Phil. 2:10 and Col. 1:16-20 that seem to describe the realm of Christ's exalted
glory in cosmic terms.
Eph. 1:9-10 reads: "Having made known unto us . . . that in the dispensation of the fulness of time He might gather
together in one 'all things' in Christ, both which are in heaven, and which are on earth; even in him." Paul has obviously
taken the phrase "all things" from Psa. 8:6 : "Thou madest him to have dominion over the works of Thy hands : Thou hast
put all things under his feet, all sheep and oxen, yea and the beasts of the field : the fowls of the air. . ." This is further
established by Paul quoting the Psalm again in the closing verses of the same chapter to describe the ultimate lordship
and dominion of Christ: God hath "set him at His Own right hand (Psa. 110:1) in the heavenly places, far above all
principality and power, and might and dominion, and every name that is named . .. and hath put all things under his feet,
and gave him to be head over all things to the church . . ." God has nowhere hinted that the worlds of outer space needed
a Redeemer, nor that Christ's reward for his obedience unto death would extend beyond the sphere of his redeeming
work. The term "heaven" must necessarily be limited in meaning to the space above the earth in which there is life,
consistently with Gen. 1: 26,28 and Psa. 8: 6 which supplied the rudiments of Paul's inspired argument: and the "all
things" to be unified "which are in heaven and which are on earth" restricted to all created life in our world. H. C. G.
Moule says "the reference is not, surely, to the universe at large" (Ephesian Studies p.33).
The verses in Col. 1 which describe the pre-eminence of Christ in magnificent terms similar to Eph. 1 have also been given
a superlatively cosmic significance without textual warrant. Verses 19-20 read: It pleased the Father to make "peace
through the blood of his (Christ's) cross . . . to reconcile 'all things' unto Himself : by him, I say, whether they be things in
earth or things in heaven." Paul again uses the categories of Psalm 8,and five times the phrase "all things" in verses 1620, to define man's ultimate dominion in Christ. The "things in earth" and "things in heaven" can therefore only be, on
the authority of Psalm 8, all the created things in earth and sky that form our spatially insignificant but Divinely supersignificant world. Sin has no place in the presence of God, nor among His celestial beings. The only "heaven" in which
there are "things" that Christ could "reconcile" (to quote Col. 1) and that needed a Redeemer so far as revelation has told
us, is that part of space above earth in which there is life that has suffered from the curses of man's sin.
The problem in Phil. 2:10 is susceptible of the same treatment. Paul says: "Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him . . .
that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth".
The "things under the earth" cannot be dead saints, otherwise the text requires there must also be some already residing
in heaven. The phrasing is like the very literal terms of Exod. 20:4: "Thou shalt not make unto thee any graven image, or
any likeness of anything that is in heaven above, or that is in the earth beneath, or that is in the water under the earth."
In effect, Paul is saying that all restored life in our world will do homage to the exalted Christ. And if the idea of animals,
birds and fish bowing the knee to him seems ludicrous, the reader is reminded that at Rev. 5:13 precisely these same
forms of life—"every creature which is in heaven, and on the earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that are in them"
are made at last to sing the praises of "Him that sitteth upon the throne and unto the Lamb for ever and ever." The whole
world of nature including mankind shall no longer "hurt nor destroy" because it will have been brought finally into
harmony with the will and benign economy of the Eternal Christ.
Here, in these critical Pauline passages, as with the Genesis Creation Record, the people of God have allowed their
interpretations of His Word to be influenced by the discoveries of human knowledge, and twentieth century scientific
concepts to dictate what they think the Word of God should mean.
The lesson should not be lost on us. Paul's warning in 1 Cor. 1 is still pertinent: "The wisdom of this world is foolishness
with God."
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B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
Edward Whittaker, The Genesis Record of Creation, The Testimony, vol. 39, 1969, pp. 130-134
After the Introduction (1:1 to 2:3) the Book of Genesis is divided into ten sections each of which opens with "These are
the generations of ..." (2:4f). The Introduction describes God's preparation of the earth for the man He made in His own
image. The second record starting at 2:4 tells of "the generations" or "springings forth" (Heb. toledoth) of all the species
that had been created, with special reference to man. It concerns itself primarily with the dominion of man, his loss of
status because of sin, and God's gracious plan through the promise of a Seed for his recovery and ultimate salvation.
… Scripture teaches repeatedly that all the human race has descended from one pair. "The first man Adam was made a
living soul... the first man is of the earth" (1 Cor. 15:45,47). "By one man sin entered into the world... death reigned from
Adam to Moses... if by one man's offence death reigned by one... by the offence of one judgement came upon all men to
condemnation" (Rom. 5:12-18). God "hath made of one every nation of men for to dwell on all the face of the earth"
(Acts 17:26 R.V.). "There was not a help meet found for man" (Gen. 2:20).
If, therefore, it is scientifically proved that the fossils that have been discovered are actual remains of races living
hundreds of thousands of years ago—and many still are not satisfied with the evidence—such pre-Adamic men must
have become completely extinct before God founded our present race.
… God intended that Adam should be lord of all created things on the earth—"over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl
of the air, and over the cattle and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth on the earth" (1: 26).
But because he sinned he forfeited the "dominion" and brought down God's curse on all the world of nature, so that
disharmony now reigns among all living creatures and the animal kingdom is in a continual state of war, "red in tooth and
claw". Psalm 8 has been explained by the Christian prophets (1 Cor. 15; Heb. 2, etc.) as a remarkable prophecy of the
ultimate victory of our Lord, when God "has put all things under his feet, all sheep and oxen, yea, and the beasts of the
field; the jowls of the air, and the fish of the sea, and whatsoever passeth through the paths of the sea." At his return,
Christ will deliver his people from the bondage of corruption, and also deliver "the whole creation which groaneth and
travaileth together in pain until now" by restoring harmony and balance to the world of nature (see Isa. 11:6,7,9; 65:25).
… Sin has no place in the presence of God, nor among His celestial beings. The only "heaven" in which there are "things"
that Christ could "reconcile" (to quote Col. 1) and that needed a Redeemer so far as revelation has told us, is that part of
space above earth in which there is life that has suffered from the curses of man's sin.
Edward Whittaker, The Antediluvian Patriarchs, The Testimony, vol. 41, 1971, p.16
THE FALL AND AFTER
When first created, man and his woman were told to "be fruitful and multiply" (Gen. 1:28), and yet no hint is given as to
the rate at which they were likely to reproduce. In the Providence of God no children were born until after the Fall.
Although completely unclothed, they had no sense of embarrassment even in the presence of angels. But once they had
wilfully eaten of the forbidden fruit, they guiltily contrived to cover themselves. And ever since, despite the
permissiveness of our twentieth century society, clothes have continued to be "the trappings of shame". It has been
suggested that the fruit they ate caused a biological mutation which changed the state of their minds and their bodies.
"By the offence of one many were made sinners", and ever since "a fixation of sin" has inhered to Adam and his posterity
to produce a murderer so early as the first generation (see Elwyn Humphreys' The Problem of Sin's Origin, p.17).
To Eve, God said: "I will greatly multiply thy conception". The proliferation caused by the physical change must have been
both astonishing and bewildering to the earliest generation. The "urge" (Gen. 3:16 N.E.B. mg.) in the race created one of
its most refractory problems by the imbalance it caused. The student will note that if the Tree of Knowledge of Good and
Evil did in fact cause a biological change, its function corresponded closely to that of the other Tree in the Garden which
could have changed man's nature to immortal. Both Literalists and Liberalists will not fail to note how wonderfully this
earliest revelation coheres in all its details.
Man's particular curse was related to the introduction of harmful vegetation that would impose on him an arduous life
of ceaseless toil. It is striking that the two dominant factors determining race survival—the rate of human reproduction
and the productivity of the land —were both conditioned by the Fall, and ever since have defeated man's best efforts to
establish his own ideally balanced society. "God doth not afflict willingly nor grieve the children of man" (Lam. 3:33). The
prospect of access to the Way of the Tree of Life was kept open by a ministry of angels, for which God instituted a
tabernacle (Gen. 4:7), cherubim (3:24), altar (4:3), mediator (4:3), an ordered system of worship with its Sabbaths (2:3),
forgiveness of sins through the shedding of blood, etc.—all to engender faith, hope and fellowship in the hearts of the
godly.
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Peter Watkins [1960s to 1970s]
A. On Creation
Peter Watkins,, The Christadelphian, vol. 97, 1960, pp. 6-7, 1960
“OUR subject begins with the first verse of Genesis 1: “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.”
We are not given any details. We are not told when “the beginning” began; nor are we told how the work was done; nor
how long it took. We sometimes hear it said that Genesis teaches that the earth was created in six days. The Genesis
account of creation does not say this. It simply tells us that in the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. All
that we need to know about the birth of this planet is that it was the work of God, and that God also created the heaven
during the same undefined period.
We proceed to the next verse, and immediately the sphere of interest narrows. Our attention is now directed to the earth:
“And the earth was without form and void; and darkness was upon the face of the deep”. Now this dark, chaotic and
empty planet was to be illuminated, organized and furnished with living things by God. The six days of Genesis 1 are
concerned with these operations.
How then are we to think of these days? Did God complete all the operations described in Genesis 1 in six days of 24
hours? Or was it the work of six long periods of time, described, for some reason, as days? Or is there another explanation?
It seems difficult to escape the conclusion that the days were literal days. Let us look again at the evidence. First we take
note of the deliberate way in which the Spirit states: “And the evening and the morning were the first day”. We are told
that the time in question was a day; and we are also given a definition of the word “day” in this context. It consisted of,
or was bounded by, an evening and a morning. As though to remove all doubts from our minds, the same form of words—
differing only in the number of the day under consideration—is repeated five times. Thus after the last of the series of
work-days we read: “And the evening and the morning were the sixth day”. Although the Revised Version reads a little
differently, the difference does not affect the sense of the passage.
There is another obvious sort of argument which has been used many times, and which cannot lightly be set aside. In
Exodus 20:9–11 we read: “Six days shalt thou labour, and do all thy work: but the seventh day is the sabbath of the Lord
thy God: in it thou shalt not do any work, thou, nor thy son, nor thy daughter, thy manservant, nor thy maidservant, nor
thy cattle, nor thy stranger that is within thy gates: for in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that
in them is, and rested the seventh day: wherefore the Lord blessed the sabbath day, and hallowed it.”
When Israel were instructed to work six days and rest one, their instructions concerned literal days. Since their weekly
cycle is based upon what God did, consistency requires that the days be understood literally when applied to God too.
Having then reminded ourselves that there would seem to be good reasons for regarding the days of Genesis 1 as literal
days, we must now review the evidence that seems to indicate that longer periods of time are involved.
It is common knowledge that the sequence of events described in Genesis 1 is the same as the sequence that geologists
have discovered by studying the rocks. This cannot be mere coincidence. It is, rather, a case of the record of the rocks
confirming the record of the Word. And yet if we believe that the great changes and creative acts described in Genesis 1
took place in one week, we are obliged to reject the geological scheme completely, and to regard the astonishing
similarity between Genesis 1 and the time periods of geology as something fortuitous and irrelevant. Obviously we cannot
do this. Instead we must gratefully accept the scientific confirmation of Genesis 1: which means that somehow we have
to think of the days as periods.
We have referred to the apparent insistence on literal days in Genesis 1. Yet it must be admitted that the details supplied
concerning the sixth day’s work in Genesis 2 seem to involve a longer period. In terms of Genesis 1 the creation of man,
male and female, are part of the sixth day’s work. We know that God could have created man and woman in the same
24 hour period, but does Genesis 2 read as if this actually happened? Does it not seem as if there was a lapse of time,
longer than a few hours, between the creation of man and woman? There is no need to press this point here; though we
suggest that the reader could profitably read Genesis 2 again, and ask himself whether the matters relating to man sound
like a 24 hour programme.
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Here then is the problem: there are good reasons for believing that the days are literal, and there are also good reasons
for supposing that they represent periods. The reasons are so good in each case that, instead of regarding the ideas as
mutually exclusive, we must try to combine them. In other words, we must look for an explanation that says that literal
days and periods were involved.
We are probably familiar with one attempt to resolve the problem. It has been suggested that in six consecutive days of
24 hours, Adam, or Moses, was given visions, revealing what had happened over long periods of time. This theory
certainly succeeds in combining literal days and long periods. A serious objection, however, is that there is no clear
evidence that Genesis 1 consists of a series of visions.
We submit now another suggestion which not only explains satisfactorily Genesis 1 and 2, but also accords with well
established scriptural principles. The idea is this: that God uttered His commands in six consecutive days (a summary of
these commands is given in Genesis 1), and that in the ages that followed, the angels fulfilled these commands. Thus
literals days and periods would be involved. The days would be days of edicts or fiats; the periods, periods of
outworking—when the fiats would become facts.
It will be readily acknowledged that one feature of God’s dealings with men and nations is that He utters His word first,
and then performs His work later. Usually there is an interval between the word and the work. During this interval the
outworking of God’s purpose may have commenced, but it is not usually apparent to man. All Bible prophecy is based on
this principle. Men of faith have always placed their reliance upon the fact that “God hath spoken”. They have known
that, although there is a waiting period, God’s word shall not return unto Him void, but shall accomplish that which He
pleases, and shall prosper in the thing whereunto He sent it. Our proposition is that this same principle operated in
creation: that God spoke first, and performed later. Sometimes the time lag was great. Some of God’s purposes expressed
on the sixth day have yet to be fulfilled.
Let us look at the evidence. Firstly we observe that during the six days of Genesis 1 a series of commands were, in fact,
given. Every section of the work is introduced by such words as, “Let there be”, and, “Let us make”. A fiat always comes
first.
Next, we observe that emphasis is laid in Old and New Testaments upon the fact that creation was effected by the Word
of God. Thus Psalm 33:6 states: “By the word of the Lord were the heavens made; and all the host of them by the breath
of his mouth.” Verse 9 explains what is meant: “For he spake, and it was done; he commanded, and it stood fast.”
Another relevant passage is John 1:3, which says: “All things were made by him (i.e. the Word which was in the beginning
with God), and without him was not anything made that was made”. And again, Heb. 11:3: “Through faith we understand
that the worlds were framed by the word of God, so that things which are seen were not made of things which do appear.”
…
Peter Watkins, Some Difficult Passages Book 1, The Christadelphian Isolation League, p. 9
Next, we take note of the description of the Lord Jesus as “the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation”
(R.V). These words are an echo of Gen. 1:26: “And, God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness”. Although
the Lord Jesus was doubtless in the mind of God when this intention was expressed, there was obviously an immediate
application to Adam. In a limited sense, he was created in God’s image, as Gen. 1:27 states; and he was the firstborn of
the human creation — all others descending from him. Adam failed, and the image was shattered. The natural
descendants of Adam were doomed to failure. A new creation was necessary. Accordingly the Lord Jesus was created in
the image of God, and it was God’s intention that he should be the beginning — the firstborn — of the new creation.

B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
Peter Watkins, The Cross of Christ, The Christadelphian Magazine and Publishing Association Ltd
(UK)
… Genesis 3 continues the narrative. It tells of the disobedience of Adam, and the consequences of this disobedience.
God pronounced the death sentence upon Adam:
"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" (Genesis 3:19).
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The effect of this upon the rest of humanity is stated by Paul: "By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin;
and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned" (Romans 5:12).
Like begets like. Adam disobeyed and became a sinner, and all his children follow him in the way of sin. The Scriptures
declare, and we know from personal experience, that there is in all human beings a strong tendency to defy the law of
God. Adam was condemned to death, and his descendants, the sin-stricken human race – all who are "in Adam", to use
a Scriptural expression – are likewise subject to death: "Death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned."
The Scriptures themselves emphasize the fact that man is subject to death because of sin. Romans 5:12, quoted above,
is just one of many passages that stress this relationship between sin and death. The oft-quoted Scripture, "The wages of
sin is death", occurs in the next chapter of Romans (6:23), and in the chapter after that it is stated that "the motions of
sins, which were by the law, did work in our members to bring forth fruit unto death" (7:5).
… As we have seen, the Bible teaches that death is a punishment. It was never intended to be something pleasant and
attractive. According to the Bible, when a man dies "his thoughts perish" (Psalm 146:4); and "the dead know not anything"
(Ecclesiastes 9:5). To put it simply: death is the cessation of life.
Although man keeps fighting against God throughout his life – by continuing to sin and by rejecting death – God wins
decisively in the end, and man returns to his native dust. God did not say in vain, "Dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou
return".
… Because the death of Christ saves men from sin, we should expect it also to save men from death, the consequence of
sin.
… The Lord Jesus was different. He always resisted sin, and he accepted death. Thus he declared by his life and his death
that Adam was wrong and God was right.
To accept death as the just reward of one's sins is exceptional. But to accept death without ever having sinned marks out
the Lord Jesus as a unique person.
"But God forbid that I should glory, save in the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom the world is crucified unto me, and
I unto the world" (6:14).
Paul is involved in two crucifixions here: (1) "the world is crucified unto me;" (2) "... and I unto the world." The second
crucifixion is easy to understand. Paul is crucified (figuratively speaking) by the hostile world because he is a follower of
Christ. But what about the first crucifixion? Paul – and other believers – are crucifiers of the world. How can this be?
The answer is that, as well as being outside of us and around us, the world is inside each one of us. Human desires are
called the world (1 John 2:16). This world within us, which is also called "the flesh" has to be crucified. Thus, in Galatians
5:24 Paul says:
"They that are Christ's have crucified the flesh with the affections and lusts."
Disciples must therefore prepare for confrontation with the world on two fronts. They have to crucify, or destroy, their
ungodly tendencies; and they have to suffer the hostility of a world that hates them because they hate sin.
… When God pronounced the death sentence on mankind in Eden He was upholding His own righteous law. If He were
to waive this sentence, He would, in effect, be saying that sin does not really matter after all. So the sentence of Eden
stands and God requires that each of us must die.
Sooner or later death overtakes all men: but God encourages us to recognize our own degraded and hopeless condition
and anticipate the death sentence. We must volunteer for crucifixion.
… So the incident of the brazen serpent is a dramatized parable demonstrating that there was no power in the Law of
Moses to save humanity from the serpent bite of sin. That is why God provided His only begotten Son.
But why does the Lord compare himself to a serpent, of all creatures? The Son of God came in human form. In character
he was perfect, yet he had inherited from Adam a "serpent" nature – a nature which could be tempted to sin. This nature
was the cause of the trouble. It had to be cursed and crucified.
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To hang a person on a tree, pole, or cross, was a symbolic act. It was the Hebrew way of cursing the one who was "lifted
up". In the words of Scripture: "He that is hanged is accursed of God" (Deuteronomy 21:23). In comparing himself to the
serpent on the pole, the Lord was teaching that salvation from death could only come by cursing and destroying human
nature with its potential for rebellion against God's authority. The Lord Jesus, an innocent bearer of this rebellious nature,
showed what to do with it. He crucified it, and he invited others to do the same.
… Human nature is evil and offensive to God. It must be destroyed. This is the lesson of the brazen serpent. But life itself,
and every good gift, has come from God and must be given back to him in sacrifice. This is the lesson of the paschal lamb.
Peter Watkins, The Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil, The Christadelphian, Vol. 101, 1964, pp.
500-503
Adam and Eve ate of the forbidden fruit. Because of this act of disobedience they became sinners, and were condemned
to death.
The forbidden fruit was the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. If the fruit of any other tree had been
forbidden, then obviously it would have been sin to eat it, and punishment would have doubtless followed. But the issue
is more involved because of the unique quality of the fruit of the forbidden tree. Its eaters would receive knowledge that
was not otherwise available—knowledge of good or of evil, according to circumstance. In this circumstance the eaters,
because of their disobedience, were sinners; and so the knowledge would be knowledge of their own evil condition.
There were therefore two immediate consequences of the transgression:
1. The act of eating forbidden fruit made Adam and Eve sinners.
2. The effect of eating the fruit of a tree that could give knowledge of good and evil, was to give Adam and Eve
knowledge of the evil state in which they now found themselves.
These two consequences are worth considering carefully.
NAKEDNESS AND SIN
We say that the act of eating forbidden fruit made Adam and Eve sinners. Did the act of disobedience defile or debase
their nature in any permanent sense?
From time to time we hear assertions that Adam’s transgression did not, in itself, carry any far-reaching consequences.
It is argued that Adam committed an isolated act of sin that did not vitiate his nature; and that its physical effects were
not transmitted to his progeny. But let us examine the record.
Let us note, in the first place, the contrast between Gen. 2:25 and Gen. 3:7:
“And they were both naked, the man and his wife, and were not ashamed.”
“And the eyes of them both were opened, and they knew that they were naked; and they sewed fig leaves
together, and made themselves aprons.”
Before the transgression Adam and Eve were not ashamed of their nakedness; after the transgression they were ashamed.
Why the difference? Why should the knowledge of their nakedness reveal a condition that caused shame?
If we define nakedness as man’s natural state the account becomes easier to understand. Before sinning, Adam and Eve
were not ashamed of their natural state; after sinning, they were ashamed. We cannot escape the conclusion that, in
some way, the act of sin affected their natural state and made it shameful even to themselves. Clearly then, the act of
sin must not be thought of as an isolated act that did not affect Adam’s nature.
So greatly were Adam and Eve concerned about their changed condition that they took steps to conceal that which was
offensive, even to themselves. They made clothes to cover their nakedness. So deeply were they affected that they still
felt naked—even after covering themselves with clothes. They hid amongst the trees of the Garden. Indeed, Adam
confessed to God that he had hidden himself amongst the trees because of his nakedness, although he was already
clothed when he looked for concealment. Obviously physical nakedness was only a part of the trouble. There was a
spiritual nakedness that neither clothes nor shady trees could conceal. The nature of Adam and Eve was so much defiled
by the act of disobedience that only God could provide an adequate covering for their nakedness. Sacrifice was necessary.
Coats of skin were provided.
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“MINE INIQUITY HAVE I NOT HID”
Having moved so far in this direction, it would be a pity to miss the beautiful exhortation of Psalm 32. The Psalm begins
thus: “Blessed is he whose transgression is forgiven, whose sin is covered.” We mark the words: “whose sin is covered.”
We move on to verses 3 and 4: “When I kept silence, my bones waxed old through my roaring all the day long. For day
and night thy hand was heavy upon me . . .”
What does David mean: “When I kept silence . . .”? Verse 5 provides the clue: “I acknowledged my sin unto thee, and
mine iniquity have I not hid”. Keeping silence means concealing sin instead of confessing it. When at last the Psalmist
makes confession, his troubles are over: “I said, I will confess my transgressions unto the Lord; and thou forgavest the
iniquity of my sin.”
Observe that the man who says, “Blessed is he whose sin is covered”, also says, “. . . mine iniquity have I not hid”. Man’s
duty and privilege is to reveal his sin to God. Then God provides an adequate covering.
In verses 6 and 7, the Psalmist draws his moral: “For this shall every one that is godly pray unto thee in a time when thou
mayest be found: surely in the floods of great waters they shall not come nigh unto him.” God is accessible now. He will
not always be. Let us therefore confess our sins to Him now, and obtain forgiveness. He adds: “Thou art my hiding place;
thou shalt preserve me from trouble; thou shalt compass me about with songs of deliverance.” Instead of hiding from
God, like Adam, the Psalmist makes God his hiding place and refuge from trouble.
“CHILDREN OF DISOBEDIENCE”
We have seen that the act of disobedience of our first parents made an indelible impression upon the transgressors
themselves. And because none can bring a clean thing out of an unclean, the defiled Adamic nature is transmitted to all
the children of Adam and Eve.
Has it never struck us as strange that all human beings are ashamed of physical nakedness? The beasts are not ashamed
of their natural condition—but man is. Why? Because man knows in himself that there is something wrong with his
natural condition.
The significance of this fact is greater than most people realize. Let us express it in another way. All men are ashamed of
their natural state. We can trace this tendency right back to the first human pair: they too had the same sense of shame.
But if we go further back still, we find that there was a time when the first human pair were not ashamed of their
nakedness. Relative to our subject there are therefore two periods in human history:
1. A short period when human beings were not ashamed of physical nakedness.
2. A long period, extending to the present, when people are ashamed of physical nakedness.
One event stands between these two periods—the transgression. The transgression caused the change, which made its
mark not only on Adam and Eve, but on all humanity. All human beings inherit a defiled nature from Adam and Eve. There
is abundant scriptural confirmation of the fact that humanity is stricken by sin. A number of passages come to mind
immediately—such as—
“The imagination of man’s heart is evil from his youth” (Gen. 8 : 21).
“The heart is deceitful above all things and desperately wicked: who can know it?” (Jer. 17 : 9).
“From within, out of the heart of men, proceed evil thoughts, adulteries, fornications, murders, thefts,
covetousness, wickedness, deceit, lasciviousness, an evil eye, blasphemy, pride, foolishness: all these evil things
come from within, and defile the man” (Mark 7 : 21–23).
“Every man is tempted when he is drawn away of his own lust, and enticed” (James 1 : 14).
And so we could continue.
A “CONSCIENCE” TREE
Let us now turn to the second of the two immediate consequences of the transgression. We stated that the effect of
eating the fruit of this remarkable tree was to give Adam and Eve a knowledge of the evil state in which they now found
themselves.
We now submit that the tree was a “conscience” tree. The eating of its fruit gave to our first parents — and thus to all
humanity — a conscience. The very name of the tree suggests this function: the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.
Conscience is an inner knowledge of right and wrong.
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Certainly Adam and Eve acted like people with guilty consciences after the transgression. They did not need to be told
that they were naked: they knew in themselves, and took immediate steps to conceal their guilt. It would seem that the
voice of conscience was put to silence for a while, when Adam and Eve had covered their nakedness. There seems to
have been a period of relaxation, until “they heard the voice of the Lord God walking in the garden in the cool of the day”.
Then conscience asserted itself again. God did not need to say a word. The awareness of God’s presence shook them out
of their spiritual slumber. Without any prompting, they examined themselves as they imagined God would have examined
them. They were displeased with themselves, and they felt sure that God would be angry. They were afraid. They fled for
cover amongst the trees of the Garden. Truly, a guilty conscience needs no condemning.
We know how the story proceeds. God called, “Where art thou?” Adam confessed that he had hidden because he was
naked. Then the significant words come back: “Who told thee that thou wast naked? Hast thou eaten of the tree, whereof
I commanded thee that thou shouldest not eat?” Evidently the fruit of this tree was calculated to give a man a
consciousness of his own condition—or a conscience.
THE FUNCTION OF CONSCIENCE
There is much that we can learn about conscience from this narrative, and from other scriptures.
Before a sinner can repent and receive forgiveness, he must feel convicted of guilt. The inner voice of conscience must
rebuke a man before remorse and repentance can enter his heart. Conscience is the immediate judge, and God is the
ultimate judge. If the immediate judge condemns, the Ultimate Judge will also condemn—and will punish, unless the
sinner heeds the rebuke of conscience, and makes his peace with God “while He is yet to be found”.
Conscience is therefore a merciful provision. It was God’s first gift to the first sinners. God, in His mercy, had prepared
the means of grace even before the sin was committed.
Conscience may be abused. It is possible, and indeed easy, to silence a protesting conscience with something less than
true repentance. Like Adam, we can be satisfied when we conceal the appearances of sin. At least we can be satisfied
until we are confronted by the Righteous Judge—or until we remember that there will be a judgment.
Then conscience will assert itself again and condemn us before the Judge pronounces his verdict. We recall that the
“fearful” are amongst those who have their part in the lake of fire.
Conscience plays a dual rôle. We have discussed its function in rebuking a transgressor and restoring him to God. It can
do even better. It can prevent transgression, by giving a stern warning to the one who is tempted. But the promptings of
conscience can only be effective, whether in warning or in rebuke, if the law of God is written upon a man’s heart.
“A LAW UNTO THEMSELVES”
This brings us to that interesting parenthesis in Rom. 2:13–16:
“For not the hearers of the law are just before God, but the doers of the law shall be justified. For when the
Gentiles, which have not the law, do by nature the things contained in the law, these, having not the law, are a
law unto themselves: which show the work of the law written in their hearts, their conscience also bearing
witness, and their thoughts the meanwhile accusing or else excusing one another.”
Who are these remarkable Gentiles who have not the law, but who do by nature the things contained in the law? They
cannot be unregenerate heathen with a genius for noble acts. No such creatures have ever existed. Jews and Gentiles are
all under sin, and spontaneous acts of godliness are foreign to the Adamic nature. Verse 15 explains that the law of God
is written upon their hearts. They are therefore believers—Gentile believers. Because the law is written upon their hearts,
it is a part of themselves. They are embodiments of the law: they are “a law unto themselves”. Because they carry the
law upon the tables of their own hearts (compare 2 Cor. 3 : 3), their nature is to do the things contained in the law. If
they are tempted to transgress the law that is engraven on their hearts, a warning comes from within. If they transgress,
they not only offend God, the author of the law: they also offend themselves, as embodiments of the law. Thus conscience
comes into play, and thus Paul explains it in this passage (we quote now from the R.V.): “. . . these, having no law, are a
law unto themselves in that they show the work of the law written in their hearts, their conscience bearing witness
therewith, and their thoughts one with another accusing or else excusing them.”
Are we numbered amongst the Gentiles who bear the law of God upon their hearts?
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Peter Watkins, The Literality of the Serpent in Eden, The Testimony, Vol. 35, 1965, pp. 312-315
"FIRST let us be assured of one thing. There was a serpent in Eden. There are a number of good reasons why we should
believe this. Genesis 3 says that there was a serpent: "Now the serpent was more subtil than any beast of the field which
the Lord God had made." It is a good rule to take words at their face value, unless there are compelling reasons for doing
otherwise. The Genesis account speaks of a man, a woman and a serpent. If someone wants to assert that there was no
literal serpent, he has to do the proving. If we, who believe in a literal serpent, were to do no more than express our
conviction, none who profess to accept the Bible would have cause to complain. The onus of proof does not rest with us.
Those who deny that there was a serpent in Eden have then to tell us why they have come to this unexpected conclusion.
Their task becomes more formidable if they believe (as Christadelphians do) in a literal Adam and Eve. Consistency seems
to require (we say "seems" in order to present the case objectively) that they believe in a literal serpent too. Conversely,
of course, those who reject the belief that Adam and Eve were real people, will automatically dispose of the serpent at
the same time. Some may plead that they are able to believe in a literal Adam and Eve without believing in a literal
serpent. In this case, the narrative would be partly literal and partly figurative. This must not be dismissed as an
impossibility (there are other examples in Scripture): but it will surely be admitted that, other things being equal, it seems
less likely than a wholly literal narrative. And again, the one who proposes it has to do the explaining.
Let us proceed carefully from here. We say that the one who believes that Adam and Eve were literal, but that the serpent
is not literal, has to do the explaining. What has he to explain? First, he has to say whether he regards the serpent as the
only non-literal element in the story. What about the special trees, the disobedient eating, the shameful nakedness, the
covering and concealment, the questioning, the expulsion? In other words, what about the Garden of Eden altogether?
Are all these other details part of an elaborate allegory, or is the serpent the only non-literal feature of the account?
There are difficulties either way. Suppose it is argued that all the details of the Eden narrative are to be taken literally
except the serpent. Why the exception? Do they regard a thinking, talking serpent as too great a tax upon the credulity?
What then of the tree of knowledge of good and evil, and the tree of life? From the point of view of human experience
these seem just as unlikely. Ought not they to be rejected too. If we can believe that there were many trees in the Garden,
and two special trees, we can also believe that there were many creatures on the earth, and two special creatures—the
serpent and man. If, on the other hand, it is argued that only Adam and Eve are literal, we must ask what compelling
reason there is for distinguishing between two literal people and an allegorical environment. If the environment is not
literal the two characters seem almost irrelevant. We have Adam and Eve, but no Eden. We are left with two shadowy
people who seem, somehow, to have been involved in some tragedy, but what really happened is hidden from us.
Positive Evidence
Although the onus of proof does not rest with us, let us look at the positive evidence. The way in which the account refers
to the serpent should carry conviction. Genesis 2:18 prepares us for Genesis 3:1. The first passage tells us that "out of the
ground the Lord God formed every beast of the field"; and the second passage says that "the serpent was more subtil
than any beast of the field which the Lord God had made." The serpent had therefore been made by God. It was one of
the beasts which the Lord God had formed out of the ground. The earlier passage (Gen. 2:18) goes on to say that God
brought the creatures he had formed to Adam, so that he might name them. When therefore we read, only six verses
later, of a creature called the serpent, we are to remind ourselves that Adam had already met this creature, and given it
its name. There is of course the ingenious suggestion that because the serpent was more subtil than any beast of the field
which the Lord God had made, he was not to be numbered amongst these beasts. The comparison is made from the
outside, as it were. We would submit that this is a very unlikely reading, so much so that the very possibility of construing
the passage in this way does not occur to most people. Nor do other versions seem to support this reading. Thus the
R.S.V. reads: "Now the serpent was more subtle than any other wild creature that the Lord God had made"; and the LXX:
"Now the serpent was the most crafty of all the brutes on the earth, which the Lord God made." Our conclusions
concerning the literality of the serpent are confirmed by the way in which Paul refers to the serpent: "But I fear, lest by
any means, as the serpent beguiled Eve through his subtility, so your minds should be corrupted from the simplicity that
is in Christ" (2 Cor. 11:3). Assume, for the sake of argument, that there was no serpent. Did the inspired apostle mistakenly
think that there was one, and communicate his error to the Corinthians and ourselves? We can dismiss that idea instantly.
Are we then to think of Paul as one who, although he knew perfectly well that there was no serpent, was willing to deceive
the Corinthians, and ourselves, by pretending the opposite—and that in a context in which he warns against false teachers.
We can reject that too. Are we then to suppose that, although Paul was clear in his own mind that there was no serpent,
and although he did not wish to deceive others, he was referring to the serpent story as to something that was frankly
fictitious, just as one might refer, by way of illustration, to the "Good Samaritan" or "Prodigal Son"? This seems more
reasonable, certainly; but when we take the context into account we think that this too must be rejected. The context, in
2 Cor. 11, is concerned with the insidious influence of false teachers. Paul's anxiety is great. If these deceitful workers
succeed, the result will be disastrous. It will be like the tragedy of Eden all over again. On that occasion a worldful of
trouble was created because Eve was impressed by the message of the serpent. Now these false teachers are playing the
role of the serpent and threatening the very foundations of Christianity. If the reference to the serpent were a reference
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to something fictitious, or symbolical, it could be regarded as an apt illustration, perhaps, but it would not be particularly
impressive. But if, instead, the reference was to a creature whose teaching really plunged the world into disaster, the
lesson would be immensely powerful. Let us think a little more deeply about Paul's warning. He says in effect, that two
things can cause the destruction of the Christian church. The first of these two things is already a fact; the second is a
possibility. The fact is false teachers are at work. The possibility is that immature Christians will be influenced by these
false teachers. The reference to Eve and the serpent would suggest that two comparable things were responsible for
Eve's downfall: a false teacher was at work; and Eve permitted herself to be influenced by this false teacher. If it be argued
that the serpent was a symbol of Eve's unworthy thoughts, the parallel is destroyed. We could more easily conceive of
the sin stricken Corinthians being tempted by their own unworthy thought than the sinless Eve; and yet we are asked to
believe that the opposite happened—that Eve was tempted from within, but the Corinthians from without. It doesn't
ring true.
"Which things are an allegory"
Genesis 3:15 is sometimes quoted by those who say that there was no literal serpent in Eden: "And I will put enmity
between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his
heel." It is argued that some of the things stated about the serpent in this verse could not possibly apply to a literal
serpent. The verse is figurative, we are told, and if we really want to be consistent we must regard the whole serpentpassage in the same way. We agree that Genesis 3:15 is not to be taken literally. Without going into detail now, we
recognise that these words refer to the struggle against sin that culminated in that great triumph that looked like defeat—
the crucifixion of Christ. But does the fact that this is a prophecy concerning the conflict of flesh and spirit provide an
adequate reason for rejecting the literality of the events which seem to call forth the utterance? This is worth pondering
carefully. We note, in the first place, that these prophetic words concerning the serpent, the woman, and their seeds, are
not a part of the narrative in the ordinary sense. They are a piece of direct speech—a divine utterance. Does this make
any difference ? Yes, it makes a great difference when we realise that this utterance is one of the many edicts of Genesis.
It has been observed that Genesis is a book of edicts. These are prophetic utterances of great consequence, that have
determined the course of history. "Let us make man in our image . . .", ". . . therefore shall a man leave his father and his
mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall be one flesh", "Dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return",
"Cursed be Canaan", "In thee shall all families of the earth be blessed", "Benjamin shall ravin as a wolf"; these are but a
few of the edicts of Genesis. Generally speaking, these pregnant prophetic utterances concern much more than the
persons or circumstances immediately involved. And yet, that is just what those are saying who deny the reality of the
serpent, because of the far-reaching edict of Gen. 3:15. We may say that the edicts of Genesis usually concern much more
than the persons or circumstances immediately involved. Consider the edict concerning marriage. When the woman was
brought to Adam, he said "This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called Woman, because she
was taken out of man. Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother and shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall
be one flesh." Adam had been created by God —he had neither father nor mother. Yet the words uttered on the occasion
of his marriage were: "For this cause shall a man leave his father and his mother . . .". Obviously these words, though
based upon Adam's marriage, did not stop there. They anticipated the marriages of his children. Indeed, the Apostle Paul
goes further still, and shows that this edict concerning marriage transcends human marriage altogether, and concerns
Christ and the church. His words are: "For this cause shall a man leave his father and mother, and shall be joined unto his
wife, and they two shall be one flesh. This is a great mystery: but I speak concerning Christ and the church."
Now consider: it is argued that there was no literal serpent, because some of the words of what is referred to as the curse
on the serpent, obviously have no application to a creature in Eden. By the same logic it could be argued that there was
no literal Adam, because some of the words of what may be referred to as Adam's marriage obviously have no application
to the first man. Indeed, if this sort of logic were applied to all the edicts of Genesis, there would be little literal narrative
left. Why should not a literal serpent become a symbol of sin? As we have intimated, there are many other examples of
the same sort of relationship between literal and figurative in Genesis. We have just discussed the "marriage" edict. God
gave Adam a wife— and made marriage a symbol of the union of Christ and the church. The rivalry of two mothers was
a painful domestic issue in Abraham's household—and an allegory of two covenants. The near-sacrifice of Isaac was an
event in the life of Abraham—and a type, or acted prophecy, of the death and resurrection of Christ. The struggle of twin
sons in the womb was a perplexing experience in the life of Rebekah—and an earnest of the relentless hostility of two
races. In the writings of men, an allegory is an allegory, and nothing more. In the book of Genesis, allegories are also true
stories. We must not assume that things which would be mutually exclusive in human writings are to be thus regarded in
the Word of God. "Thou thoughtest that I was altogether such an one as thyself," said God indignantly, to Israel (Psalm
50:21), and we must beware lest we think of God in human dimensions. The Word of God is too big for us; but we will
get some appreciation of its greatness if, instead of trimming it to make it fit the thoughts of our little minds, we strive
to enlarge our minds to receive it. Thus we are invited to think of the historical accounts of Genesis in a number of ways:
first, controlled events; next, as a faithful record of these events; then as an allegory that needs expounding; and finally,
as an exposition of spiritual truth.
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Peter Watkins, The Devil, the Great Deceiver, 1976, pp. 9-11
The ultimate devil is man himself – not the man who was created in the image of God, but the man who, by disobedience,
marred that image and was condemned to death.
This startling proposition needs explaining and qualifying: and this is the purpose of this study. We shall try to unravel
some of the complexities of this vast subject, and our method of procedure will be to follow the guide lines that the
Scriptures themselves provide. Essentially, this is a Bible study. The Bible must be its own interpreter.
The devil, satan, demons, unclean spirits, the serpent, the dragon: all these Bible themes are woven into one big theme.
We must try to get an understanding of the parts, and thus be in a position to see the picture as a whole.
And it is important that we do see the picture as a whole. I would gently suggest that it is because they have failed to do
this that so many diligent students of the Bible have been frightened away from this subject.
Let me explain. These students of Scripture have started right. It is reassuring to observe how many readers of the Bible
have been led by their own reading to the conclusion that the devil of the Bible is, in some way, a symbol of human nature.
It is reassuring that independent study of Scripture brings different people to the same answer; though the answer itself
is profoundly disturbing. Indeed, it is impossible to be confronted by a more humbling fact than that the devil is within
us, and not outside us. But to get back to the point, having come to see that the devil is in some way—yes, it is usually
put rather vaguely—a symbol of human nature, most students have pursued the subject no further. To them, the
importance of the discovery can best be stated negatively: their eyes have been opened to the fact that the devil is not a
supernatural monster after all. Some would express it even more negatively, if possible, and say with unseemly elation:
So there is no devil after all!
No! It is not so easy as that. This negative attitude is unsatisfactory on two counts. In the first place, it should be
recognized that to equate the devil with human nature, or with what is undesirable in human nature, is not to destroy
this evil power. The alarming fact is that it is now closer to us than we could ever have imagined.
And secondly, what are we to make of that bewildering array of Scriptures concerning the devil, satan and evil spirits?
Are they there only to embarrass us? Whereas many Bible readers know what conclusions are not to be drawn from
these Scriptures, they are at a loss to know what positive purpose they are intended to serve.
Frankly, this is not good enough. The Scriptures were not given to confound and inhibit those who are seeking for wisdom.
“All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in
righteousness: that the man of God may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works” (2 Tim. 3:16, 17).
When parts of God’s message frighten or embarrass us, the proper thing to do is to face up to the challenge they present.
In other words, more study is indicated. As far as the present subject is concerned, I would suggest that, instead of
endeavouring defensively to explain, or to explain away, each “devil” passage with which we are confronted, we ought
to set ourselves the task of looking for themes that run all through these Scriptures, and thus get a coherent,
comprehensive picture of the whole subject. This is, in fact, what we have tried to do here. The task is by no means
completed: there are still depths to be explored, and loose ends to tie up. But if this study helps us to see that the
Scriptures present us with one great, fascinating theme, rather than an exasperating array of perplexing passages, it will
be a useful start.
Peter Watkins, The Devil, the Great Deceiver, 1976, pp. 21-25
Ungodly Lusts - It is submitted that the following definition removes the problems: the devil is a symbol of ungodly human
desires. There is no want of Scriptural support for this definition, and we shall discuss it later. Our immediate purpose,
however, must be to see how this definition fits the account of the wilderness temptation, and the teaching of Hebrews
2:14.
“In all points . . .” The devil that tempted the Lord Jesus was his own human desires. That is the proposition that we must
examine now. It hardly needs saying that there is a mass of evidence, particularly in Hebrews, that the Lord Jesus
possessed a nature just like ours. Again, we refer to Heb. 2:14—to the first part of the verse: “Forasmuch then as the
children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same . . .” The words, “also”, “himself”
and “likewise” are put in to stress the fact that the Lord Jesus really did possess a nature like ours. Verse 17 of the same
chapter repeats the point: “Wherefore in all things it behoved him to be made like unto his brethren”; and Heb. 4:15 says
that “he was in all points tempted like as we are, yet without sin”. We do not dishonour Christ when we say that he was
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tempted as we are. We honour him the more, because we acknowledge that, although he was tempted as we are, he did
not sin. In this he was unique.
… Hebrews 2:14 again - The human desires that were frustrated in the wilderness were destroyed at Calvary. As long as
there was an Adamic nature, there was the possibility of temptation. It was not enough to frustrate the human desires
that opposed the will of God. They had to be destroyed. And how else could this be done but by the destruction of the
source of these ungodly desires—the nature inherited from Adam? Thus the Lord Jesus destroyed sin in the place where
it resided. He destroyed sin in the flesh.
This is the message of Hebrews 2:14. Jesus came in our nature that he might die; that, by his death, the devil, or ungodly
human desires, could be destroyed at their source. “He put away sin by the sacrifice of himself” (Heb. 9:26).
Peter Watkins, That Old Serpent, The Devil, the Great Deceiver, 1976, pp. 46-50
Our purpose now is to take note of the fact that there are very close links between the serpent of Eden and the devil and
Satan of the New Testament. This fact points to some important conclusions.
Twice in Revelation the power called the devil and Satan is also called “that old serpent”:
“And the great dragon was cast out, that old serpent, called the Devil, and Satan, which deceiveth the whole
world: he was cast out into the earth, and his angels were cast out with him” (12:9).
“And he laid hold on the dragon, that old serpent, which is the Devil, and Satan, and bound him a thousand years,
and cast him into the bottomless pit, and shut him up, and set a seal upon him, that he should deceive the
nations no more, till the thousand years should be fulfilled: and after that he must be loosed a little season”
(20:2, 3).
To say that these Scriptures show that there is a link between the serpent and the devil and Satan is an understatement.
They show that, in some way, the serpent is the devil and Satan.
It is worth noting that in each of these passages the power is represented as a great deceiver—a reminder of the role
played by the serpent in Eden.
Now let us look at two other passages that connect Satan with the serpent. The first is Rom. 16:17-20:
“Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them which cause divisions and offences contrary to the doctrine which ye
have learned; and avoid them. For they that are such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly; and
by good words and fair speeches deceive the hearts of the simple. For your obedience is come abroad unto all
men. I am glad therefore on your behalf: but yet I would have you wise unto that which is good, and simple
concerning evil. And the God of peace shall bruise Satan under your feet shortly.”
This passage is impressive because it contains so many links with Eden. There is a warning against false teachers: such a
one was the serpent. “By good words and fair speeches” the serpent beguiled Eve who was simple for want of instruction.
The word “belly” has a special significance in the story of the serpent in Eden. Paul’s commendation of the obedience of
the believers in Rome is an implicit warning against such disobedience as characterized Eden. His reference to good and
evil reminds us of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. And the assurance that God would bruise Satan under their
feet shortly is bound to be an allusion to the bruising of the serpent’s head.
In Eden it was a serpent. In Romans 16 it is Satan. The equation is unmistakable.
The other quotation is 2 Corinthians 11:
“For I am jealous over you with godly jealousy: for I have espoused you to one husband, that I may present you
as a chaste virgin to Christ. But I fear, lest by any means, as the serpent beguiled Eve through his subtilty, so your
minds should be corrupted from the simplicity that is in Christ” (verses 2, 3).
“For such are false apostles, deceitful workers, transforming themselves into the apostles of Christ. And no
marvel; for Satan himself is transformed into an angel of light. Therefore it is no great thing if his ministers also
be transformed as the ministers of righteousness; whose end shall be according to their works” (verses 13-15).
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Paul takes us to Eden when he expresses the fear “lest. . . as the serpent beguiled Eve through his subtilty, so your minds
should be corrupted from the simplicity that is in Christ”. False teachers are thus likened to the first false teacher, the
serpent. This thought is carried to verse 13. Speaking of the false teachers of his day, Paul says: “For such are false apostles,
deceitful workers, transforming themselves into the apostles of Christ.” This is not to be wondered at, he says, when one
considers that the prototype of all false teachers, the serpent, is regarded as a messenger from God Himself. His actual
words are: “And no marvel; for Satan himself is transformed into an angel of light.” The serpent presented himself to Eve
as one who could enlighten by communicating the mind of God. “God doth know . . .” he said. The serpent’s message,
“Thou shalt not surely die”, was accepted by Eve, and it has been the philosophy that has dominated human thinking
ever since. Nearly all religious people, of whatever kind, believe that they are immortal; and all people, almost without
exception, act as if they will never die. Thus the first lying message of the serpent is man’s first creed, and the first lying
messenger is transformed, in men’s minds, into a celestial light-bearer. Little wonder then that lesser deceivers are held
in such high esteem, and constitute such a threat to the believers.
Let us not miss the main point in our pursuit of detail. Here is an obvious reference to the serpent: and the serpent is
called Satan.
These New Testament links with Eden are a fascinating study, but to look at further examples at this point would deflect
us from our main purpose. The question that must now be asked is: how do we explain the fact that there is a link between
the serpent of Eden and the devil and Satan of the New Testament?
Some would say that the link is obvious: Satan came to Eden in the form of a serpent.
The Serpent becomes Satan
We have already discussed this matter, and seen that this theory creates bigger difficulties than it removes. It is submitted
here that it is, in fact, the opposite of the truth. Satan did not become a serpent: the serpent became Satan.
Expressed more fully: because the serpent was the first tempter, it became a symbol of that which thereafter tempted
man—ungodly human desires: and two other names for ungodly human desires are the devil and Satan.
The serpent of Eden is a symbol of ungodly human desires. The famous “enmity” passage of Gen. 3:14, 15 introduces this
thought:
“And the Lord God said unto the serpent, Because thou hast done this, 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: and I
will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy head, and
thou shalt bruise his heel.”
The first part of this passage is obviously directly related to the serpent of Eden. The second part, in a way typical of the
edicts of Genesis, goes beyond the immediate circumstances.
There are three expressions of enmity, or mutual hostility:
1.

Between the serpent and the woman (“I will put enmity between thee and the woman”).

2.

Between the seed of the serpent and the seed of the woman (“between thy seed and her seed”).

3.

Between the serpent and the seed of the woman (“it shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel”).

There are two interesting and illuminating features of the third expression of hostility. First, we note that the seed of the
woman is singular: “It shall bruise thy head.” This identifies the seed of the woman as the Lord Jesus.
The second noteworthy feature is this: whereas the first “enmity” concerns the serpent and the woman, and the second
“enmity” concerns their respective seeds, there is a crossing of the lines, so to speak, in the third “enmity”. Here there is
a mortal struggle between the serpent (not the seed of the serpent, as we might have expected), and the seed of the
woman. The Scriptures are so precise that we must look for a reason for this unexpected feature. One implication seems
to be (however it is to be understood) that the serpent is still in existence when the seed of the woman appears. And
since the seed of the woman is singular, and applies to Christ, we can substitute our terms and say that the serpent is in
existence when Christ appears.

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Peter Watkins

P a g e | 346

The serpent is in existence when Christ appears. Obviously this cannot be true of the original serpent of Eden. That
serpent has become a symbol of something else: of human desires that are hostile to the will of God. The New Testament
has two names for these ungodly desires: the devil and Satan.
Peter Watkins, The Devil, the Great Deceiver, 1976, pp. 82-83
The theme of the devil is a sustained New Testament parable about sin-stricken human nature. But why, it could be asked,
does the Spirit deem it necessary to present this subject to us as a parable?
Like other parables, the parable of the devil fulfils a double purpose. It reveals, and it conceals. To the discerning it
provides vital information concerning the sinfulness of sin. It enables them to see themselves as they really are. It is one
thing to tell men that they are sinners; it is quite another to get them to understand the stark reality of their own wretched
condition. Shock treatment is necessary. We see this hideous monster placarded before us, and we shudder at its
deceitfulness, cruelty and wickedness. And then the dread truth comes home to us. This is a picture of me! We find
ourselves in the same position as David, when the parable of the ewe lamb is interpreted to him. Remember how, after
sternly declaring that the cruel, rich man should surely die, he hears the terrible words, “Thou art the man”.
That which is revealed to God’s servants is concealed from worldlings. Already they have a high opinion of themselves.
Already they are adept at blaming people and circumstances for their faults and failings. The Scriptures are a mirror that
reflects human nature in all its ugliness. These people look into the mirror, see their own reflection, and fail to recognize
themselves. “He is to blame, not me”, they say, as they walk cheerfully away from their own image. “The devil is
responsible for all this trouble and wickedness.” Eyes have they, but they see not!
How tragic this spiritual blindness is! God only saves those who see themselves as they really are—those who see
themselves as God sees them—and most people utterly refuse to face up to their own wretchedness.
Peter Watkins, The Devil, the Great Deceiver, 1976, pp. 99-100
We have seen that human nature is hostile to God’s laws. We have seen too that the word flesh is used to describe this
rebellious element in man—especially when expressing its opposition to the Spirit of God. Sometimes the offensive
tendencies are called, more precisely, the lusts (or desires) of the flesh. And, as we have seen from Romans 7, the word
sin is sometimes used to describe, not only acts of transgression against God’s law, but also that tendency in man that
manifests itself in these ungodly acts.
Flesh, lusts, sin: these and other expressions are applied to this lawlessness that characterizes human nature: but we may
yet enquire where in man this offensive tendency ultimately resides. Or, to put the question in another way: what is the
quintessence of sin?
It was noted in the previous chapter that the word flesh is used to describe that which rebels against the laws of God. But
what does flesh really mean in this context? Is the word to be taken literally? Is human flesh-tissue the basic stuff of sin?
Is a distinction implied between flesh and other body substance? Are we to regard the fleshly parts of the body as those
in which the rebellious tendencies reside? Or are we to suppose that because most of man’s body substance is flesh, the
word is an appropriate figure for the whole man, or for humanity as a whole?
A number of passages come to mind. “That which is born of flesh is flesh”; “Jesus Christ is come in the flesh”; “Who in
the days of his flesh, when he had offered up prayers and supplications . . .” Such Scriptures as these indicate fairly clearly
that flesh is a Scriptural expression for the complete man, or for human nature generally.
So when Paul speaks of the flesh lusting against the spirit, and the spirit against the flesh, he is not indicating precisely
where, in man, the works of wickedness are produced. He is saying, rather, that ungodly desires are a characteristic of
man’s nature.
Peter Watkins, Some Difficult Passages, Book 2, The Christadelphian Isolation League, p. 14-16
The proposition that we now want to submit is that the devil is a symbol of human lusts or desires. The reasonableness
of this proposition can best be appreciated by noting that the Scriptures say the same things about the devil as they do
about human lusts. Thus both are represented as being; the enemy of God — the tempter of man — exceedingly deceitful
— responsible for death — destroyed by the death of Christ.
… The devil is a symbol of human lusts or desires. If our proposition is valid, we must regard the devil that tempted the
Lord Jesus as his own human desires. We know that there is abundant testimony, particularly in Hebrews, to the fact that
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the Lord Jesus possessed a nature just like ours. (Heb. 2:14 is just one example). Indeed we are told that “he was in all
points tempted like as we are, yet without sin” (Heb. 4:15). It is not dishonouring to Christ to say that he was tempted as
we are.
… If it should be asked why human desires are personified in these accounts of the Lord’s temptation in the wilderness,
we would suggest that by this means we are given a more vivid impression of the duel that was taking place — between
the Holy Spirit and the human spirit. It can be expressed thus: the Lord Jesus received the Holy Spirit; the Holy Spirit led
him to the place of temptation; human desires sought to frustrate the Spirit of God; the Spirit of God (in the “Word”)
defeated these human desires, and they forsook him; in the power of the Spirit of God, Jesus went to Galilee, and read
an appropriate prophecy — “The Spirit of the Lord is upon me,...” Remember our earlier suggestion that we could regard
the subject of the devil and satan as an elaborate, sustained New Testament parable?
The human desires that were frustrated in the wilderness were destroyed at Calvary. As long as there was an Adamic
nature there was the possibility of temptation. It was not enough to frustrate human desires that opposed the will of
God. They had to be destroyed. And how else could this be done but by the destruction of the source of these ungodly
desires — the nature inherited from Adam. Thus the Lord Jesus destroyed sin in the place where it resided: “he destroyed
sin in the flesh”.
This is the message of Heb. 2:14. Jesus came in our nature that he might die, that by his death the devil — or ungodly
human desires — could be destroyed at their source. He “put away sin by the sacrifice of himself” Heb. 9:26).
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Alfred Nicholls [1970s]
A. On creation
Alfred Nicholls, The Spirit of God, The Christadelphian, vol. 111, 1974, p. 317
In Genesis 2:7 we read of the formation of man from the dust of the ground to await the quickening breath which made
him “a living soul”. The Spirit of God had made him, and the breath of the Almighty had given him life. So God “who only
hath immortality” is He “who quickeneth all things” (1 Tim. 6:13–16), and we are once again taught that the study of the
Spirit of God is the study of God Himself in action and in the revelation of Himself. His purpose and activity, however,
extend far beyond the natural creation, and beyond the gentle sustaining of what He has made, and His life is fuller than
the existence of man with whom His spirit strives, “for that (man) also is flesh” (Gen. 6 : 3).
God therefore sent His Son, that men “might have life, and that they might have it more abundantly”. He who made the
first man Adam a living soul, made the last Adam “a quickening spirit”.

B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
Alfred Nicholls, For Whom Christ Died, The Christadelphian, vol. 108, 1971, p. 358-363
“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” (John 3:16). “And truly our fellowship is with the Father, and with his Son Jesus Christ . . . and the
blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us from all sin” (1 John 1:3–7).
Why then should it be that of all things that have divided brethren over the years, the most deep-seated and long-lived
controversies have centred upon the nature of the act which revealed the love of God, the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ
and the true meaning of fellowship? The answer is twofold. First, brethren have in all sincerity, and rightly, insisted that
seriously inadequate ideas about the Atonement can be no proper basis for a fellowship built upon “our common
salvation”. Although John speaks of walking in light or darkness as the test of fellowship which God applies, the darkness
of the understanding does also alienate from the life of God. Secondly, however, understanding has often been clouded
by the use of non-scriptural phrases, or even words of scripture abstracted from a context, to be bandied about in
discussion. The truth is that slogans are a counterfeit coinage in the exchange of Scriptural ideas. So phrases like “clean
flesh”, “free life”, “defiled Christ”, and even the hyphenated phrase “sin-in-the-flesh”, carrying their own emotional
overtones, not to mention shades of meaning, for different people who use them, have degraded the discussion of a
majestic theme into a wrangle and barred the way to a common understanding of Scriptural truth.
One thing is certain. If it pleased God in His love to give His Son to die for us, it was to inspire us to love in our turn: for
the Father, and the Son, and one another. We shall not have begun to understand the mystery of the death of Christ, no
matter how exact our knowledge of the facts, if what we know leaves us with any will to bite and devour one another.
The most elementary first principles of the meaning of the death of our Lord will have passed us by if in any way our
acquaintance with it allows us to breathe out threatenings and slaughter against one another, or unsubmissively to go
about to establish our own righteousness. The sufferings of Christ teach us not only truth, but a frame of mind: for they
that are Christ’s have crucified the flesh, with its affections and lusts. Paul is writing in the shadow of the cross when he
writes: “Use not your freedom for an occasion to the flesh, but through love be servants one to another.”
(John 3:16; Romans 5:8; 1 John 4:11; Philippians 2:5; Galatians 5:13–26; Romans 10:3; Acts 9:1.)
Another thing is no less certain. If God could foreshadow the offering of His Son in terms of many different sacrifices, and
prefigure his work by means of an elaborate Tabernacle, and of priests in robes of intricate design, then we shall not be
able to express the work he did in a set phrase or two of our own making, and suppose that we have comprehended it
all. If the New Testament can speak of the death of Christ in relation to us as though it were the ransoming of slaves, or
the crucifixion and burial of his friends as well as himself, or being washed clean by sprinkling of his blood, or the making
and sealing of a covenant, and in other ways yet, any simple statements we might make on this subject, even when they
are true and helpful, must inevitably leave much unsaid. It follows from this that any knowledge we have at any time on
this subject should continue to grow as our experience, both of life and of the Word of God, becomes deeper and richer,
and new needs call forth new understanding.
(Much of Exodus-Numbers, and the summaries in Hebrews 1–10; Matthew 20:28; Romans 6: 1–11; Colossians 2:11–15;
Hebrews 9:11–14; 12:24; 9:20; Colossians 1:24.)
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A third thing is as sure. The cross of Christ will not be so hard to receive that only the learned in the Law can profit from
it. There is enough in its scope to occupy all our hearts and minds for all our life: there is meaning enough in a simple and
faithful acceptance of its call to give us grace and peace from that point on, and teach us love and forbearance with one
another. No words of ours, however true, will exhaust the riches of a subject so vast:
“O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and the knowledge of God! how unsearchable are his judgments, and his
ways past tracing out! For who hath known the mind of the Lord? or who hath been his counsellor?” (Romans 11:33–34).
OUR NEED AND HELPLESSNESS
We must start at this point, for otherwise we shall have no conception of what redemption means. We shall have no real
understanding of what it is from which we seek deliverance. Even worse, we might be looking for the wrong thing:
forgiveness without strings and without real repentance, or even a sort of legal bargain which will grant us righteousness
without real effort or response from us.
The Bible is very plain. Of the nature of Adam after he fell there is no doubt. In the day that he sinned he was condemned
to death. From that moment he was as good as dead. “By one man sin entered into the world and death by sin.” All of
us, save One, actually do sin and all, without any exception at all, are faced with the urge to do so, which is part and
parcel of our fallen nature.
History shows it: the Fall of Adam was followed by the murder of Abel, and then by the multiplication of wickedness
which arose from the indulgence of “every imagination of the thought of man’s heart”.
(Genesis 3; Romans 5:12; 3:23; Hebrews 4:15; Genesis 4; 6:5.)
Precept shows it too: the last quotation was almost a statement of what man’s heart is like, and immediately following
the Flood God pronounces that “the imagination of man’s heart is evil from his youth”, a very plain statement of where
sin springs from, stating equally plainly that we are not only tempted to sin from without: the temptation is there,
powerful and urgent within. As James puts it, “Every man is tempted when he is drawn away of his own lusts, and enticed.”
The same root source of all our sinning is found in Jeremiah’s statement, “The heart of man is deceitful above all things,
and it is desperately sick.” Paul makes the terrible statement that God gave hardened sinners over “in the lust of their
own hearts” to all the evils to which they were abandoned. His picture of himself as of a man striving (so long as he was
without Christ) helplessly against sin that dwelleth in him, unable to resist that which his enlightened conscience taught
him to hate, is that of a man whose own desires war in his members against the will of God (like “your lusts that war in
your members” of James). It leads him to the conclusion that good laws can never make a man good, because they are
“weak through the flesh”. And to Paul the flesh is a term which denotes the natural man, whose natural works he lists as
“fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, idolatry, sorcery, enmities, strife, jealousies, wraths, factions, divisions,
heresies, envyings, drunkenness, revellings, and such like” (that expressive etcetera at the end revealing that there is no
limit to the things of which the natural man is capable, and to which he is by nature disposed).
(Genesis 8:21; James 1:14; Jeremiah 17:9; Romans 1:24, and throughout chapters 1–3; 7:1–24; 8:3; James 4:1; Galatians
5:19–21.)
We need only the Lord Jesus’ own confirmation of our position. And this he provides when he rejects the idea that
defilement comes from outside, and tells us quite plainly whence come all our promptings to evil:
“That which proceedeth out of the man, that defileth the man. For from within, out of the heart of men, evil thoughts
proceed, fornication, thefts, murders, adulteries, coveting, wickedness, deceit, lasciviousness, an evil eye, railing, pride,
foolishness: all these evil things proceed from within, and defile the man” (Mark 7:1–23).
So there we have our human nature: through no fault of our own each one of us inherits desire contrary to the will of
God. This is the “law of sin in our members”. When we indulge it we actually commit sin. Our nature can only be like that
of Adam after the Fall; nor can it be said that terms like “clean” or “undefiled” are in accord with the Scripture teaching
set out above. So long as this nature is with us we are unfit for the Kingdom of God. That is why a man needs to be born
again, and why the Lord Jesus Christ died and rose again to make this possible.
(John 3:3–5; Galatians 5:21; 1 Corinthians 6:10.)
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LIKE UNTO HIS BRETHREN
Of course, the Lord Jesus Christ was born Son of God, as well as Son of man. And a very important thing it is that God was
his Father. Yet it is vital to establish that the Lord’s bodily nature was like our own, temptations and all. It is very readily
done: he was made of a woman, made under the Law; he was made in the likeness of men; because the children whom
he came to redeem are of flesh and blood, he also himself in like manner partook of the same, he was made in all points
like his brethren; he was sent in the likeness of sinful flesh. No distinction is ever made between the fleshly nature of the
Lord and that of the rest of men: and therefore, having shown what this heritage implies in the way of temptation for us,
we have already shown it for the Lord too. Those same desires which are strong in us, and which we fail to resist, were
strong in him also.
(Galatians 4:4; Philippians 2:7–8; Hebrews 2:14; 2:17; Romans 8:3.)
So, notwithstanding his divine sonship, he learned obedience by the things that he suffered. He was tempted in all points
like ourselves. It was with strong crying and tears that he endured his trials. No matter by what means they came to him
in the wilderness, his temptations, the desire for food, for popularity and for power, were keenly felt in his heart and had
to be rejected. When meditating entirely within himself he could contemplate the possibility of seeking escape from his
hour rather than glorifying the name of God. He knew the attractiveness of deliverance from his foes with the help of
twelve legions of angels, and needed to put aside the thought. Being a man he needed the conscious and continuous
discipline of emptying himself, taking on himself the form of a servant, becoming and remaining obedient, even unto the
death of the cross. His temptations were so like our own that, as our High Priest, he draws constantly upon the
recollection of his own trials as he resisted temptation, and so can be touched with the feeling of our infirmities, able to
succour them that are tempted because he suffered under temptation himself.
(Hebrews 5:8; 4:15; 2:18; Matthew 4:1–11; John 12:27; Philippians 2:5–8.)
Even though he did no sin, and all his words and deeds were pure from his youth up, he was not prepared to allow men
to call him good, as with the inherent and unassailable goodness which belongs to God. When he used the word we
translate “perfect” about himself, it was only of what he would become as a result of his death and resurrection. When
the Letter to the Hebrews uses the same word three times about him, it is again what he had achieved by his death. God
made him perfect by suffering; being made perfect he became the Author of eternal salvation; the word of God’s promise
appoints the Son as priest, perfected for evermore. The Bible recognizes throughout the weakness of the Son of God in
the days of his flesh, and places in his reliance upon the Word of God and upon the strength he sought from Him the
credit for his victory: “The Lord is at my right hand, therefore I shall not be moved.”
(Mark 10:17–18; Luke 13:32; Hebrews 2:10; 5:9; 7:28; Psalm 16:8.)
When Paul speaks of Jesus as coming “in the likeness of sinful flesh” (or flesh of sin), or “in the likeness of men”, he cannot
be understood as meaning that Jesus’ make-up resembled these things, but was in reality different. In both cases he
clearly means that, though our human nature left to itself had failed to overcome sin, when God sent His own Son born
in the same human nature the victory was achieved. That the Lord’s fleshly nature was that of Adam after he fell, is seen
in the fact that he offered up prayers “with strong crying and tears, unto him that was able to save him from death: and
was heard in that he feared. Though he were a Son, yet learned he obedience by the things which he suffered.” There is
no need to rush to the Lord’s defence as though there were any discredit to him in having been born with a nature prone
to sin. This was his lot, which he accepted and overcame. Far greater was the triumph of battling against sin in a body
where a fallen nature was entrenched, than would have been the case had he commenced in innocence with a human
nature unspoiled by heritage from Adam. And far greater was his brotherhood in affliction, and now in mediation, with
his brethren, when we acknowledge that he conquered that very nature, with all its urge to turn away from God, which
we know in our own consciences so well. There is real meaning in the words “to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself”
when this is acknowledged; and in the fullest possible sense he destroyed the devil through death on the cross when,
after the pattern of the serpent which Moses lifted up in the wilderness, he finally put away the power of sin from himself,
and became the priest who can lead us in ultimate victory over the same power.
(Romans 8:3; Philippians 2:7; Hebrews 5:7–8; 9:26; John 3:14; Numbers 21:9.)
Yet though the Lord had our nature, to brandish when speaking of him the words “defiled”, “cursed”, or “condemned”,
is both unseemly and beyond the warrant of Scripture. No defiled word or deed ever escaped him, and it were far better
to concentrate on his behaviour (“who did no sin, neither was guile found in his mouth”), in spite of the limitations which
he shared with us all. And though it is true that fleshly nature is unfitted for immortality or for eternal fellowship with
God, it is foolish to speak as though the beloved Son was estranged from his Father by his nature. All the evidence of his
life, his prayers, his Father’s commendation (at baptism, transfiguration and close to the time of the cross) is that he and
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his Father shared the closest communion, save for the briefest necessary moment on the cross itself. During his mortal
life the Son was loved and cherished by his Father. No doubt it would have been otherwise had he turned aside to fulfil
the lusts of the flesh, but this he never did. And as we trust through his work that we, now in this time, may be regarded
as sons of the Father despite the weakness and proneness to sin which still exists in our members, we should rejoice in
the Father’s help and companionship for the Son in his struggle against sin, rather than invent an estrangement which
corresponds to nothing real in the Gospel record of the relationship between the Father and his beloved Son.
The only association of the idea of a curse with Christ is in connection with the curse of the Law where Christ is spoken
of as having “become a curse for us”, a reference, neither to his nature nor to any failure to keep “all things which are
written in the book of the law to do them”, but to the manner of the death by which he glorified God.
If the word “condemnation” is used at all in relation to our Lord, we must carefully guard against the misunderstandings
which this term could introduce. Like us, our Lord Jesus was subject to infirmity and mortality, as his mission required.
But no condemnation which would imply guilt or God’s displeasure can be affirmed of the beloved Son of the Father.
Jesus was unique among men in that his constant submission to the will of God ensured unbroken fellowship with his
Father.
(1 Peter 2:22; Matthew 3:17; 11:27; 17:5; John 3:35; 11:41–42; 12:28; Galatians 3:10–14.)
This, of course, brings us to the point where we must consider the Father’s part in the work of His Son. Jesus was like us
in his fleshly nature: and this he successfully overcame, so that at his death “the prince of this world” could come and
find nothing in him. All this had been kept at bay while he lived, and all the weakness of flesh was now to be destroyed
in his death. Yet, as no man had the right to make himself a priest, so has no man the right to make himself a saviour.
Only God could appoint the man and the time. No man left to himself can achieve spotless righteousness. So, of necessity,
when righteousness was achieved, it had to be by one given unfettered access to God, who chose of his own free will to
accept it (“Not my will, but thine, be done”). Sonship of the Father conveyed an insight, an intimacy with his God, an
unequalled knowledge of what was in man, fitting him eminently to be the Saviour—if only he would choose to be so. It
conveyed peculiar temptations, too, such as other men do not know (for which of us would make himself a laughing stock
by trying to turn stones into bread? or commit suicide by throwing himself unsupported from great heights? or think of
snapping his fingers to make the world his kingdom? Yet all these things were possible to him, and with hard travail, and
by constant trust in his Father, were rejected). Sonship of God did not make him sinless, but it did make sinlessness
possible. And when all was done, it was plain to all concerned that the work was a work of God, without whom sinlessness
could not have been achieved. In asking His righteous Son to die, the Father showed how the power of sin could be
brought to an end. In granting him life when he had died, He showed that the victory was won indeed, and in appointing
him a mediator for his brethren He made accessible to us, through him, all the blessings which he was sent to bring.
(John 14:30; Hebrews 5:4–5; Luke 22:42; 4:1–13.)
A MERCIFUL AND FAITHFUL HIGH PRIEST
We have purposely kept words like sacrifice, atonement, and priest to a minimum. This is not because they are either
unimportant or irrelevant, but because many of our difficulties arise from a failure to remember that the fundamental
thing in the purpose of God was always intended to be the coming, life, death, resurrection, ascension, and return of the
Lord Jesus Christ. All the types and shadows pointed to him, and were there because of that. He was what he was, and
did what he did, because this was the purpose of God in him, and not because of what the types said. They did nothing
to take away sin; it was impossible that they ever could. They helped men to remember that sin was real (“a remembrance
made every year”) and they pointed to the time when it really would be conquered. So in the providence of God they
were made available to do the best that pictures and symbols can do to point to the real thing.
And so we see the Lord Jesus Christ risen from the dead and seated at the right hand of God. He has overcome for himself
the power of sin and has been granted endless life as the proper outcome. He has taught us the reality and the power of
sin, and bids us surrender in baptism all our confidence in ourselves. This baptism joins us with the message of his cross,
and teaches us that our old man must be crucified with him with its affections and lusts, and then buried with him. It
joins us also with the hope of his new life, giving us an introduction into the presence of the Father through him, and
telling us that, just as the Father forgives our past sins as a whole, when we surrender in baptism, so He is active through
His Son in hearing our prayers for forgiveness, and for spiritual help now. And that Son is the more able to help from the
knowledge of temptation and its power, which he faced and defeated in his life and finally in his death. Our acceptance
of the cross is the acceptance of the righteousness of God—and also of His grace and love; it is the acceptance of the
helplessness of our nature—and also of the way of help through Christ; it is the thankful receiving of forgiveness and
reconciliation—and also the promise that sin may be forgiven yet, and the man of God progressively strengthened unto
all good works.
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It is, moreover, the joining together in one body by the cross of diverse people, of many races and different temperaments,
called upon to make real in their life of fellowship the love of Christ, who, having loved his own which were in the world,
loved them to the end. It is a topic not for strife but for endless contemplation in growing wonder. Its very humiliation,
which the Lord endured first and which Paul commends to us (“Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ Jesus”),
makes it imperative that our new calling be fulfilled in love and forbearance one of another. And if we should find it
needful to debate and to instruct, then, on pain of our own rejection before God, it must be in a spirit which would never
willingly, through any folly, or arrogance of ours, endanger the salvation of him, of anyone, for whom Christ died.

The Committee of the Christadelphian (Alfred Nicholls), In Adam or In Christ, The Christadelphian, vol.
112, 1975, pp. 390-403
IN ADAM OR IN CHRIST
It was in no spirit of controversy that we set out to write about judgement and responsibility. Our sole aim has been to
make a contribution to the healing of a breach between brethren by presenting what we believe is Scriptural truth for
our common acceptance. We make no claim to have dealt completely with matters which have to do with the rich depths
of God’s wisdom and knowledge, His unsearchable judgements and His ways past finding out. In trying to avoid the wellworn phrases of the old controversy, we have come to realise how easy it is to slip into the use of them and how hard to
define in other terms the truths one is seeking to convey.
The study of itself has been rewarding. Our own understanding has been greatly enlarged, both of the theme itself and
of the difficulties of those brethren who have wrestled with it in the past. We are convinced that some of the causes of
the division long ago lay in difference of emphasis which then led to divergence of view.
The path to reunion and unity will never be found by attempting to unravel the past or press our own point of view on
others today. Nor does the way lie through mutual suspicion, charge and counter-charge, the giving or the taking of
offence. It is God’s truth we seek and the way to it is His alone. It is the way of forbearance, love and common
understanding, of one another and above all of His Word.
In the name of Him who is holy, our God who is a consuming fire, and of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Lamb of God who died
for us but who cometh quickly as the Judge of all the earth, we beseech you, brethren, to accept our work in sincerity, to
read it prayerfully and seek together to work out a basis for unity which is both Scriptural and good.
Our Approach to the Theme
Our theme must be approached with reverence and godly fear, in trembling yet with thankful heart, for it treats of
judgement and salvation, of what we are by nature and what by God’s grace we may become. Our need to understand
our natural estate before God and our responsibilities to Him is vital, for His judgement will soon be no more a matter of
words and phrases but a reality. Then indeed the reproach of a Brotherhood at variance over one of the cardinal principles
of our common salvation will be brought home to us and too late we shall realise that the Kingdom of God was not a
matter of disputes between brethren, rival theories, phrases of our own making and of doubtful or ambiguous meaning,
but “righteousness, and peace, and joy in the Holy Spirit”.
Romans 14:17
We shall endeavour therefore not to press Scripture into the mould of past or present controversy or impose upon it
interpretations which follow purely human reasoning on matters of which Scripture itself does not precisely speak. We
do not seek even to defend one side or the other in points previously at issue; but only to follow the whole counsel of
God in the matter and present it in such a way that He may approve and all our brethren say Amen to it.
The Principle of Responsibility
“By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin.” Paul’s statement in Romans 5:12 emphasises the fundamental
importance of the Genesis record for our study, since in the experiences of the “one man” the principles of responsibility
and judgement are laid down.
The responsibility of Adam to God was based upon the relationship of a created being to his Creator and Sustainer. God
had given the man “life and breath and all things”, going beyond the provision of that which was “good for food” in
making things pleasant also to the sight. When Adam’s happiness was crowned by the making of a help meet for him, he
had all that was necessary for his continued existence, the enjoyment of his life, and the development of his mental
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faculties. His moral, or more Scripturally, his spiritual development, depended upon his honouring God’s commandment
by the discipline of both mind and body.
Acts 17:25, 28; Genesis 2:9, 16–17, 20–23
To indulge in philosophical speculation about the nature of man at his point (for it can only be philosophical in the absence
of direct revelation) is to ignore the fact that the Scriptures deal with man not merely as an organism but as a whole being
capable of fellowship with God. Adam was to “live before God”, by reason of his obedience, and no doubt he would
eventually have become “partaker of the divine nature”, if he had shown himself able to follow the path of self-discipline
and to worship and serve his Creator alone. It is helpful to bear in mind this concept of “wholeness”, since it throws light
upon what follows in the record, and reveals a principle at work in the processes both of condemnation and salvation.
The Scriptures are primarily concerned with “the life of God”; the ultimate purpose of man’s life is oneness with his
Creator in nature and attributes—the manifestation of the glory of the Lord. Salvation begins with the renewing of the
mind, followed by the sanctification of the spirit and is completed by the resurrection of the body; condemnation affected
man in the same order: he was affected in mind and conscience first, then in bodily sensations, and finally he was to die.
Genesis 17:18; 2 Peter 1:4; Romans 12:2; 1 Peter 1:2; 2 Thessalonians 2:13; 1 Corinthians 15:51, 52
We have no need to speculate either about the role of the serpent in the temptation or about the nature of the
temptation itself when sin and its consequences had not yet entered the world. Paul declares that the serpent “beguiled”
the woman, which implies a response on her part. The whole incident was a transgression; that is, the woman first and
then the man knowingly did what they had expressly been forbidden to do. It was disobedience to an explicit command,
known to be a command of God, which constituted the first sin, and since ignorance could not be pleaded as an excuse,
when questioned by God the man and the woman could only state the facts: their reason and their desires had led them
to listen to a voice other than that of God, the man to that of his wife, and the woman to that of the serpent. They had
thus chosen the alternative to obedience to God’s command: by seeking their knowledge and satisfaction from the
created world they had defied their Creator.
We now see the nature of “responsibility”. The word itself does not appear in Scripture (at least in AV or RSV), but its link
with the idea of “giving of an answer” or “rendering an account” to one who has the right to ask is clearly seen in Genesis
3. The Lord God put to Adam three searching questions to which the answers were all-revealing: “Where art thou?”;
“Who told thee thou wast naked? Hast thou eaten of the tree whereof I commanded thee that thou shouldest not eat?”
Adam could only give the answers of a bad conscience: he had hidden himself because, being naked, he was afraid of
God, and had indeed eaten of the tree because his wife had given him the fruit; to which Eve added her confession of
guilt by deception.
Genesis 3:9–13
Condemned by God
The sentence which God pronounced was immediate and terrible: some aspects of it had arisen instantly as a result of
their bad conscience—the sense of nakedness, the fear, the shame. The rest were to follow in their now degenerate life
before their physical decay brought them to the grave.
We can now examine further the relationship between salvation and condemnation. Just as Paul draws an analogy
between the sin of one man which brings the death of all, and the righteousness of one man by which all can be saved,
so it is possible to see the parallel between the process of the Divine sentence and its removal. Evidently Adam’s
conscience had been affected and some of the consequences of his sin were already active within him, as he felt his
nakedness and was ashamed before God. He was condemned already, in the sense of knowing he was guilty, by his own
act and out of his own mouth. Nevertheless, God condemned him to death and ensured that there was no way of evading
that penalty (Genesis 3:23). In the same way, the man obedient to God’s command can first render “the answer of a good
conscience”, “be transformed by the renewing of the mind”; and sanctify God in both body and spirit. His release from
the bondage of corruption, however, is the last stage in the process of his salvation.
Genesis 3 throughout; 1 Peter 3:21; 1 Corinthians 6:20; 2 Corinthians 7:1
Judgement and Condemnation
It is important to stress, even at the risk of some repetition, one aspect of the judgement on Adam which has a bearing
upon the whole principle of judgement we are considering. There were immediate consequences of his sin and the life
of joyful fellowship was evidently over, since Adam tried to hide from the presence of God in the garden. But there was
still a definite, formal “hour of judgement”, when Adam and Eve were brought before God, and the sentence, both in
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such effects of their transgression as they had already experienced and in its ultimate issue in their death, was
unmistakably seen to be the sentence of God, formally pronounced in their presence.
Genesis 3:9, 10, 16–19
It is well also to be aware of the range of meaning in the words “condemned” and “condemnation”. Strictly speaking the
English word judgement of itself implies neither the guilt nor the innocence of the party involved; in fact, the process of
judgement is intended to reach a decision on that point. Condemnation, however, is the judgement in the court against
the accused, as the N.T. term katakrima implies: it is a verdict of “guilty” and implies also the displeasure of the court.
The penalty for the crime being determined, the guilty man is then sentenced to pay it—or condemned in its secondary
meaning. In the case of Adam and Eve “condemnation” carried both senses: they incurred the divine displeasure, being
guilty, and were condemned to death. Their sin involved deeds done in the body as a result of the intent of their mind—
it was a question of morality. The sentence of God likewise affected the whole man and hence in Scripture “death” can
have both a spiritual and physical connotation.
Exodus 23:6; Isaiah 1:27; Matthew 12:20; Exodus 22:9; Matthew 12:7; Mark 10:33; 14:64
Alienated from God
Although “the Lord God made coats of skins and clothed them”, which in view of later records we are justified in
interpreting as the institution of sacrifice as a means of approach to God, the man and his wife were nevertheless
excluded from the garden. The actual words of the Lord God are: “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; therefore the
Lord God sent him forth from the garden of Eden”. So Adam and Eve, both by personal transgression and by divine edict
were alienated from the life of God as they had formerly experienced it. There could be no possibility of their continuing
as “one of us” and sharing a divine fellowship, for their life was to be one of shame, fear, pain and sorrow, and theirs was
to be a “living death” until physical death brought it to an end. Yet there was a “way of the tree of life”, which though
not yet opened up, offered hope of eventual restoration to those who should be granted the privilege of treading it
because they had overcome.
Genesis 3:22–24; Revelation 2:7
We must carefully distinguish between the two periods of Adam’s life, and avoid drawing conclusions about our own case
from one period which properly belong to the other. The transgression that allowed sin into the world, bringing with it
the spiritual and physical death that were its punishment, took place in the Garden of Eden. It was unique in being the
first and only such transgression, and it was unique in its far-reaching consequences for Adam’s seed. In the garden also
the judgement took place and the sentence was pronounced. After Adam’s expulsion from the garden and exclusion from
the tree of life, his life was lived in the conditions produced by his transgression and in relation to the arrangements for
worship and the covenant God had made with him. It is to this period alone therefore that any questions of Adam’s future
judgement and relation to eternal life—his “probation” in our terms—must be referred. For the Scripture is
thenceforward concerned with Adam and all his descendants on the basis of their mortality and their own sinfulness and
their relationship to God’s promises, whereby they could become partakers of the divine nature if they escaped the
corruption that is in the world through lust. Adam and Eve had first been alienated from God by their transgression, but
had become separated also by their nature. They were what they were because they had sinned: and because of what
they had become they would never be free of the propensity to sin and the possibility of sinning until that nature was
destroyed.
2 Peter 1:2–4
However, since “alienation”, like “condemnation” carries more than one shade of meaning, it will be well to comment on
them here. The Scripture words translated “alien” and “alienate” in the N.T. (allotrios, apallotrioō) bear similar basic
meanings. The primary sense is “belonging to another”, “another man’s”, “stranger” as in the phrase “a strange land”
where “strangers” dwell; that is, a “foreign” country. The idea of hostility or estrangement is a possible and frequent,
though not necessary, secondary meaning; in practice, however, to our minds “alienation” usually bears these overtones.
The N.T. references to alienation are three:
“At that time ye were without Christ, having been alienated away from the commonwealth of Israel, and
strangers from the covenants of promise, having no hope, and without God in the world” (Ephesians 2:12).
“As other Gentiles . . . having been alienated away from the life of God through the ignorance that is in
them” (Ephesians 4:17–19).
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“You . . . were sometimes having been alienated away and enemies in your mind by wicked works”
(Colossians 1:21).
The tenor of these verses is plain and consistent: both senses possible in the word “alienation” are present. In Colossians
1 the term “alienated” is actually reinforced by the word “enemies”, and the concept obviously goes beyond that of
merely “foreigners”. The former estrangement of those now reconciled had been because they were “enemies in your
mind in your evil works” (RV). The first man had alienated himself from God in the garden because he became a stranger
to the life of God by his own will. Thereupon, being expelled from the garden, he had been condemned to live with the
consequences he had brought about. His progeny were not only living with those consequences but had become, of their
own will, strangers from God. Ephesians 4:19 shows that “the other Gentiles”, that is, those who had not been reconciled,
were not “ignorant” because they did not know God, but because they chose not to know Him—their understanding had
been darkened, they had ceased to care (“being past feeling”) and had “given themselves over” to lasciviousness and
uncleanness (Romans 1:21, 28 agrees with this). Similarly the Gentiles referred to in Ephesians 2 were not merely allotrioi,
aliens or strangers, who although foreigners and not yet circumcised might be “the stranger within thy gates”, whom
Israel was commanded to love. They were those without God in any sense (atheoi), separated by “the enmity” (v. 15).
So in the day they sinned, Adam and Eve were “without God”, and as we have already seen, their expulsion from the
garden showed how complete was that alienation from the life of God. They were under “the wrath of God”, having
chosen wicked works, being wilfully ignorant, not of the specific commandment, but of the mind and purpose of God. So
would they have remained had it not been for the hope, the sacrifice and the covenant of promise. The basis of any future
acceptability with God was faith, the manner of their approach was through sacrifice; the infirmity of their fleshly nature,
however, would remain until the consummation of all things in Christ. How Adam and Eve fared in this new sphere of
probation we do not know and we gain nothing by speculation.
Neither are we one whit advanced in our understanding by attempting to isolate the physical effects of sin from the moral
or spiritual. The term “flesh” in Scripture, with reference to sin, refers to “deeds done in the flesh” for which man’s mind
and heart are responsible. “Flesh” merely as a physical substance has no will and cannot therefore be considered as guilty;
nor is it of itself an evil substance. Since the days of Adam’s sin, to partake of “flesh and blood”, however, is to feel within
oneself the motions of a will not naturally subject to the law of God.
Romans 7:18; 8:13; Galatians 5:19–21
In Adam All Die
Thus “by one man sin entered into the world and death by sin, and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned.”
Thus was inaugurated the universal reign of sin and death: sin “came in” and death “came upon” all men as a consequence
of one man’s action, declares Paul in his fundamental statement in Romans 5:12. It is a plain statement of the relationship
of all men to Adam, since the Apostle is not here speaking of the personal share which the man and the woman had in
the original transgression, as he is in 1 Timothy 2:14: “Adam was not deceived, but the woman being deceived was in the
transgression”. The Romans passage deals with the man as involving the succession of the race for “he begat a son in his
own likeness and after his own image”.
Romans 5:12; Genesis 5:3
The “wherefore” of Romans 5:12 helps us here, since it links the section (vv. 12–20) firmly with what goes before. The
theme of vv. 1–11 is justification by faith, peace with God, access by faith, reconciliation, and joy in the atonement. And
how is this happy consummation to be reached? The answer is: by one man. The principle of reconciliation is therefore
the same as that of the condemnation, though the process in detail is different. In the disobedience of one man all are
involved by natural birth and without their own volition. In the perfect obedience of one man all can become involved by
a new birth. But in the process of being begotten unto perfection and life, our faith and voluntary obedience are an
essential part.
Romans 5:12–20; John 3:3–5; 1 Peter 1:22, 23.
For the moment, however, we are still concerned with the consequences of being “in Adam”. “Sin entered . . . all have
sinned”. Here is sin seen both as something in which all men are involved, and as something which develops itself in our
conduct: it is both the propensity to sin and the habit of sinning. The very metaphors Paul uses emphasise its universal
character: all are “under sin” (3:9) and “sin has reigned” (5:21). All men are subjects of the same powerful monarch. And
since it “reigns unto death”, then Paul can also say that death reigns too, for the law of sin and death was pronounced in
Eden when the Lord God said unto the first man: “In the day thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die”.
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In the effects of sin on the first human pair is to be seen a pattern of the disorders, mistrusts and passions that would
henceforth continue to ravage human life and society. “Desire” and “dominion” entered into relations between the sexes;
man was banished from God’s presence and was afraid to seek his Creator, and he had to battle against evil in the created
world; while on the physical level life was a painful and ultimately hopeless struggle to renew and sustain its basic
processes. For the whole human race was born outside the garden, alienated from the life of God. “The carnal mind is
enmity against God, for it is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be. So then, they that are in the flesh cannot
please God.” Indeed, “flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God” and in his parallel phrase Paul tells us why:
“neither doth corruption inherit incorruption”. Corruption is both physical decay and all that is associated with the life
and morality of man born of corruptible seed, the servant of corruption—corrupt manners, corrupt deeds, corrupt speech.
In short, the image of Adam, the earthy.
Genesis 3:16–19; 4:4; Romans 8:7, 8; 1 Corinthians 15:50; Genesis 6:5, 11, 12; Ephesians 4:22; Jude 10
“As is the earthy, such are they also that are earthy”, and in Adam all die. “By the offence of one, judgement came upon
all men to condemnation.” In dealing with the things of God which lie so completely beyond our understanding except
by His revelation, we are not spiritual but carnal if we construct rival or mutually exclusive theories of God’s judgement
and mercy based on our own use and usage. The fact is, in Scripture there is both a racial and an individual condemnation,
as can be clearly shown. The former is the consequence of being born “in Adam”, the other of personal transgression.
The unique responsibility of Adam derived from the fact that he was the ancestor of the human race, and had been
created to have dominion over the works of God’s hands. The command to be fruitful and multiply and replenish the
earth meant that everything subsequently hung upon his obedience to the explicit command relating to the tree of
knowledge. What the earth would have been like peopled by the offspring of a spiritually mature Adam we cannot know.
We do know that “the whole creation groaneth and travaileth together in pain until now”, since not only man but all else
has been involved in the consequences of Adam’s transgression. Again, we get a glimpse of this principle in reverse, so
to speak, in Isaiah’s vision of the harmony of the beasts and the removal of hurt and destruction when righteousness
reigns upon the earth.
Isaiah 11; Romans 8:20–23
Corporate Involvement in Transgression
This principle of corporate involvement in transgression is well illustrated in Scripture, both in general statement and
historical event, although in considering it we must not take a wrong turn by failing to give due consideration to another
and parallel Scriptural principle referred to below. Fathers who transgress the second commandment have their iniquity
visited upon their children, unto the third and fourth generation. When Achan “took of the accursed thing” at Jericho, it
is written that “Israel committed a trespass in the accursed thing”, and the Lord told Joshua: “Israel hath sinned, and they
have also transgressed my covenant which I commanded them”. It is interesting that the specific penalty was paid by
Achan and his family, and that Israel as a nation suffered the consequences of his sin in their defeat before Ai. That one
man’s deed is treated as a national sin is not to say that all the people participated in the covetousness—at least not in
fact, even if their heart was covetous. But the nation is not merely a number of individuals; it is a Divinely constituted
organic whole. Thus, Adam was not merely an individual man, but the progenitor of the human race of which he and his
wife were then the sole representatives. In his phrase that “By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin; and
so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned”, Paul is therefore saying more than that all men have sinned
personally, true though that is, with the single exception of Christ.
Exodus 20:4–6; Joshua 7:1, 11; Romans 5:12
We have, however, already pointed out that there are overtones of moral guilt and estrangement involved in terms like
“condemnation” and “alienation”. The involvement of the race in the punishment of Adam, is not the same thing as
imputing to all the guilt, as distinct from the consequences, of his iniquity. Again, the analogy of Israel helps us here.
Caleb and Joshua were forced to wander forty years in the wilderness, being members of the sinful nation condemned
so to do. But being alone judged personally faithful to the Lord and His covenant, they did not perish with the rest, but
entered into the promised Land. It will help us later if we bear in mind also, that this death in the wilderness and the
escape from it, were related to a particular transgression in the given context of the wilderness and not to questions of
the subsequent probation either of the nation in general or of the two men in particular, who eventually died. Also, in
the case of visiting “the iniquity of the fathers upon the children”, we must not ignore the qualification “of them that
hate me”. Hereditary and environmental factors resulting from a father’s dissolute way of life involve innocent children,
but there is mercy (unto a thousand generations, not just three or four) for children who forsake their father’s ways and
“love me and keep my commandments”. For we, like Israel, are forbidden to say, “The fathers have eaten a sour grape
and the children’s teeth are set on edge”, thereby imputing guilt to subsequent generations for something not particularly
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their transgression. So while Scripturally there was an original sin, the consequences of which lie heavily upon all men,
there is no such thing as “original sin” for which subsequent generations are to be accounted morally guilty.
Numbers 14:27–38; 26:64, 65; Deuteronomy 5:9, 10; Jeremiah 31:29, 30; Ezekiel 18:2
The Law of Sin and Death
We must now consider the varied relationship of men to God in their life “in Adam”, since all are born of his line. Again
we must be careful to distinguish things that differ: Paul’s theme in Romans 5 is the comparison between the way sin,
and therefore death, entered into the world and the revelation of God’s righteousness which brings life: both were by
one man. So since the point at issue in this passage is not the ground of God’s final judgement, which is a matter of
personal and individual responsibility, only those effects of Adam’s transgression which are transmitted to all his posterity
are brought into the comparison. These effects were the inheritance of death and of a sin-disposed nature.
Paul’s succinct phrase for the human condition is: “Death reigned”; and the reason: “Sin reigned unto death”. He
distinguishes also between “sin” and “transgression”: transgression is disobedience to a specific commandment, a sin
indeed, whereas since the entry of sin into the world, men sin where there is no specific commandment to transgress.
Sin was in the world before the law (and the context in v. 14 demands that we understand “the law of Moses”), but the
law served to reveal the true nature of sin—it is the condition of those who are “not subject to the law of God” as well
as those who actually transgress it, or to use Paul’s language, sin was made to appear “exceeding sinful”. So “death
reigned from Adam to Moses, even over them that had not sinned after the similitude of Adam’s transgression”, not
because they were held guilty for what Adam had done, but because they were his race, the human race, an organic
whole, who could not be free of the tendency and the possibility of sinning except by the work of the other “one man”.
“Death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned”, and we both “have sin” and “have sinned” according to the Divine
record.
Romans 5:14, 21; 7:13; 8:7; 1 John 1:8–10
Responsibility and Judgement
Remembering that “sin entered” by Adam’s transgression inside the garden, for which he was formally judged and
sentenced, and that the total consequences of his transgression, his condemnation, have become the lot of all begotten
of him outside the garden, we can now discuss some important, indeed, fundamental aspects of responsibility and
judgement. The more the relevant Scriptures are studied, the more evident it is that responsibility to God’s judgement
extends more widely than we might have thought, although the Apostle’s “How then shall God judge the world?” ought
to have corrected our point of view. For in addition to the abiding judgement, so to speak, that is, the law of sin and death
as of cause and effect, there have been throughout history certain “days of wrath and revelation of the righteous
judgement of God”, all anticipatory of the final “hour of judgement” or “the wrath to come”. Why was this so, if “sin is
not imputed when there is no law”? The answer must accord with the whole tenor of Paul’s argument, especially Romans
2:9–16. The law in question is again the law of Moses, and the argument turns not upon the nature of responsibility for
sin, but upon the basis of judgement: one cannot sin by transgressing the law where the law is not applicable, and so God
does not hold men responsible for transgressing or disobeying it or punish them according to the law’s prescription.
Death reigned nevertheless, because sin reigned. Moreover, there were at least two notable acts of judgement, one on
the whole world in the days of Noah and the other on Sodom and Gomorrah—both set forth as types of the judgement
to come upon the whole world.
Romans 3:5, 6; 2 Peter 2:5–10; Jude 6, 7
The ground of the judgement was the filling up of the measure of their iniquity: “And God saw that the wickedness of
man was great in the earth, and that every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was only evil continually”. “And the
Lord said, Because the cry of Sodom and Gomorrah is very great, and because their sin is very grievous; I will go down
now and see whether they have done altogether according to the cry of it which is come unto me.” So the Lord’s spirit
would strive no more with those who had shown themselves but of flesh—carnal in body, soul and spirit. Another Divine
principle emerges here: the prelude to judgement of so signal a character by direct intervention of God, is a preaching of
righteousness, and the opportunity for the individual, if not the whole community to escape. At the time of their
judgement the men of Noah’s day and the men of Sodom were “willingly ignorant” because they had deliberately ignored
God’s warning and call to repentance.
Genesis 6:5; 18:20, 21; 2 Peter 2:5–8; 3:5
There were other “judgements”, which took place in less spectacular and more “natural” ways, which Scripture
nevertheless declares to be the judgement of God, notably of the nations around Israel, including their conquerors Assyria
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and Babylon. Here the opening chapters of Amos are instructive, for they reveal two distinct grounds of liability. Judah
was punished for despising the law of the Lord, as was Israel for transgressing specific ordinances which represented the
everyday observance in practice of the principles of the law: the people of the Lord did not reflect His attributes and
glorify His name. The remaining nations were punished for not keeping such of their own code, the ius gentium or law of
the nations, as was based on Divine principles. Although Gentiles have not the law of Moses, they are still subject to the
dictates of their own conscience of certain Divine things which became law for them, and within those limits are judged
of God accordingly. For, according to Romans 1:16–32, God has not left Himself without witness even where the more
accurate knowledge of His purpose is not understood, although it took the preaching of the Gospel to throw up into relief
the full scale of the wrath of God. To this witness the Apostles appealed to introduce their preaching of the Gospel in
places where a knowledge of the prophetic witness could not be assumed. For example, at Lystra the appeal was to the
witness of the Divine provision of “food and gladness”, in Athens to the absolute dependence of man upon the God of all
creation.
Amos 1:3–2:8; Acts 14:15–17; 17:23–28
So God has judged the world, and will do so again, on the principle that “the whole world lieth in wickedness”, the
distinction between the future judgement and all those in the past being that there is “the day of the Lord”, “the wrath
to come”, which is the consummation of judgement, signifying the inauguration of the new heavens and new earth
wherein dwelleth righteousness: it will be “the day of judgement and perdition of ungodly men”.
2 Peter 3:7
Who as individuals will escape this judgement of the world at large we cannot say, since it is one of the things which the
Father hath put in His own power. Noah survived because he found grace in the Lord’s sight and Lot because his soul was
righteous; and we know that there will be nations purged of rebels to form the population of the Kingdom of God. There
were those in the past who lived out their mortal life, involved in the general condemnation of the human race and
sharing its ills, then died to wake no more. In the coming judgement all on the scene will share in the time of trouble,
which would cause all flesh to perish if the days were not shortened for the elect’s sake; but we have no means of knowing
the reasons why this or that man not of God’s family will escape. We rest upon the assurance that the Judge of all the
earth will do right.
Genesis 18:25
The Judgement Seat of Christ
Turning now from the “general judgement” to the judgement in particular, we consider those who have sinned after the
similitude of Adam’s transgression, and deal with what we may call a closer relationship to Divine judgement, one more
personal and well-defined. In one sense Adam’s transgression was unique, since it took place with no previous history of
transgression or propensity to sin. It was also unique in its far-reaching consequences: it involved mankind as a whole.
But personal responsibility to God based upon an explicit command and a relationship with Him is not unique, and the
whole question of personal judgement and salvation is connected with it. For his transgression in the garden, the
judgement upon the individual Adam was death, a natural extinction after a lifetime of decay. Any relationship he could
have to the ultimate purpose of God arose therefore only because of a new factor introduced after his transgression—
the hope of salvation. This concerned his life outside the garden. Here he was on the same terms as all his descendants:
by nature prone to sin, under condemnation (that is, sentence) of death and responsible to Divine command and
therefore judgement according to the degree of his knowledge. Since his knowledge and the Divine commandment now
concerned eternal life, that is, were related to ultimate salvation from death on the basis of God’s covenant, then his
further responsibility to judgement was also related to the time of consummation yet future.
The Men of Nineveh
Before we pursue this question of salvation, righteousness by faith and the judgement related thereto, we turn aside
briefly to consider the case of Nineveh, which according to Christ has a bearing upon this judgement to come. The men
of Nineveh are the most completely documented case of a nation other than Israel who had a prophet of God sent with
an explicit message of doom and condemnation which was in effect a preaching of repentance. They could not have
refused that message without deliberately transgressing a commandment. They did repent, however, and escaped, not
the universal condemnation to death, but the threatened judgement upon the city itself. They are cited by Jesus as an
example of the ground upon which the rejectors of his word in his day would be condemned at the judgement of the last
day. The king and rulers of Nineveh received and obeyed a commandment to repent as preached by a prophet. What
would be the fate of those who deliberately transgressed by refusing to accept the Son of God?
Jonah 3:2–10; Matthew 12:41
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Now the Lord in this passage categorically states: “The men of Nineveh shall stand up (anaste&181;sontai) in the
judgement with this generation, and shall condemn it”. Although the verb for to stand up is used frequently of natural
rising to perform normal tasks, it is also regularly used for the standing up of resurrected ones, e.g. in seven out of eight
occurrences in John’s Gospel. Of 42 occurrences of the related noun anastasis, it is only once used not explicitly of the
resurrection of the dead, including two or three times of restoration to natural life. The idea that Ninevites will be present
on judgement day is a difficult one, but in view of the Lord’s personal statement, it would be bold in the extreme to affirm
positively that his meaning was merely symbolic. The principle is clearly stated either way.
In Christ
“As in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive”. Here we return to the twofold theme of “the one man”: the
one through whose righteousness grace and life abounded just as through another’s transgression sin entered and death
came upon all. It is important to grasp Paul’s meaning in this passage in 1 Corinthians 15, since its bearing on the question
of resurrection is fundamental. The whole chapter is concerned not with a mere coming out of the grave, an anastasis
which is of itself neutral as regards acceptance in judgement, but with resurrection to life eternal, which is the sense of
the expression “raised incorruptible”. He is not dealing in this chapter with the question of resurrection to condemnation,
and makes no more than a brief allusion to the Epicurean philosophers’ denial of it in verse 32. Their doctrine was that
dead men never rise again and there is therefore nothing to fear from a judgement to come; so there is no need for
restraint upon self-indulgence: “Let us eat and drink; for tomorrow we die” (cf. Acts 17:32). Paul’s word for “made alive”
in v. 22 is zōopoieō, to quicken, a term certainly not applicable to “the resurrection of condemnation”. His sense is not
“all those in Adam die, but only those in Christ ever come to life again”; but “just as death is certain for all the seed of
Adam, so eternal life is assured for all who are Christ’s.” The context again demands that for “in Christ” we do not read
“all who have ever been baptized into Christ’s name”, but “all they who are truly Christ’s” (v. 23), whether they “wake or
sleep” at his coming.
This word “quickened”, “made alive”, in this important chapter about the resurrection of the body to eternal life, the
putting on of incorruption and the bearing of the image of the heavenly, reminds us of our earlier discovery: that in the
process of deliverance from sin’s bondage the curse of physical death is the last to be removed from Christ’s servants (vv.
26, 54). Long ago the spiritually dead first heard the voice of the Son of God, for the last Adam was made the quickening
spirit, and those that heard lived, and passed from death unto life. The hour is close upon us when all those that are in
the graves (and John’s “all” is obviously “all without distinction” and not “all without exception”, as the context shows in
relation to those listening) shall hear the call to come forth; though those to be quickened unto everlasting life will be
only those that have done good. This will be the consummation of the great salvation initiated when the Holy One of God
reconciled us by his death that we might be saved by his life.
1 Corinthians 15:26, 54; John 5:24–29; Romans 5:10
From Death to Life
The contrast between the state of life “in Adam”, its pain and frustration, its degradation and corruption of body, soul
and spirit, with the blessedness of being “in Christ” enjoyed even now, is beautifully emphasised in the powerful words
of Ephesians 2:1–9. To appreciate the full force of the cumulative effect of the Apostle’s thought, we set it out phrase by
phrase, clause by clause, with the verb quickened reserved as Paul reserved it until the climax of v. 5. Then, and only then,
is the tension, produced by our realisation of our natural state, relieved by the words “But God, who is rich in mercy”,
and those who were dead are made alive:
“And you
Who were dead in trespasses and sins;
Wherein in time past ye walked
according to the course of this world,
according to the prince of the power of the air,
the spirit that now worketh in the children of disobedience:
Among whom also we all had our conversation in times past in the lusts of our flesh,
fulfilling the desires of the flesh and of the mind;
and were by nature the children of wrath, even as others:
But God,
who is rich in mercy,
for his great love wherewith he loved us,
Even when we were dead in sins,
Hath quickened us together with Christ, (by grace ye are saved;)
And hath raised us up together,
and made us sit together in heavenly places in Christ Jesus . . .”
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Let us ponder this well; and, beginning however dimly to comprehend the distinction between the life of the flesh and
the life of the Spirit, ponder also how we shall escape if we neglect so great salvation.
For man’s redemption is costly, being wrought only by the precious blood of Christ, called “the blood of the everlasting
covenant”, since in his death alone the promise of God from the beginning to justify men by faith and grant everlasting
life was sealed, and in his resurrection confirmed. The atonement, according to its Hebrew definition, is a covering, and
in Greek a reconciliation. Both ideas are exactly represented in the coats of skins which the Lord God provided for the
man and his wife, according to Genesis 3:21, where they are associated with the symbols of His presence. The Divinely
appointed garment covered the nakedness of sin for which man’s device had proved ineffective, and it enabled man to
approach the presence of God where hitherto he had been ashamed. It stopped short of being so complete a
reconciliation that expulsion from the garden was avoided, since it pointed to something which could provide more than
a ritual sanctification. That the garment was ceremonial and symbolic is seen in the relative rarity of the word for coat
here (kethoneth), reserved for Adam’s coat, Joseph’s coat, the linen garment essential to the priest’s service, and the
symbol of chastity for a king’s daughter. It symbolised the blessedness of him “whose transgression is forgiven, and whose
sin is covered . . . the man unto whom the Lord imputeth not iniquity”. It spoke also of the shedding of blood in sacrifice
and was connected therefore with the place of propitiation, or meeting place between God and man. This is the literal
meaning of hilasteriōn, “propitiation” in Romans 3:25; it is translated “mercy seat” in Hebrews 9:5.
1 Peter 1:18–21; Hebrews 13:20; Genesis 37:3; Exodus 28:4; 2 Samuel 13:18, 19; Song 5:3; Psalm 32:1, 2; Romans
4:6–8
The Blood of the Covenant
In view of the possible misunderstanding over the shedding of blood in sacrifice, it is well that we do not mistake the
shadow for the substance, or seek to impose upon the one great sacrifice in which altar, offering and priest are all one,
all the details of temporary ordinances imposed until the time of reformation. We have to ask why the shedding of blood
was necessary and why the blood of Christ is able to reconcile God and man.
Romans 5:9, 10
The answers lie in the nature of sin and transgression, since blood of itself has no cleansing power, even though almost
all things were by the law purged with blood and without shedding of blood there is no remission. The wages of sin is
death, and a sacrifice was both a declaration that this was so and an acknowledgement of the righteousness of God in
punishing the guilty. Sin entered the world through faithlessness, in dishonouring the word of God; righteousness,
therefore, could only be by faith, and for men with propensities to sin, faith lay in believing that God would forgive, and
in seeking to be obedient to all God required of those who would draw nigh. God set forth Christ, “to be a place of
propitiation (hilasterion), through faith in his blood, to shew his righteousness, because of the passing over of the sins
done aforetime, in the forbearance of God; for the shewing, I say, of his righteousness at this present season: that he
might himself be just, and the justifier of him that hath faith in Jesus”.
Romans 3:25–26
The very repetition of sacrifice and offering for sin under the old covenant proclaimed their inadequacy; they could not
take away the condemnation of the race. This could be done only by one whose relationship to the race was comparable
to that of Adam’s, whose perfect obedience would involve men in its consequences as Adam’s sin had in its condemnation.
He had to be one subject to death, suffering the consequences of sin in the world, but also to be one personally innocent
of sin so that he could be raised from the dead, that men who associated themselves with him in his death, could be
justified by their faith in a risen Lord. He took away sin by the sacrifice of himself because, though of identical nature with
those who sin, he resisted the propensity even unto death. The very act of sacrifice was necessary to bring about his final
triumph over sin. “The blood of Christ”, therefore, is a phrase which comprehends all these elements of his sacrifice, and
it cleanses because all those who “put on Christ” by baptism are clothed with a perfect righteousness, though not their
own. Though still of Adamic nature, they become God’s children, having received the spirit of adoption which entitles
them to cry Christ’s own words, “Abba, Father”. This change of status—“being brought nigh by the blood of Christ”—is
marked by the forgiveness of their personal sins. Their transgression is covered and their sin not imputed. God is both
just and the justifier of all who believe in Jesus. The blood is the blood of the everlasting covenant, since from the
beginning and in His repeated promises of a seed and of everlasting life, God had declared His intention to seal, in the
death for sin of His innocent Son, the new covenant that “I will be merciful to their unrighteousness, and their sins and
their iniquities will I remember no more”—the new covenant in his blood.
Romans 4:25; 8:15; Mark 14:36; Galatians 4:6; Ephesians 2:13; 1 John 1:7; Romans 3:26; Hebrews 8:8–12; Mark 14:24
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The Likeness of Sinful Flesh
The identity of Christ’s nature with ours cannot be over-emphasised, in view of the declaration that he came “in the
likeness of sinful flesh” and that he was “a partaker of flesh and blood”. To attempt closer definition is to range over
phrases of which Scripture knows nothing, and which need to be fenced immediately against misunderstandings inherent
in them. His sacrifice was an essential part and the culmination of his perfect obedience and his death the only means of
his own deliverance from a nature with the inherent possibility of sinning. The true meaning of Christ’s sacrifice can best
be appreciated by a careful study of Hebrews 10:4–10:
“For it is not possible that the blood of bulls and of goats should take away sins.
Wherefore when he cometh into the world, he saith, Sacrifice and offering thou wouldest not, but a body
hast thou prepared me;
In burnt offerings and sacrifices for sin thou hast had no pleasure.
Then said I, Lo, I come (in the volume of the book it is written of me), to do thy will, O God.
Above when he said, Sacrifice and offering and burnt offerings and offering for sin thou wouldest not,
neither hadst pleasure therein; which are offered by the law;
Then said he, Lo, I come to do thy will, O God. He taketh away the first, that he may establish the second.
By the which will we are sanctified through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once for all.”
Equally important is it to emphasise that being unique in that he was the only begotten Son of God, he was born “a holy
thing”, and that there was no alienation corresponding to that produced by ignorance, wicked works, or estrangement
from the covenants of promise he came to confirm. And we must balance that cry wrung from his lips when he felt utter
desolation and horror at the reality of death: “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?”, with the fact that the
Father heard the prayers of His Son, offered with strong crying and tears unto Him that was able to save him out of death.
He was heard in that he feared.
Matthew 27:46; Philippians 2:8; Hebrews 5:7 RV mg.
The Revelation of God’s Wrath
The Gospel is the power of God unto salvation since it reveals the righteousness of God. We must not forget, however,
that it reveals the wrath of God also and the certain judgement of those who, when light is come into the world, prefer
darkness to light because their deeds are evil. It is not that those who are enlightened may choose whether to accept
what God offers or not and merely forfeit the chance of eternal life if they decide to reject. Conscious rejection is not a
neutral attitude, but a deliberate transgression of a commandment, and like Adam’s transgression, subject to a specific
and individual judgement.
Romans 1:17, 18; John 3:16–19
For the death and resurrection of the Lord Jesus Christ marked a turning-point in the relations between God and man,
with the most profound consequences in the matter of judgement and responsibility. Previously, as we have seen, God
had held men and nations in general responsible and judged them, according to their degree of privilege and
enlightenment, with a judgement apparently related to this life only. Israel indeed were judged as the nation whom God
had known “of all the families of the earth”, but other nations according to a more general principle; although as we have
seen, particular judgements were inflicted or remitted if there had been a “preaching of righteousness” to be rejected or
accepted. In the context of the “last times” of the Gospel era, there was for the world at large an “overlooking of times
of ignorance”, a “passing over of the sins done aforetime in the forbearance of God” and a “suffering of all nations to
walk in their own ways”. The burden of the apostolic message, however, was “but (God) now commandeth all men
everywhere to repent, because he hath appointed a day in the which he will judge the world in righteousness by that man
whom he hath ordained; whereof he hath given assurance unto all men in that he hath raised him from the dead”. This
command is thus clearly linked in Paul’s preaching both with resurrection and with judgement to come.
Romans 3:25 RV; Acts 17:30–31
Deliberate Transgression
It is granted, of course, that we have no means of telling what in our day constitutes an effective preaching of the Gospel
or at what point the apprehension of it and its personal implications call for a decisive individual response. The apostles
assume in their preaching the universal appeal and benefit of the Gospel, and are simply concerned with its acceptance
or rejection on the part of those who have understood their message. Having said that, however, and having fully grasped
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that rejection of the Gospel is a transgression of a specific Divine commandment, we cannot but be impressed by the
weight of the Scripture testimony as to the consequences, and to the fact that these consequences are likely to be more
far-reaching than we may at first have imagined. Salvation and life eternal have personal and individual implications
related to a time yet future. The implications of wilful rejection of them can only be related to that same time: and, like
Felix when Paul “reasoned of righteousness, temperance and judgement to come”, we tremble at the thought of our own
responsibility.
“Unto them that are contentious, and do not obey the truth, but obey unrighteousness, (shall be)
indignation and wrath, tribulation and anguish upon every soul of man that doeth evil” (Romans 2:8, 9).
“For which things sake (the works of our members upon earth) the wrath of God cometh upon the children
of disobedience” (Colossians 3:6, cf. with v. 4).
“The grace of God that bringeth salvation hath appeared to all men, teaching us, that denying ungodliness
and worldly lusts we should live soberly, righteously and godly in this present world; looking for that blessed
hope, and the glorious appearing of the great God and our Saviour Jesus Christ” (Titus 2:11–13).
“I charge thee therefore, before God and the Lord Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quick and the dead at
his appearing and his kingdom” (2 Timothy 4:1).
“It is a righteous thing with God to recompense tribulation to them that trouble you; and to you who are
troubled rest with us, when the Lord Jesus shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels, in flaming
fire taking vengeance on them that know not God, and that obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ:
who shall be punished with everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord” (2 Thessalonians 1:6–9).
“How shall we escape, if we neglect so great salvation . . .?” (Hebrews 2:3).
“If we sin wilfully after that we have received the knowledge of the truth, there remaineth . . . a certain
fearful looking for of judgement”. We have “trodden under foot the Son of God” and “counted the blood of
the covenant . . . an unholy thing” (Hebrews 10:26–31).
The Gentiles who “think it strange that ye run not with them to the same excess of riot, speaking evil of
you . . . shall give account to him that is ready to judge the quick and the dead” (1 Peter 4:3–5).
Tribulation, vengeance and judgement were threatened in the N.T. upon men now long dead, but the reference was not
the condemnation suffered by all because they were in Adam, or to any general judgement then imminent. It was the
individual judgement of the “last day”, to which all men must come who have understood the import of the Gospel
message, whether they have received it wholeheartedly and with patient continuance, at first accepted and then turned
the back or from the beginning counted the blood of the covenant an unholy thing by despising the grace of God. For he
who had come as a Saviour, to judge no man at that time, except in that his very righteousness convinced the world of
sin, has had all judgement committed into his hands. And he has said, “He that rejecteth me and receiveth not my words,
hath one that judgeth him: the word that I have spoken, the same shall judge him in the last day”. This phrase “the last
day” is found only in John’s record. Five times it is used of the resurrection of the dead at the coming of Jesus. The sixth
use is the one quoted here and with similar allusions in the other Gospels the phrase helps to build up a majestic and
comprehensive picture of Jesus as Judge, when those who refuse him will “hereafter . . . see the Son of man sitting on
the right hand of power, and coming in the clouds of heaven”. It would be rash indeed to seek to minimise the power of
the judgement Jesus is to exercise at his coming or to define or restrict its scope.
John 12:44–49; 6:39, 40, 44, 54; 11:24; Matthew 26:64
What is not Revealed
The precise manner and details of the judgement we cannot yet know, although the term “judgement seat of Christ”
inevitably carries its own imagery in all our minds. The fact that we shall be raised “every man in his own order”, which
means “his own rank” and not “order of time”, suggests that the procedure of judgment also could have some element
of classification in it. Account must be taken, however, of the fact that at least some will have their sorrow increased by
the sight of “Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and all the prophets in the kingdom of God and themselves thrust out”. Of
prime importance to us, however, are not the details, but the principles of judgment and responsibility, and the issues of
our own acceptability.
1 Corinthians 15:23; Luke 13:28, 29
But even though by man came death, by man came also the resurrection of the dead.
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“What then shall we say to these things? If God is for us, who is against us? He that spared not his own Son, but
delivered him up for us all, how shall he not also with him freely give us all things? Who shall lay anything to the
charge of God’s elect? Shall God that justifieth? Who is he that shall condemn? Shall Christ Jesus that died, yea
rather, that was raised from the dead, who is at the right hand of God, who also maketh intercession for us?”
(Romans 8:31–34, RV with mg.).
THE COMMITTEE OF THE CHRISTADELPHIAN
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Alan Hayward [1970s to 1980s]
A. On Creation
Alan Hayward, God’s Truth, 1973, Chapter 13 – Can We Trust the Experts?
Experts are Only Human
Without a doubt it is very useful to have a world full of experts. But it also brings some very real dangers. It is easy to
forget that experts are just as human as the rest of us. But they are. And in their common humanity lies a great danger.
I am not merely referring to the fact that even experts can make mistakes. There is a more serious danger than this. Lord
Acton put his finger upon a deep-rooted characteristic of human nature, when he said:
“Power tends to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts absolutely.” (Lord Acton, Historical Essays and Studies
(Appendix). Macmillan, London, 1902).
He was thinking mainly of political power. But it is true of every kind of power. Experts today wield a kind of intellectual
power over the man in the street. And there is every sign that they are in danger of being corrupted by that power.
The whole purpose of this chapter is to sound a very necessary warning. Don’t let the experts pull the wool over your eyes.
In many respects your opinion may be worth as much as theirs-even in some matters where they might reasonably claim
to know better than you.
Perhaps you think that this is a very negative matter with which to occupy a whole chapter. If so, it may help to look at it
this way. When good King Josiah came to the throne of Israel he found Jerusalem full of idols. Before he could begin to
restore the true worship of Jehovah, he had first to destroy all those idols (2 Chronicles 34;1-7).
“The experts” are the false gods of our age. They pretend to have an authority, a near-infallibility, that they do not possess.
And most people are taken in by them.
For example: “Fornication won’t hurt you-it will do you good!”, say many psychologists. (With my own ears I once heard
a psychiatrist proclaiming this.) Millions of people have lapped up this teaching, and now the foundations of family
stability are tottering throughout the western world.
Worse still, “the experts” have undermined people’s faith in the Bible. If you doubt this, take any unbeliever you happen
to know, and ask him exactly why he does not believe the Bible. Press him hard. Don’t let him evade the issue. Keep on
until he states his real reasons.
Will he say, “Because I have made a very careful study of the Bible, and have proved it to be quite inaccurate.”? Will
he? Not likely!
It is almost certain that, if he is honest, his real reasons will begin like this: “Because they say that . .
“They say.” They. The experts. He has a vague notion that “the scientists” say the Bible is unscientific, “the historians”
say the Bible is historically inaccurate, and “the leaders of religion” say that the Bible is not what it makes out to be.
And that’s enough for him. If “they” condemn the Bible, why should he look any further? They are the experts. They are
bound to be right. The Bible is dead-long live the experts! Thus our friend justifies his unbelief.
So before we can safely begin to look at the objections raised against the Bible, we must first take a look at the people
who raise them. Who are “they”? Are they really as wise as they like us to think? Are we really being foolish if we dare
to question the experts’ conclusions?
A New Look at the Experts
To see the matter in perspective it is necessary to note a number of points that are often overlooked. Because of their
importance I shall list these points first, and then go back and expand them.
(1) Experts deal with both facts and opinions.
(2) Experts in some fields are much more reliable than experts in other fields.
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(3) Experts disagree enormously among themselves.
(4) Experts in every field are very unreliable when they speculate about the future, or (under some circumstances)
the past.
(5) A surprisingly large number of experts have been caught deliberately deceiving the public.
(6) Experts have very frequently been led astray when their emotions have become involved.
(7) Experts have a regrettable tendency to exaggerate their own importance, and to persuade the public that they
know more than they really do.
(8) Non-specialists very often can-and do-make better decisions than experts, once the experts have stated the
facts requiring a decision.
Experts in Different Fields
Whatever the man in the street may think, many intellectuals are well aware of the unreliability of experts. For example,
the Australian philosopher Alan Wood has stated:
“Subjects should be arranged in a kind of hierarchy-for instance, Mathematics, Physics, Biology, Economics, Politics,
Psychology-in which experts are more and more likely to be wrong.” (Alan Wood, Bertrand Russell the Passionate
Sceptic. George Mlen and Unwin, London, 1957).
He does not state where his own subject, philosophy, comes in the pecking order. But he obviously has no illusions about
philosophy, because he reveals in the same book that Bertrand Russell, the most famous philosopher of the century, said
when he was in his late seventies:
“…philosophy is nonsense. I am now left regretting my ill-spent youth. . . . nine-tenths of what is regarded as
philosophy is humbug.”
When I first heard those words quoted, I felt sure that they must have been taken out of context, so as to misrepresent
Russell’s views. So I obtained the book, only to find that Russell undoubtedly did mean what those words imply-that most
of the subject that had occupied his great brain for so long was a load of old rubbish.
Wood’s list of subjects is well chosen. Mathematics comes top, because provided that a careful mathematician starts
with the right assumptions he is almost bound to arrive at the right conclusion. Physics is on rather more shaky ground,
because it is based on a mixture of experiment, mathematics and deduction. Experiments can go wrong, and deductions
can be false.
Biology is one rung further down the ladder. This is because living things are vastly more complex than atoms and
molecules. Biological experiments are therefore much more likely to give misleading answers than experiments in physics.
Then come economics, politics and psychology. These all deal with the behaviour of that highly unpredictable creature,
Man. Lots and lots of scope for making mistakes here!
Unfortunately the experts in the high-mistake-rate subjects (like biology and psychology) try to bask in the reflected glory
of the low-mistake-rate subjects (like mathematics). They say, for instance, “We’ve installed a big computer in our
laboratory, so we shan’t make nearly so many mistakes in future.” In fact the possession of a computer would not make
the slightest difference to the accuracy of their conclusions. It would merely enable them to turn Out their dubious results
a lot faster than before.
(3) Disagreements Among Experts
In 1954 I took a first-aid course at the laboratory where I work. We used the latest textbook, published only a few months
before. This is how it told us to treat a shocked patient:
“The application of warmth is the first of the measures to be applied to a shocked patient. Cover the patient with
blankets; place hot-water bottles round him...” ( Ambulance Hand-Book, 19th Edition. St. Andrews Ambulance
Association, Glasgow, 1954)
Some years later I enrolled in a refresher course. Again the latest textbook (published in 1965) was used. But this time
the advice on treatment for shock began with a warning in heavy black type:
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“WARNING: DO NOT OVERHEAT A SHOCKED PATIENT. Heat causes the superficial blood vessels to dilate and so increase
their capacity. The amount of circulating blood thus becomes even more inadequate for the needs of the body.” (First
Aid Handbook, 2nd Edition. Published jointly by Red Cross and St. John and St. Andrews Associations, London, 1965).
Thus in 1954 the experts said, “Keep ‘em warm!”; in 1965 they said, “Keep ‘em cool!” But it would be naive to imagine
that at some fixed date between 1954 and 1965 the whole medical profession changed its views overnight. There must
have been a period of controversy, while the Coolists gradually conquered the Warmists.
Similar differences of opinion among experts are going on all the time. Biologists argue bitterly about whether certain
drugs and pesticides should be banned. Educationists disagree violently about comprehensive education and corporal
punishment. Space scientists cannot agree whether men or machines should be used to explore the moon. The list of
disagreements could go on until it filled this book.
The lesson is clear. Very often, “The experts say . . .” means nothing more than, “The opinion of the side that happens
to be winning at the moment is . .
When Experts Speculate about the Future or the Past
Physicists come near the top of Alan Wood’s reliability league. Yet even physicists can go hopelessly astray when they
try to predict the future. A scientific journal in 1968 published an article, “How Fallible Can you Get?”7 This showed how
wrong physicists had been about the future of atomic power.
Lord Rutherford, perhaps the greatest atomic physicist of the early twentieth century, was convinced that there never
would be any practical application of atomic research. Around 1950, leading atomic scientists in France, Russia and
America all declared that atomic power stations would not become commercial propositions until the end of the
century.
What happened, to make these wise men such false prophets? Simply this: they took the present as a guide to the
future. Unfortunately for them some completely unforeseen events occurred, which made the future very different
from what they had envisaged.
There are two lessons in this. The first is obvious: it is very dangerous to use the present to predict the future.
The second lesson is much less obvious, but just as true: it is equally risky to assume that the present is a sure guide to
the past. Unknown events in days gone by can upset a scientist’s deductions about the past, just as surely as an
unforeseen event in days to come can upset his predictions.
This is a very important lesson indeed. Experts of all sorts-astronomers, geologists, biologists, anthropologists,
physicists and others-often make sweeping statements about the past. Some of these statements, if true, would make
nonsense of the Bible. It is therefore most necessary to remember two things:
(a) They are statements of opinion, not fact.
(b) They are always based upon the very shaky assumption that no unknown events have occurred to upset their
deductions.
Experts Who Cheat
The popular conception of a scientist is of a man in a pure white coat with a pure white conscience. He could no more
tell a lie than a computer could make a mistake. Deceive the public? No, not he!
Consequently, when a politician makes a promise everybody knows to take it with a grain of salt; but if a scientist states
something, everybody accepts it as truth, perfect truth. But honest scientists have no desire to be set on a pedestal like
this. We know that we cannot live up to it.
Recently the editor of one of the world’s leading scientific journals warned the public:
“There is no evidence that scientists always tell the truth, and the chances are that they are only marginally more honest
than, say, politicians.” (Nature. (London). August 17th 1968 (Editorial) New Scientist, September 5th 1968, p.497).
Another well known scientific journal published an article by Dennis Rosen of London University on scientific frauds. After
dealing with some famous frauds, like the Piltdown Man, Rosen considered the problem of widespread scientific cheating.
He suggested that up to five per cent of scientific papers submitted for publication contain material that the authors
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know to be false. Fortunately editors are good at spotting frauds, and only a minority of these deceitful papers get
published.
It would be wrong to make too much of this. Scientists are no less truthful than their non-scientific colleagues. But it is as
well to remember that they are no more truthful than the average man, either. And the same applies to every other kind
of expert.
Experts Exaggerate Their Importance
Every so often some far-sighted expert tries to warn the public. In 1950 an American scientist, Anthony Standen,
published his best-selling book, Science is a Sacred Cow. But by 1969 his warning had been forgotten, and another
scientist, David Horrobin, had to say it all over again in his book, Science is God. (David F. Horrobin, Science is God. Medical
and Technical Publishing Co. Ltd, Aylesbury, 1969)
Despite the rather flamboyant title, there is nothing blasphemous about the book. Horrobin’s title means that modern
man has turned science into a false god, and given it far more respect than it deserves.
Horrobin, like Standen before him, tries to cut science down to size. He is a professor of medical physiology, and is
particularly severe about his own branch of science. He lifts the lid off, and shows the layman what lies underneath all
the pronouncements of the experts. Here are a few quotations from his book:
“The history of science is littered with so-called facts which were later found not to be facts at all.... Anyone who has ever
worked in a laboratory, particularly a biological laboratory, is fully aware of the vulnerability of experimental fact.
Experiments are always going wrong..” (Horrobin, p.35).
“The scientific study of man is a myth, perhaps the most dangerous of all the myths of modern civilisation. Ultimately the
psychologist, the psychiatrist, the sociologist must each confess that his work must be prefaced by ‘I believe’ and not by
‘I have proved scientifically’. The intellectual basis for what the scientist says of man is no stronger than that for what the
theologian says. By means of a gigantic confidence trick, by pretending that the study of man is science) by hanging on
the coat tails of so lid) successful, reliable physics and engineering, an army of atheists and agnostics has forced many
theologians to turn and flee.” (Horrobin, p.82,83).
“In a manner of which any unthinking nineteenth-century bishop would have approved, many scientists are defending
with untoward vigour positions which seem to me and probably to most people to be untenable.” (Horrobin, p.95).
“Five equally clever men may have access to precisely the same information, and yet may express five different opinions
about a particular issue. Their answers depend more on their preconceived ideas than on the facts available.” (Horrobin,
p.106).
“Science is the modern god.... Twentieth-century scientists, like nineteenth-century theologians, make the wildest claims
on behalf of their god.... Twentieth-century charlatans of a myriad varieties offer their panaceas for society and attempt
to mislead the people by calling their misbegotten ideas scientific. And bewildered twentieth-century common men have
a crude faith in their god which they do not care to have questioned too closely…”(Horrobin, p.163). (The italics are mine
throughout.)
Very well. We have been warned. The experts (scientists in particular) thrust their opinions at us with the zeal of false
prophets. And ordinary people lap it up, like devoted worshippers of some false god.
Compare that last quotation from Horrobin with some words from the Old Testament, written about 2,500 years ago:
“A wonderful and horrible thing is committed in the land. The prophets prophesy falsely and the priests bear rule by their
means, and My people love to have it so” (Jeremiah 5:30,31).
Human nature doesn’t change much, does it? People always have liked to listen to the voice of “Authority”. People
positively love to be led astray by false prophets and dogmatising experts. That is the way we are all made.
Yes, we have been warned!
You Can Decide For Yourself
Who decides whether a man accused of murder is guilty? A panel of legal experts? Certainly not. The legal experts set
out all the evidence, and then a jury of ordinary men and women-folk like you and me-make the vital decision.
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Who decides whether Britain shall invest hundreds of millions of pounds in developing a proposed new aircraft? A group
of aircraft engineers? Certainly not. The decision is made by civil servants and politicians who couldn’t tell a jet engine
from a brass trumpet except by its size.
Who decides whether to ban certain chemicals from foodstuffs, or to limit the use of x-rays in hospitals? Again it is not
the chemists or the doctors, but the civil servants and politicians that decide.
This is the one redeeming feature in the present situation. We are not yet governed by the experts. Top decisions are still
made by non-specialists, who listen to their expert advisers, weigh the evidence, and then reach a conclusion.
This is enough to show that you do not have to be an expert to make up your mind about some important subject. Like a
jury, like a civil servant, you are well able to consider the evidence and decide for yourself.
So don’t be overawed by “the experts” as you read on. Do not let anybody bluff you into thinking that the majority view
is the only view, or that those who accept the minority viewpoint taken in this book are feeble-minded.
Weigh up the evidence for and against the Bible as honestly as you can. Then make up your own mind, without worrying
about what “they” say.
Remember that all through history, in every branch of knowledge, minority opinions have often proved right in the long
run.
Alan Hayward, God’s Truth, 1973, Chapter 21 – Is the Bible Unscientific?
“But what about the scientific objections to the Bible?” asks the unbeliever. “Surely you must admit that a scientist can’t
possibly believe everything in the Bible?”
To hear people talk like that, you would think that every scientist was an unbeliever. But this is very far from the truth.
I personally know many well qualified scientists who know the Bible far more intimately than almost any of its detractors.
They include two full professors in British universities, and at least a dozen with doctorates awarded for scientific research.
Nearly every one of the Bible-reading scientists known to me has come to the conclusion that the whole Bible is true.
And there are thousands of other scientists outside my own circle-including some eminent men in their field - who are
equally convinced of the truth of the Bible.
Since scientists are divided in their opinions about the Bible, we can afford to look at the matter without prejudice, and
form our own opinions. What, then, are the real facts?
First of all, it is important to realise that science and the Bible do not often come into contact. There is no reason why
they should. They are concerned with different things.
Science is concerned with the question of how things happen. But the Bible tells us why things happen.
To appreciate the distinction, consider the question of death. Medical science is gradually unlocking Nature’s mysteries,
and explaining what happens in our organs as we grow old and die. This new knowledge is very valuable. It has enabled
doctors to combat death so effectively that the average span of human life has been doubled within a century.
But science can never explain (a) why we die, or (b) the way to live for ever. This is the Bible’s job. It tells us:
“The wages of sin is death, but the gift of God is eternal life, through Jesus Christ our Lord.” (Romans 6:23)
In this one verse the Bible explains both (a) why we die-because of sin-and (b) the way to live for ever-by accepting God’s
gift.
Thus science and the Bible each have their place. Each tells us something we could not learn from the other. Usually
their spheres of interest do not overlap.
But sometimes the two do come into contact. Then the question arises: does the Bible conflict with scientific knowledge?
To answer this question we must look carefully at the two main areas where conflict is said to occur. One of these is in
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the stories of miracles in the Bible. The other is the account of creation in Genesis.
It is essential to do this in a spirit of reasonableness. There are some Christians who take the attitude, “If science
contradicts the Bible, so much the worse for science. Who cares?” And there are some scientists whose reaction is the
exact opposite: “Of course the Bible is unscientific. It’s a load of ancient folklore.”
Both these shut-minded attitudes are sadly mistaken. They do no service to Christ, to Science, or to Truth. Neither Biblebelievers nor scientists have anything to lose from thoughtfully considering the other side’s point of view. They have
much to gain from doing so.
Miracles
The general public seems to think that scientists are unusually logical people, with minds as accurate as electronic
computers. But those who work among scientists know that this is not true.
We scientists are just as human as anyone else. We make the same foolish mistakes, and we suffer from vanity,
impatience and prejudice, just like the rest of mankind.
When a scientist declares that miracles cannot happen, he is not stating a scientific fact. He is merely expressing his own
prejudiced opinion. And a thoroughly unscientific opinion it is, too.
Professor Horrobin, a medical scientist who shows no sign of being a Bible-believer, has recently warned his fellow
scientists about this. He says:
“The scientist begins with the belief that the universe operates entirely according to law. He begins by believing that
unique events which cannot be explained by natural law do not happen. Since by definition, by act of faith, the
scientist excludes miracles from the realm of science, he can hardly use science to demonstrate that they cannot
occur.
“The non-occurrence of miracles is part of the scientific creed. It is therefore arguing in a circle to say that science
demonstrates that miracles do not occur. The premise is the same as the conclusion. - . . I am not saying that true
miracles do Occur. All I am showing is that science has not demonstrated that they do not occur, and nor will it ever
be able to make such a demonstration.” (David F. Horrobin, Science is God. Medical and Technical Publishing Co.,
Lancaster, 1970 )
Horrobin is unquestionably right. Scientists cannot prove that miracles do not occur. They assume it.
This is not just perverseness on the part of scientists. We have to make this assumption about our experiments, for a very
good reason. We should never make any progress unless we did.
Let me illustrate what I mean. Some years ago medical scientists noticed a horrifying increase in the number of deformed
babies being born. They could conceivably have said, “This is a miracle. This is a curse from God on our wicked world.”
But that would have gone against the basic principle of science:
“Look for the cause.” So scientists ruled out the idea of a miracle, and looked for a scientific explanation. They found one.
The deformities were being caused by a drug, thalidomide.
It is therefore reasonable, and necessary, for every scientist to say to himself, “I shall assume that miracles are not
occurring in my laboratory today.”
But some scientists are not content with this. They want to go a big step further. They add, “And I shall also assume that
miracles never have occurred, anywhere, and never will.” This is not necessary, and not reasonable either. No scientist
who has thought the matter out would ever make such an absurd statement.
Science cannot possibly tell us whether the miracles recorded in the Bible occurred or not. All that science can do is to
agree with common sense, and admit that the Bible miracles could have occurred.
But is it likely that they really did? To answer that question we must look more closely at the facts.
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The Miracles of the Bible
The very first thing a scientist looks for in a new theory is what he calls “internal consistency”. In other words, do the
various parts of the new theory agree with each other; or does one part contradict another? Before he does anything
else, the man who produces a new theory must make sure it is internally consistent.
You would be surprised how many promising new theories fall down because of this. Internal consistency does not prove
a theory true. But it does at least give the new theory a chance.
The great thing to remember about the miracle stories of the Bible is this. They are part of an internally consistent picture.
In other words, they are what you would expect.
Christianity is an altogether miraculous religion. The existence of an inspired Bible is a miracle. The coming of the Son of
God into the world was a miracle. His resurrection was a miracle. Our hope of eternal life, in a world where death is the
universal rule, is a miracle. The fact that God hears prayer is a miracle.
Against this background, is it surprising that the Son of God, and some of the prophets and apostles, are reported as
working some miracles? Of course not. It would have been much more surprising if they hadn’t worked any miracles!
There is another important point in favour of accepting the miracle stories of the Bible. They are all so eminently sensible.
None of them occurs without a good reason. They all take place in a seemly way.
Most of the miracles of Jesus were miracles of healing. A few involved the most extreme form of healing-restoring the
dead to life. On a few occasions He provided food or drink or money for people who needed it. Twice He rescued His
disciples from probable shipwreck.
This leaves only one miracle unaccounted for: the cursing of the barren fig tree. And we saw in the previous chapter that
there was an extremely good reason for this.
So every single miracle of Jesus was performed for a purpose. Everyone was necessary. He never did anything merely to
be able to say, “Look, everybody! See what wonderful things I can do.” He was, in fact, tempted to use His power in that
way, but refused to do so. (Matthew 4:1-10)
His miraculous birth from a virgin was equally necessary. He had to have one human parent. Otherwise He would not
have been able to share our human feelings. But He can, because through His mother He inherited our weak human
nature. Consequently, as the New Testament says,
“We have not a High Priest who is unable to sympathise with our weaknesses, but one who in every respect has been
tempted as we are-yet without sinning.” (Hebrews 4:15, RSV)
Without one human parent He would never have known what temptation was. But if He had had two human parents He
could never have conquered every temptation. And the last three words of the quotation above declare that He did
conquer all temptations. He had to have one divine Parent to inherit enough strength to do that.
So the virgin birth is not just a wonder-story tacked on to the Gospels as an afterthought. It was an absolute essential to
the life and work of Jesus. Without it He could never have been what He was.
This is equally true of His resurrection from the dead. God’s plan of salvation revolves around it. Our assurance of eternal
life depends upon it, says Paul (1 Corinthians 15:12-19). And, as we saw in Chapter 7, it provides a powerful argument
for belief in the Bible.
All the miracles in the Bible fall into this general pattern. They all have a purpose, even though, in a few cases, the purpose
is not obvious at first glance. And they all fit into the overall theme of the Bible, namely, the working out of God’s great
scheme of redemption for our world.
Bible miracles are on an altogether higher level than the miracles recounted in other ancient books. The book of Tobit,
written between 200 and 100 B.C., tells how a demon called Asmodeus slew one after another the seven husbands of a
Jewish girl on their wedding nights. But then she married Tobias, and this time the demon was driven off by the smell of
burning fish, and so they all lived happily ever after.
If the Bible contained stories like that, we might have something to worry about.
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Language We Can Understand
The Bible always recounts miracles in the language of the common man. This again is what you would expect. If God had
told us the exact scientific explanation of the miracles we probably should not be able to understand half of them, even
today. And earlier generations would not have understood a word of it.
A university lecturer in geography once said to me, “I never like to touch a drop of liquor until the sun goes down.” It
would have been childish had I replied, “As a geographer, old man, you should know that the sun doesn’t go down; the
earth goes round.”
Yet people make just that sort of objection to a story in the Book of Joshua. Towards the close of a successful battle, night
was drawing on. Joshua prayed for the opportunity to complete the mopping-up operations. His prayer was answered.
The record says: “And the sun stood still, and the moon stayed” (Joshua 10:3).”
So the objectors rush in with their fatuous comments. “This teaches that the earth is the centre of the universe, and the
sun and moon go round it!”
Or, only one degree less absurd: “This would mean that the earth stopped rotating for a time. That would have been like
slamming on the brakes in a bus travelling at a thousand miles an hour. The earth’s surface would have been wrecked.”
If Joshua could have heard these comments, how he would have laughed. “Don’t be awkward,” he might have said. “I
merely intended to convey the idea that God miraculously lengthened the daylight for me. I was not concerned with the
astronomy, or the physics, of the situation. My readers understood me perfectly, and I don’t see why you shouldn’t.”
Similar principles apply to a number of other miracle stories. When Jesus went to heaven, He went “up”. His rising body
disappeared into a cloud (Acts 1:9).
This was not intended to teach that the earth is flat, and that God lives just above the clouds. It conveys a simple message
which men of all ages have been able to understand. We live on earth; God lives somewhere else, called heaven.
We do not know, and we need not care, just where that is-or even if it has a location within the “space-time continuum”
that scientists speak of. When the work of Jesus on earth was done, He went to join His Father. That is all we need to
know.
One more comment, before we leave miracles. Always resist the temptation to pooh-pooh something because it sounds
unlikely. Scientists are always coming unstuck when they do that.
When I was a small boy my mother told me of balls of fire that would sometimes descend from the sky during
thunderstorms. “Thunderbolts”, she called them.
At secondary school I was told that this was an old wives’ tale. The standard dictionary of the day (Concise Oxford
Dictionary, 3rd Edition. Oxford University Press, London, 1934) said that thunderbolts of this sort were “imaginary”, and
that settled it.
But not for long. Nowadays thunderbolts are “in” again. They have a new name, “ball lightning”, to make them
respectable, and eminent scientists publish papers about them. (J. R. Powell and D. Finkeistein, Ball Lighting. American
Scientist, 1970, 58, pp. 262-80).
Some people have never been able to accept the idea that God knows everything. “It’s an utter impossibility,” they have
said, “for any Being, no matter how mighty, to store up all the information there ever was, on every subject.”
This sort of objection looks pretty feeble, nowadays. There is a chemical in our bodies, called DNA, that stores up
information in its molecules. Those blue eyes you inherited from your mother, for example, were passed on from her to
you by a molecule of DNA.
A scientist has described how efficiently DNA holds information.
“The information stored in one man’s DNA would, if put into books, require a shelf to hold them so long that it would
go round the earth ten million times.” (R. Houwink, Data: Mirrors of Science. Elsevier, Amsterdam, 1970)
If those shelves were put into a tightly packed library, in book-cases ten shelves high, with gaps only five feet wide
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between them, the library would fill the whole of Europe and Asia, or nearly half the total land surface of the earth. And
that’s the amount of information now thought to be stored in your own body. …
Creation
The Bible starts off with a grand statement: “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.” (Genesis 1:1)
In the old days men regarded this as an obvious truth. The universe did not come from nowhere. Somebody must have
made it. If God did not make it, who did?
But nowadays men are not so simple-minded. They pounce on that word, “somebody”. “Why assume it was made by a
person?” they ask. “It might just as well have been made by the action of natural forces.”
There is one thing wrong with that argument. Scientists have so far failed completely to explain how the universe could
have come into being on its own. And even when they try to do so, they still find themselves using the word “creation”.
The fly in the atheists’ ointment is a scientific law called the Second Law of Thermodynamics. This says that in any system
of things, something called “entropy” keeps on increasing. We have found the law to be true for every system we have
been able to investigate, from tiny little test-tubes in the laboratory, right up to the world as a whole. There is every
reason to suppose that it applies to the solar system, and to the greatest system of all-the universe.
What is this “entropy”? It can only be defined accurately by using the language of mathematics. But it is near enough to
say that it means “mixed-upness”. It applies particularly to the mixed-upness of the heat in a system.
For example, when you add cold cream to boiling coffee, the cream warms up and the coffee cools down. Very soon you
have a cup of “coffee-with-cream”, all at the same temperature. Now try and get back your cold cream and boiling coffee.
Obviously, you can’t. Why not? Because mixed-upness always increases, never decreases.
Think of your house and garden as a self-contained system. In winter you have a nice warm house in an unpleasantly cold
garden. Go away for a week, and leave the house to itself. It cools down to the temperature of the garden. The “entropy”,
mixed-upness, of the system has increased.
As soon as you come home you set to work to put things right. You want to reduce the mixed-upness, and make the
house hotter than the garden again. There is only one way you can do this. You could, if you were desperate, burn your
furniture and floorboards. But this would not last long. Sooner or later you would have to bring in a source of heat-coal,
gas, oil, electricity-from outside. There is nothing you can do inside a closed system to reduce its mixed-upness.
Bringing in heat from outside is fine for you. But it is not so good for the world as a whole. Every time you heat your house
you help to increase the mixed-upness of the world. One day all the world’s sources of heat-coal, and oil, and natural gas,
and uranium for atomic power stations, and any other sources we may yet discover-will all be used up. The earth’s mixedupness will have become complete.
There will then be only one hope for the future. We shall have to bring in heat from outside. This would mean relying on
the sun as our only source of heat.
But the sun is losing weight at a tremendous rate. It is millions of tons lighter now than when you started reading this
chapter. One day the sun’s resources will all be finished. Then the mixed-upness of the solar system will have reached its
limit.
After that we might, if we were clever enough, bring in energy from outside the solar system. But this would only increase
the mixedupness of the universe as a whole. Eventually the mixed-upness of the whole universe would be complete.
And that would be that.
I have been speaking as if Man were solely responsible for increasing the mixed-upness of the universe. In fact he is only
making a very small contribution to Nature’s own programme. The universe is increasing its own mixed-upness by natural
processes at a fantastic rate, without any help from us.
This means that the universe can be likened to a wrist watch, steadily ticking away. There are, however, two very different
theories as to what kind of a wrist watch it is. Some scientists regard it as being like an ordinary wrist watch, that was
wound up once and will go on running down until it stops. A second group of scientists think of it as more like a selfwinding watch, that will go on ticking away for ever.
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But in both theories the scientists cannot quite get away from the need for a Creator. In both theories they still use the
word “creation”, despite themselves.
The first theory is often called the theory of the “Big Bang Universe”. According to this theory there must have been a
time, long ago, when the “watch” was first “wound up”; that is, when the universe was at its starting point, as un-mixedup as it could possibly be. One leading adherent to this theory, Professor A. R. Ubbelohde of London University, shows
no sign of wanting to uphold a belief in God. Yet in a book dealing with this topic, he describes the universe’s starting
point as: “The Heat Birth of the world, in a kind of luminous dawn of creation in time.” (A. R. Ubbelohde, Man and Energy
(Chapter 13). Pelican Books, London, 1963)
In another part of the same book he discusses whether we might ever be able to reverse the universal tendency towards
increasing mixed-upness. By a highly mathematical argument he shows that we cannot, but that it might be done by
“intelligent beings not dependent on our ordinary methods.” (A. R. Ubbelohde, Man and Energy (Chapter 16). Pelican
Books, London, 1963)
Apart from the use of the plural, this reads like an excellent definition of God. “Intelligent beings not dependent on our
methods”, indeed! How determined to resist the obvious can you get? Why can’t the Professor say, “The Creator could
do it”?
The other theory of the universe is officially called the “Steady-State Universe” theory. But, in practice, its adherents
prefer to use a more descriptive title: “The Continuous-Creation Universe”. (Sir Harold Spencer Jones, Continuous
Creation. Proc. Royal Inst., 35, 1952, p.336)
This theory proposes that, to keep the mixed-upness of the universe constant, fresh matter is being created throughout
the universe all the time. The amount needed would be vast. The Astronomer Royal estimated it at the equivalent of
50,000 bodies the size of our sun, being created every second. (Sir Harold Spencer Jones, Continuous Creation. Proc.
Royal Inst., 35, 1952, p.336). Yet the theory does not explain how this matter could be created, or what (or who) is
doing the creation.
Which takes more faith? To believe in a theory like this? Or to believe that “In the beginning God created the heaven and
the earth”?
A Six-Day Job?
“It’s not the actual fact of creation that bothers me,” said Larry. “I can accept that easily enough. What I can’t swallow is
the teaching of Genesis that God did the whole job in six days, just a few thousand years ago.”
A great many people will sympathise with Larry. If Genesis really did teach this, then it would be in head-on collision with
the facts of science. And by, “facts of science”, I mean facts; not just theories, or opinions, but well established facts.
Many of the statements trotted out by scientists about prehistoric events are only opinions. I shall be discussing some of
these in the next two chapters, where the origin of life will be considered.
But we cannot treat the facts of geology like this. Many lines of evidence show that the earth is immensely old. Much of
this evidence is too technical to discuss here. Some of it is extremely simple.
The earth’s crust abounds in fossils. These are pieces of rock bearing traces of plant or animal life. For instance, coal is
fossilised vegetation. Although only a small part of the earth’s crust has been explored, a million million tons of coal have
already been discovered.
That may not sound very much, but it is actually enough to provide half a bucketful for every square yard of the earth’s
surface. And a far greater quantity of coal must still lie undiscovered. It is obvious that countless generations of plants
and animals must have lived and died to produce all the fossils in the earth.
Some Christian writers have disputed this. They have argued that perhaps all these fossils were produced at one time,
either at the time of the Flood or of some earlier worldwide disaster. But this is quite impossible. Coal is almost pure
carbon, whilst vegetation contains only a small proportion of carbon. Consequently it must have taken something like a
ton of vegetation to produce a hundredweight of coal. Even if Noah had lived when the earth was completely covered
with dense jungle, there would still not have been nearly enough vegetation in his world to produce all the coal that exists
today.
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Others have suggested that God created all these fossils just to mislead scientists. This obviously will not do. As one
Christian writer has said about this, “God is not the Author of a lie-even a white lie.” (Dr. A. D. Norris, Believing the Bible.
Pickering and Inglis, London, 1947).
There is a better way to approach the problem. That is, to accept the evidence that the earth is many millions of years
old, and then to have another look at Genesis to see what it really does tell us.
We must begin by realising that Genesis was never intended to teach science. It was written in very simple language, to
teach some profound truths to all mankind. Those simple words made sense to the Hebrews in the dawn of civilisation.
The marvel is that they still make a very favourable impression on many scientists today.
The simplicity of the language is itself remarkable. It is said that the vocabulary of Genesis 1 contains only seventy-six
root words, in the original Hebrew. (Dr. F. A. Filby, Creation Revealed. Pickering and Inglis, London, 1963).. Just what is
this simple language trying to tell us?
We have already had a number of lessons in not jumping to conclusions. Hebrew is a highly figurative language, full of
word-pictures and figures of speech which are not intended to be taken literally. Hebrew idiom is quite different from
English idiom.
So there is no simple answer to the question, “What does Genesis 1 teach?” The general picture is quite clear. It teaches
that God created the universe and everything in it. But when we try to understand the details, various possibilities arise.
One suggestion is that the chapter describes a re-creation, not the original creation of the earth. It begins with a picture
of an earth “without form and void”. This expression is used by Jeremiah in a passage where he is talking about a land
brought to destruction (Jeremiah 4:23). So, this theory suggests, the earth was teeming with life in earlier geological ages,
and then, for some reason, God wiped everything out. Then He restored it to working order, as described in Genesis 1.
There are many variations on this theme. It has fairly recently been advocated by Dr. L. M. Davies, a geologist with high
qualifications. (Dr. L. M. Davies, The Bible and Modern Science. Constable, Edinburgh, 1953). He argued that the
withdrawal of the sun’s light brought on a sort of “super ice age”, long before the ice ages of recent times. This would
have destroyed every living thing, and set the stage for the events described in Genesis I.
When is a Day Not a Day?
There are two major objections to all these “re-creation” theories. First, they depend upon a global disaster so
tremendous as to wipe out every vestige of life on earth-and yet so gentle as to have left no record to show geologists
that it ever occurred.
Secondly, Genesis 1 does not seem like a re-creation story. It reads like a record of the entire creation as we know it. In
the days when scientists were not ashamed to refer to the Bible, one wrote in a leading scientific journal:
“The order in which the flora and fauna are said, by the Mosaic account [the Genesis story, written by Moses] to have
appeared upon the earth, corresponds with that which the theory of Evolution requires, and the evidence of geology
proves.” (Romanes, in Nature (London), 11th Aug., 1881. Quoted by W. H.)
This is broadly, though not precisely, true. We must also explain the appearance of the sun, moon and stars on the “fourth
day” of Genesis - that is, about half way through the work of creation. This can be done fairly simply. It probably means
that they became visible at that time, through the thinning mists of the cooling earth’s atmosphere.
The order of events in Genesis 1 then becomes remarkably close to the order that a modern geologist would draw up.
Many scientists have been deeply impressed by this similarity. It seems far too great to be a mere coincidence. No, it
seems almost undeniable that Genesis 1 is a broad picture of the entire geological history of the earth-and a remarkably
accurate one, at that.
In that case, what are we going to do about those six days?
In our day and age that should present no problem. (What’s that-”our day and age”? Evidently here is one expression
where a day is not a day.)
Now consider Genesis 2: 4, which concludes the record of creation with a one-sentence summary:
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“These are the generations (the story) of the heavens and of the earth when they were created, in the day that the
Lord God made the earth and the heavens.”
So Genesis evidently uses “day” in a figurative sense. The whole process took six days. Yet those six days added up to
only one day. If a day always means a day, then this arithmetic becomes impossible. But if a day means “a period”,
everything makes sense.
Moreover, during the first five-and-a-bit of those six days there were no men or women upon the earth. Those “days”,
therefore, are unlikely to have been days measured on a human scale. They must surely have been days measured on
God’s scale-and those are very different from the days we know.
In two places the Bible warns us that God’s time scale is far greater than ours. Peter says that “one day is with the Lord
as a thousand years, and a thousand years as one day.” (2 Peter 3:8)
Moses stretches out the time scale still further, when he says that “a thousand years in Thy (God’s) sight are . . . as a
watch in the night.” (Psalm 90:4)
These statements are obviously not meant to be taken as literal scales, like the “one inch to one mile” of an Ordnance
Survey map. They are merely warnings, expressed in poetic language, that the eternal God is not bound by the same
time scale as ourselves. So one way of solving our problem is to say that the world was created in six “divine days”. And
those days can be as long as the geologists want to make them.
But there is an even better way of viewing Genesis 1. The “days” may not have been the actual days when God did the
work of creation. They could have been the days on which God revealed the story of creation to one of His inspired
historians. This idea goes back to a nineteenth-century German, J. H. Kurtz, and has been worked Out in great detail by
a modern archaeologist.(P. J. Wiseman, Creation Revealed in Six days. Marshall Morgan and Scott, London, 1948)
If we view Genesis 1 in this way, practically all the problems disappear. It harmonises with the teaching of the rest of the
Bible. It enables every scientist to hold up his head and say, as did the first astronauts ever to approach the moon: “IN
THE BEGINNING, GOD CREATED THE HEAVEN AND THE EARTH.” (Genesis 1:1)
To many a scientist this not only makes sense. It solves a problem that science cannot touch.
Alan Hayward, God’s Truth, 1973, Chapter 22 – Why Some Biologists Think Darwin Was Wrong
Biologists Who Doubt Evolution
If you have a biologist friend who is hooked on evolution, persuade him to go to France for a year. He will come back a
changed man. French biology has for many years been in a turmoil over evolution.
A few years ago an American scientific journal reviewed the scene in France.
“This year saw the controversy rapidly growing, until recently it culminated in the title, ‘Should We Burn Darwin?’
spread over two pages of the magazine Science et Vie.
“The article, by the science writer Aimé Michel, was based on the author’s interviews with such specialists as Mrs.
Andrée Tetry, professor at the famous Ecole des Hautes Etudes and a world authority on problems of evolution,
Professor Réné Chauvin and other noted French biologists ...
“Aimé Michel’s conclusion is significant: the classical theory of evolution in its strict sense belongs to the past. Even if
they do not publicly take a definite stand, almost all French specialists hold today strong mental reservations as to the
validity of natural selection.” (Zygmunt Litynski, "Should We Burn Darwin?". Science Digest, Jan.1961, 51, p. 61)
In 1960 an evolutionist upset his fellow evolutionists. His “crime” was that of being too honest. He published a book (G.
A. Kerkut, Implications of Evolution. Pergamon Press, London and New York, 1960) mildly pointing out that many of the
arguments on which evolution was based were unsound. He did not reject evolution out of hand. He merely declared
that it was “not a proved fact”. He said, in effect, “For pity’s sake let’s hurry up and find some decent arguments to base
it on.”
But the most impressive testimony of all has come from one of the world’s most distinguished biologists. The late Dr. W.
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R. Thompson was elected a Fellow of the Royal Society-the greatest scientific honour in the British Commonwealth. He
held the important post of Director of the Commonwealth Institute of Biological Control.
Because of his high standing, he was invited to write the introduction to a new edition of Darwin’s Origin of Species which
was published in 1956. If you would like an authoritative statement of where the theory of evolution stood then, you
should read Dr. Thompson’s introduction for yourself. It will probably amaze you.
He drew the following conclusions:
(1) That the general public should be warned to take the theory of evolution with a large grain of salt, because it is
still a long, long way from being proved.
(2) That respectable scientific theories are based on solid facts, but the theory of evolution is based on a weird
hotchpotch of facts and guesswork.
(3) Biologists are even guilty of deceiving the general public, by deliberately suppressing the true facts about the
theory of evolution.
Here are some of Dr. Thompson’s actual statements. (The italics are mine.)
“Evolution, if it has occurred, can in a rather loose sense be called a historical process; and therefore to show
that it has occurred historical evidence is required. History in the strict sense is dependent on human testimony.
Since this is not available with respect to the development of the world of life we must be satisfied with
something less satisfactory.
“It does appear to me, in the first place, that Darwin in the ‘Origin’ was not able to produce palaeontological
evidence sufficient to prove his views, but that the evidence he did produce was adverse to them; and I may
note that the position is not notably different today. The modern Darwinian palaeontologists are obliged, just
like their predecessors and like Darwin, to water down the facts with subsidiary hypotheses which, however
plausible, are in the nature of things unverifiable.
“The advent of the evolutionary idea, due mainly to the ‘Origin’, very greatly stimulated biological research. But
it appears to me that owing precisely to the nature of the stimulus, a great deal of this work was directed into
unprofitable channels or devoted to the pursuit of will-o’-the-wisps. I am not the only biologist of this opinion.
“A long-enduring and regrettable effect of the success of the ‘Origin’ was the addiction of biologists to
unverifiable speculation.
“As we know, there is a great divergence of opinion among biologists, not only about the causes of evolution but
even about the actual process. This divergence exists because the evidence is unsatisfactory and does not permit
any certain conclusions. It is therefore right and proper to draw the attention of the non-scientific public to the
disagreements about evolution. But some recent remarks of evolutionists show that they think this unreasonable. This situation, where scientific men rally to the defence of a doctrine they are unable to define scientifically,
much less demonstrate with scientific rigour, attempting to maintain its credit with the public by the suppression
of criticism and the elimination of difficulties, is abnormal and undesirable in science.
“Thus are engendered those fragile towers of hypotheses based on hypotheses, where fact and fiction mingle in
an inextricable con-fusion. That these constructions correspond to a natural appetite there can be no doubt. It
is certain also that in the ‘Origin’ Darwin established what may be called the classical method of satisfying this
appetite. We are beginning to realise now that the method is unsound and the satisfaction illusory. But to
understand our own thinking, to see what fallacies we must eradicate in order to establish general biology on a
scientific basis, we can still return with profit to the source-book which is ‘The Origin of Species’.” (Professor W.
A. Thompson, F.R.S., Introduction to The Origin of Species, Centenary Edition (Everyman Library No. 811). J. M.
Dent and Sons, London, 1956).
Did you ever read anything like it? It is doubtful whether anything to match it has occurred in the recent history of science.
Here is a world authority setting out to expose the sorry state of his own branch of science, and to warn the general
public that the wool is being pulled over people’s eyes.
Now compare this with the words that follow. They were written only a few years earlier by another famous man, H. G.
Wells.
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Biologists Who Walk by Faith, not Fact
“One thing is certain. Not one fact has ever emerged, in a stupendous accumulation of facts, to throw a shadow
of doubt upon what is still called the “Theory” of organic evolution. No rational mind can question the invincible
nature of the evolutionary case.” (H. G. Wells, Mind at the End of Its Tether. Heinemann, London, 1945)
Well, well. As Hamlet’s mother would have said, the gentleman doth protest too much, me thinks. H. G. Wells was a
qualified scientist and a respected historian. He was far too intelligent and well-read a man not to know the truth about
evolution. Why should he overstate his case in that blustering fashion?
There is one obvious explanation. Look at it this way. Throughout this book I have tried to be fair. Where a particular
argument against the Bible is childish, I have said so. Where an objection is weighty I have admitted it, and said it needs
careful examination. Occasionally I have admitted that, as yet, a certain problem cannot be solved.
Suppose that, instead of doing this, I had used Mr. Wells’ tactics. Suppose I had used his very words in defence of my own
case, like this:
“Not one fact has ever emerged, in a stupendous accumulation of facts, to throw a shadow of doubt upon the Bible.
No rational mind can question the invincible nature of the Bible-believer’s case.”
Whatever would you have thought of me? You would have said to yourself, “Poor fellow. His religious fervour has got the
better of him. His judgement as a scientist has all gone to pot.” And you would have been right.
Isn’t it obvious that this criticism applies to Mr. Wells, who actually did use this language? He was well known for his
strong views as an atheist. Evidently his religious fervour or irreligious fervour or whatever you call the fervour of an
atheist-must have affected his attitude to evolution.
Professor Kenneth Walker is another popular author who plugged evolution in his books. Fortunately he was not so starryeyed about it as Wells. He frankly admitted why he and others accepted Darwin’s theory:
“Darwin’s theory of evolution is retained because scientists have found nothing more satisfactory to put in its place. A
mechanical explanation of the procession of life on this planet is required and no such explanation, other than that
offered by Darwin, is forthcoming. This being so, there is no alternative to that of retaining Darwinism with all its
weaknesses.” (Professor K. Walker, Meaning and Purpose. Pelican Books, Harmondsworth, 1950). (The italics are
mine.)
He spoke for many other evolutionists besides himself. A “mechanical explanation”- that is, one that leaves God out of
account-was “required”. By hook or by crook some explanation acceptable to an atheist had to be found. Darwin’s
explanation was a poor one, but it had to fill the gap. It was the best of a bad lot.
Another evolutionist has told some interesting tales in a recent magazine article:
“Not long ago a professor wrote an article questioning a former teacher, in the mildest possible terms, about the
authenticity of a certain find-and ended a friendship of thirty years. On another occasion an eminent anthropologist
arose to speak at a meeting given in his honour, and began reminiscing about the early days of his career when his
ideas concerning human evolution had been ignored. But he managed to complete only a few sentences of his talk.
Then, overcome by the recollection of years of frustration, he lowered his head and burst into tears. Investigators have
stalked out of meetings, indulged in personal vituperation (in technical journals, as well as privately), argued over
priorities, accused colleagues of stealing their ideas.
“Such behaviour may be somewhat less common than it once was, and it is by no means unknown in other areas of
science, but its incidence has been strikingly high among pre-historians. The reason for this occupational ailment is
obscure, but it may have something to do with the shortage of solid evidence.” John Pfeiffei; "Man-Through Time's
Mists". The Saturday Evening Post, 1966, 239th Year, no. 25, p.41 (The italics are mine.)
Alan Hayward, Creation and Evolution, 1985, pp. 167, 168, Triangle (1985)
“This (neglected) theory suggests that Genesis does not intend us to take the six days of creation as the days on which
God did the actual work. Instead, they could be the days in which God issued his creative commands, or ‘fiats’ as they are
usually called.... We must not think of the great fiats of Genesis 1 as if they were mere statements. The future is as real
to God as the past is to us. To him, those fiats were as actual as the creative actions which followed. The fiats are the
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most vital part of Genesis 1, for the creative acts and processes themselves were only the outcome of those fiats: they
were absolutely bound to follow. It appears that from God’s point of view—which is very different to ours—creation was
virtually completed as soon as he had uttered his infallible fiats.”

B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
Alan Hayward, God’s Truth, 1973, Chapter 23 – How the Human Race Began
In the third chapter of the gospel of Luke there is a list of Jesus Christs ancestors. His descent is traced back through David,
Abraham and Noah to "Seth, which was the son of Adam, which was the son of God.” (Luke 3:38).
Who was this Adam? We open our Bibles at Genesis chapter ~ and read of his creation as the very first man. We turn
over to chapter 3 and read that his wife was "the mother of all living".
If our Bible is an old-fashioned edition we see the date at the top of the page: 4004 B.C. Then we shake our heads. How
can we possibly believe this? Wasn’t there already a flourishing civilisation in Egypt in 4004 B.C.? Were not cave men
living in the south of France in ten or twenty thousand B.C.? And various kinds of shaggy ape-men, long before that? This
is a very real problem. It is probably the biggest, most serious problem that the Bible-believing Christian has to face. But
even so, with patience and careful thought a solution can be found.
One thing we dare not do. We must not take the easy way out and say, "Adam was just a myth." That way lies disaster. I
have tried to show throughout this book that we must let the Bible speak for itself. We must not twist it, to make it mean
what we think it ought to have said. We must let it make its own message clear to us.
It is necessary to make due allowance for figures of speech in the Bible. We must not treat poetry as if it were prose, or
parables as if they were literal truth. We need to be very, very careful not to read the Bible as if it had been written by
Englishmen; instead, we must read it in the light of the Hebrew idiom that shines through into the English translation.
And, above all, we simply must let the New Testament provide us with the key to the Old. If we doubt what Jesus and His
apostles taught about the Old Testament, we shall end up doubting them in other matters too. Our faith will then prove
to be a house built on sand.
So we have to begin with the question: what does the New Testament say about Adam? The answer is sharply defined,
clear and unmistakable. Adam was a real person. He and his wife, Eve, were the ancestors of the whole human race.
Several lines of evidence lead to this conclusion. There are the words quoted from Luke’s Gospel in the first paragraph of
this chapter. There is the way that Jesus referred to Adam and Eve. He spoke of them in the same literal way as the other
historical characters of the Old Testament (Matthew 19:4-5).
Above all, there is the teaching of Paul. As was shown in Chapter 14, his whole teaching about sin and death and salvation
had two foundation stones. One was a historical Adam, whose sin started a pattern of sinfulness that has affected all his
descendants. The other was a historical Jesus, who came to save some of the sons of Adam from sin and death, and give
them everlasting life (Romans 5:12-17; 1 Corinthians 15:20-23, 45-49).
Remove one of those twin foundations and the whole structure of Christianity collapses. If Adams sin was a myth, then
Christs righteousness might have been a myth, too.
One thing is certain: Christianity-that is, real Christianity, Biblical Christianity, the Christianity of Christ and His apostlesstarts with the sad, true story of events in the Garden of Eden. This is our starting point. Within this framework we must
look for a solution to our problem. …
Dating the Past
Most laymen are aware that scientists have various methods of estimating the age of fossils. But they are usually unaware
of the real facts about these scientific methods.
Popular science writers are largely to blame for this, because of the glib way they speak of ancient dates. The following
statement is a typical example. It occurred in a popular magazine article.
“Ash deposits in Chinese caves indicate that fire had been tamed as early as 360,000 years ago.” (J. D. Ratchif, "How
Man Began". Reader's Digest (British Edition), November, 1965)
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That figure of 360,000 years creates a completely false impression. If you asked a man, “How long is this garden?” and
he replied, “About a quarter of a mile,” you would know that he was only making a rough estimate. But if he replied, “360
yards,” you would assume that he really knew the true length, to within a few yards.
Similarly, when popular writers quote figures like “360,000 years”, the public unconsciously assumes that the date is
known quite accurately. But scientists know that this is not so. Many methods of dating the remote past are in use, and
ever)’ one of them has disadvantages.
Several of the methods make use of the traces of radioactive elements which are present in rocks and fossils. Radioactive
elements change their nature slowly, in a remarkably steady fashion. They can be likened to clocks that have been running
down for some time.
By studying just how far “run down” they are, scientists can calculate how long it must be since they were first “wound
up”.
Scientists using these methods, however, find that all is not plain sailing. They can never be quite sure how much
radioactive material was present in the beginning. Another problem is that some foreign matter may have soaked in to
contaminate the specimen. In other words, they never know whether the “clock” was “fully wound up” in the first place,
or whether it has been given a few extra “winds” in the meantime.
Because of the uncertainties involved in all methods of dating, a large number of dates that were accepted a few years
ago are now regarded as highly dubious. Scientific journals bristle with papers pointing out mistakes that have been made
in this field.
The most popular method for estimating “recent” dates (within the past few thousand years) is called the radiocarbon
method. It has taken many years of research to develop this method to a point where it can be relied upon to give
accurate results.
This has been possible only because scientists were able to check their results experimentally, on objects whose age was
known for certain. For example, historical records tell us that the volcano, Vesuvius, erupted suddenly in A.D. 79 and
buried two Roman cities, Pompeii and Herculaneum. Consequently we know the exact age of the food left on the tables
in those buried cities.
By checking their answers on such objects, radiocarbon workers were able to tell where they had gone wrong. And they
often did go wrong. As recently as 1965 two experts in this field could write:
“Most laboratories are in agreement that, wherever possible, bone should not be used for radiocarbon dating....
In conclusion, it can be seen that the majority of radiocarbon dates on bone are in error.” (M. A. Tamers and F. J.
Pearson, "Validity of radiocarbon dates on bone". Nature, 1965, 208, p.1053)
For technical reasons the radiocarbon method cannot be applied to very ancient objects. The present limit of its
usefulness is a very few tens of thousands of years. Beyond that, we are forced to rely on other methods that have not
been developed to the same pitch of accuracy as the radiocarbon method.
Moreover, we can only check the accuracy of methods of dating the past over a limited period. Beyond about 3,000 years
ago there are no objects whose age is known with anything like certainty. Beyond about 5,000 years ago all we can do is
to check one method of estimating with another, and hope for the best.
Scientists are all well aware of these reasons for treating very ancient dates as only rough estimates. But there is a much
more serious objection to relying on these ancient dates, which many scientists deliberately ignore.
Every method depends upon what is called “the principle of uniformitarianism”. In simple terms, “uniformity” means
assuming that the same conditions have existed and the same natural laws have operated all along. In other words, that
the atomic “clocks”, and the geological “clocks”, have always ticked away at the same steady rate.
This amounts to an assumption that God does not exist, or at least that He has left the world alone. It is obvious that if
the Creator has been at work there has not been “uniformity”, and that all scientific methods of dating the remote past
are based upon a false foundation.
This means that many scientists are making an elementary mistake. They begin by assuming “uniformity”, and hence by
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assuming that the Creator has not been at work. From this assumption they work out a method of dating very ancient
fossils. Then they use these dates as part of an argument to “prove” that Genesis is wrong, and that there has been no
Creator at work.
Thus they go right round in a circle, and end up where they started. They have to start by assuming “no creative activity”,
in order to end up by concluding “no Creator acting”.
Closing the Gap
We have now noted two very important facts. First, the Bible does not give us enough information to enable us to say
when Adam lived. Secondly, there is so much guesswork involved in anthropology that the conclusions drawn by
anthropologists must be treated with great caution.
These two facts help to close the gap between the Bible and scientific knowledge.
If Adam really lived as much as ten or twelve thousand years ago, this would place him before the earliest civilisations
known to archaeology. The history of fully civilised man did not begin until much later. When the uncertainties attached
to scientific methods of estimating ancient dates are allowed for, there is no difficulty in regarding even the half-civilised
men of the Neolithic period (the New Stone Age) as the descendants of Adam.
But what about early prehistoric man? Scientists may not have a clue what Zinjanthropus really looked like, but it is
difficult to deny that the hairy gentleman may have lived long before Adam.
The real question, however, is not whether Zinjy and all the other early prehistoric “men” existed before Adam, but
whether they were men in the Biblical sense of the word.
A great deal of confusion has occurred because people have not realised that the word “man” has been defined in two
different ways. Anthropologists define it in one way, the Bible in another.
Dr. Leakey, the discoverer of our old friend Zinjy, has said that anthropologists define man like this:
“To qualify as man there must be reasonably good evidence suggesting that the creature probably made tools to
a set and regular pattern.” (Dr. L. S. B. Leakey, The Progress and Evolution of Man in Africa. Oxford University
Press, London, 1961)
Notice those cautious words, “reasonably good evidence”, “suggesting”, and “probably”. The classification is evidently
based upon what the scientist thinks, not what he knows. He defines as man any creature that he thinks used tools.
Now compare with this the Bible’s definition: “So God created man in His own image, in the image of God created He
him.” Genesis 1:27).
In this one verse the Bible gives its definition of man twice over, because it is such an important definition. Man is a
creature in God’s own image.
It is clear from the way the New Testament quotes this verse that the word “image” refers to God’s moral character,
rather than His physical shape. (See Col. 1:15, i6; 2 Cor. 4:4; and Heb. 1:3)
In modern English, therefore, the Bible’s definition of man amounts to this: man is a creature capable of serving God.
The difference between these two definitions is most important. When anthropologists speak of man, and when the Bible
speaks of man, they are not necessarily speaking of the same thing.
The ability to make crude tools, or even to light fires and cook food, is evidence of intelligence. But it is not evidence of
the ability to serve God. And this-not mere brain power-is what distinguishes man from the lesser animals, according to
the Bible.
There is no proof that early prehistoric “man” had this ability to serve God. Consequently he can be regarded, from the
Biblical standpoint, as merely a highly intelligent animal.
Moreover, there is no proof that the human race is descended from any of these early prehistoric “men”. Anthropologists
assert that we are descended from some of these prehistoric “men”, which they classify under “Homo sapiens” (a term
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which includes ourselves) and earlier species of Homo.
But we must remember that this is only an opinion. And anthropologists’ opinions are constantly changing. Not so long
ago they thought we were descended from a shaggy creature they called “Neanderthal man”. Then they came to regard
“Neanderthal man” as an evolutionary dead-end, an extinct creature with no direct links to the human race.
And that is how a large number of Bible-believing scientists regard early prehistoric “man” in general: as a collection of
intelligent two-legged animals, long since extinct. This view has recently received powerful support from an unexpected
quarter, by the discovery that there are tool-using animals alive today. Dr. Jane Goodall has found that chimpanzees in
the wild state regularly use simple tools. (Dr. Jane Goodall, My Friends the Chimps. National Geographic Society,
Washington, 1967)
Some of the views about prehistoric “man” expressed in this chapter may not agree with current scientific opinions. But
they do not clash with any known scientific facts. And they do not disagree with anything the Bible tells us, either.
The Bibles teaching about the origin of mankind is beautiful in its simplicity. By a special creative act God made the first
man and woman, after He had made all the rest of creation. From these two the whole human race is descended. This
explanation satisfied men and women three thousand years ago. It is still eminently sensible today. It can stand up to the
critical scrutiny of our scientific age.
How can this be? Every other ancient account of creation and the origin of life reads like childish nonsense in the modern
world. Why is the Bible so different? There is an obvious answer. The Bible is the inspired Word of God.
Alan Hayward, God’s Truth, 1973, (Chapter 24 – The Problem of Suffering)
Long Ago
The story of human suffering begins in the Garden of Eden. As we saw in the previous chapter, there is good reason to
believe that Adam and Eve were real people, although they must have lived a very long time ago. There is only one way
to understand their story. Take a Bible and read the first three chapters of Genesis for yourself.
It may surprise you to discover that some common beliefs about the Garden of Eden are not in the Bible at all. For instance,
you will find that man’s first sin was not connected with an apple, and had nothing to do with sex.
Instead, you will find a simple account of how the first man was given freedom of action, and a chance to use his freedom
wisely. He lived in a world described as "very good", and he had the chance to live a very pleasant life. But poor Adam
misused his opportunity: he chose to disobey God. Through this choice he started a sort of habit, the habit of sinning,
which has gripped the human race like a python ever since.
Their Maker told the first human pair that two tragic consequences would follow from their sin. First, that they and their
children would experience "sorrow"-which in modern English we would call "suffering" (Genesis 3:16-17). And secondly,
that they must suffer death-the greatest and most final form of suffering there is. (Genesis 3:19).
So Genesis tells us how suffering came into the world, when the first man chose to disobey God. Because we are Adams
children we inherit his sinful tendencies. And so we too must suffer, and we too must die.
…
It was tragic that our race chose the path of disobedience, the way of hatred instead of the way of love. But God was
prepared for this. The Book of Genesis reveals that God was ready with a plan to bring great good out of the disaster in
Eden. And in this plan, suffering plays a very important part.
God began by sentencing the whole sinful race to death. Not to immediate death, though; He allows us to live a while,
before we suffer the just penalty of sin. This is really a great act of mercy on Gods part. Every single day we live is an
unearned, undeserved, gift from God.
But His mercy does not stop there. God went further, and provided a way of reconciliation, so that those people who
really want to love Him might learn to do so.
Later chapters of the Bible fill in the details of God’s way of life and love. “Learn to love and obey Me,” He said, in effect,
“and you shall be raised from the dead to live for ever.”
The Reason for Death
Every engineering works has an inspection department. Here the manufactured parts are tested, to see if they measure
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up to the specification. Those that fail are classed as scrap and find their way back to the smelting furnace, where they
finally cease to exist.
The Bible shows that death serves the same sort of purpose for human “rejects”. Those that fail to meet Gods
requirements will be sentenced to eternal death - which simply means that they will cease to exist. When machine parts
are found to be no use, they are destroyed; and when men and women have finally shown that they are no use to God,
He will blot them out of existence too.
… We have learnt from considering the past and the present world that: (1) God gave man free will, so that he would
have the opportunity to love; (2) But man chose hatred rather than love, thus bringing suffering into the world; (3) Death
and hell put an end to both sin and suffering. This is Gods way of wiping out of existence those who do not choose to love
Him; (4) But there is a hope of life after death for those who do try to love God. …
Alan Hayward, God’s Truth, 1973, (Chapter 25 – The Real Problems)
… Chapter 23 showed that the shakiest part of this shaky theory is that which deals with the evolution of man. We saw
that Adam and Eve were real people; that they were specially created by God as the ancestors of the whole human race;
and that we are not told how long ago they lived.
… Human nature has a natural rebelliousness about it, a kind of built-in opposition to everything that comes from God.
He did not create us that way; we have become like it of ourselves (Romans 5:12). The result is, in the words of Paul:
" The desires of the flesh ["flesh" is Paul’s word for what we call "human nature"] are against the Spirit, and the
desires of the Spirit are against the flesh; for these are opposed to each other, to prevent you doing what you
would." (Galatians 5:17).
This inborn perversity of human nature has operated all through history. It caused the ancient Israelites to turn against
Moses, even though he had just delivered them from a life of slavery in Egypt (Exodus 16:2-3; Numbers 14:2-4). It caused
their descendants to disregard the words of the prophets, and persecute them (Luke 13:34). It caused the Jews of the
first century to crucify their King. And it is at the root of men’s unreasonable attitude to the Bible, all through history.
Alan Hayward, The Real Devil, CBM, 1975
According to this other view that is what the devil really is—an enemy inside us. In other words, when the Bible speaks
of the devil it is using a kind of parable. The devil of the Bible represents all the wickedness that is within the hearts of
men and women (page 2).
The first three chapters of the first book, Genesis, tell us how God created this world and the first human beings, Adam
and Eve. He gave them a law to keep, but they disobeyed Him. (page 3)
So the message of Genesis, and of other Bible writers who refer to Genesis, is plain. Don’t blame a fallen angel for the
sinfulness of human nature. Put the blame where it belongs: on Adam, and on his sinful children—including ourselves.
(page 4)
But as soon as we accept that the devil is our fallen human nature, all these problems vanish (page 17)
What Jesus had done was to “bind” the “Satan” of human nature that was inside him. He did this every day, by conquering
every temptation that came to him and thus living a sinless life. (page 18)
But now let us try the key that has already explained so many difficult passages. There is no person, besides God, who
holds the power of death. But there is one thing that holds it: human sinfulness. Here are two verses that say so: “The
wages of sin is death” (Romans 6:23). “Sin when it is full-grown brings forth death” (James 1:15). Without any doubt,
therefore, the devil of Hebrews 2:14, the devil that had the power of death, was human sinfulness. (page 19)
Now to return to the first sentence of the verse we were looking at, Hebrews 2:14. Notice how it says that, in order to
destroy the devil, Jesus needed to “share our human nature” …… take note of this verse’s teaching that Jesus died so as
to destroy the devil. But what can a man destroy by dying, except his own human nature, or his own self? (page 19)
Now that we know the devil is human nature—actually is that evil thing we call “SELF”, or selfishness—all is beautifully
clear. Of course Jesus had to share our human nature. Otherwise, there would have been no “devil” inside him to be
destroyed. Of course he had to die. Otherwise he would never have completely destroyed “self”. (page 19)
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With the right key in our hands everything in this verse fits together and makes perfect sense. Self, the human-nature
devil, is too strong for you and me; it has the power of death over us; it destroys us. But the Lord Jesus Christ was the one
and only human being who conquered every temptation that his human nature could hurl at him. And he went on doing
so, right up to his dying breath. Had he done his own will and run away from the cross, the devil of human nature would
have destroyed him. But he did no such thing. Instead, he did his Father’s will. He went forward bravely to an agonising
death. And thus he destroyed the devil. (page 19-20)
When the very first man was caught committing the world’s first sin, he said to God: “The woman whom Thou gavest to
be with me, she gave me the fruit of the tree, and I ate” (Genesis 3:12). But the woman would not accept the blame,
either. She defended herself: “The serpent beguiled me, and I ate” Genesis 3:14). Both these early sinners used the same
excuse, “I wasn’t altogether to blame, because somebody else tempted me!” All men and women are the children of this
first sinful pair. Down through the ages, millions of us have echoed their excuses. “Please don’t altogether blame me,
Lord—remember the evil being who tempted me!” (Page 33)
The Bible shows that there is no supernatural being who tempts us. God sees only one person to blame for our sins:
ourselves. This is the real devil, your own inner self. Face up to him, and with Christ’s help defeat him, and you will be on
the road to everlasting life. (page 33)
Alan Hayward, The Fall and Its Consequences, Creation and Evolution, 1985, pp. 198–199
The conservative theory of theistic evolution is at its weakest where it touches the Fall. Conservatives quite rightly take
their lead from the New Testament and insist that the Fall was a real historical event, and not just a myth or an allegory.
Yet they always seem to gloss over the Biblical details of the Fall, which are exceedingly difficult to fit into any sort of
evolutionary picture.
Genesis 1 ends upon a triumphant note. When God had finished the entire creation, including the man who was in his
image, he ‘saw everything that he had made, and behold, it was very good’.
After Adam and Eve sinned, this ‘very good’ creation was cursed. We saw in the previous chapter that extreme
creationists go far beyond what the Bible says, in asserting that the curse introduced death to the animal kingdom.
Theistic evolutionists go to the opposite extreme, and suggest that the curse had little or no physical effect upon the
world.
What Genesis 3 actually tells us is that the Fall had four main consequences. (1) It brought punishment to the creature
that tempted Eve to sin. (2) It affected the physical nature of woman, so that childbearing became more painful than it
otherwise would have been. (3) Agriculture was adversely affected, so that man’s life became more of a struggle than it
need have been. (4) Above all, it caused the human race to be alienated from God and subjected to death.
It is obviously difficult for an evolutionist to take much of this literally. He sees the world as having already evolved with
‘thorns and thistles’ to make the farmer’s life a hard one, and with gynaecological problems to make life tough for women,
too. Above all, he sees Adam as being already a mortal man, when God took him and stamped his own image upon him.
Consequently, conservative evolutionists generally treat the story of the serpent, and the record of the curses upon the
land and upon woman, as pure allegory. They regard the sentence on Adam as ‘spiritual death’, instead of physical death.
This they justify by noting that God had warned Adam, ‘In the day that you eat of it you shall die’ - whereas Adam did not
die physically until long after.
But this is very questionable exposition. The New Testament concept of spiritual death is never found in the early books
of the Old Testament. The only kind of death the ancient Hebrews spoke of was physical death. Even in the New
Testament the death that Adam brought into the world is treated primarily as physical death; in 1 Corinthians 15, for
example, it is contrasted with Christ’s resurrection, which all conservatives agree was a physical fact.
Moreover, we saw in chapter 10 how God often speaks of the future in the present tense, or even the past tense, because
to him the future is real. To God, on the very day that Adam sinned he was as good as dead - physically. Also, various
Hebrew scholars translate ‘you shall die’ as ‘you shall be doomed to death’, or something similar.
The conservative evolutionist’s theology of the Fall is clearly an uncomfortable one. He begins by accepting that the Fall
must be taken as a real event, but ends by abandoning most of the historical details, to make Genesis fit his evolutionary
views. We are left with a lingering doubt: can such an approach reasonably be called ‘conservative’?
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HP Mansfield [1960s to 1980s]
A. On Creation
HP Mansfield, Story of the Bible, vol. 1, pp. 16-18 (1992 ed.)
It [Evolution] is man’s explanation of how mankind came into existence, but it ignores the fact that God created all things.
It [evolution] has not been proved true. Evidence shows that it is false. Moreover, the very claims of scientists have
subsequently been shown to be wrong. Evolution is only a “theory”, an idea which is far from being proved true…
Many scientists have performed valuable services and made important discoveries that have benefited humanity, and in
many directions their research has produced great good. It is only when they are found opposing the Bible that they
have led others from the truth. The Bible declares: “The fool hath said, there is no God” (Psalm 14:1), and evidence shows
this to be so. It does not matter to me how many letters a man may have after his name, or how learned he may claim
to be; if he disputes the existence of the Creator in the face of the wonderful evidence of creation about him, that man
is foolish. ...
HP Mansfield, Story of the Bible, vol. 1, pp. 35-37 (1992 ed.)
The first book of the Bible is called Genesis, and it means “beginning”. It is the book of beginnings. It tells us how God
created the heavens and the earth many, many years ago, and later filled it with inhabitants. It explains how sin first
made its appearance, and death followed; how God first introduced a way of salvation, and made it possible for man to
attain unto it. It reveals the beginning of the nations of mankind, the beginning of the proclamation of the Gospel, the
beginning of the people of Israel. It evens commences with the statement “In the beginning God made heaven and
earth….”
“We do not know how long ago it (Gen 1:1) was, for we are not told. Notice that Genesis 1:1 states that “in the beginning
God created the heaven and the earth,” and the stated “and the earth was without form and void; and darkness was
upon the face of the deep”. It seems that verse 1 records a period of time long before verse 2. It took place long before
the creation of Adam and Eve, so long before, that the record merely says “In the beginning” – whenever that was!”
It could have been many thousands of years ago. It could have been millions of years ago, for all we know. The actual
date of fossils has never been established with certainty. Authorities differ as to their antiquity. If they are old as some
scientists claim, then they date back to what we would call a pre-Adamic civilization on the earth. Was their life upon
the earth before Adam? It could be possible, though the Bible does not say specifically. Nevertheless, the antiquity of
the earth is strongly implied in the Bible. We read in Genesis 1:2 that the “earth was without form and void before the
acts of creation referred to in the following verses, but Hebrew scholars maintain that the verb hayah, where it is
expressed in this sentence, should be rendered “to become”, “to take place”, or some similar expression. The same verb
in the same construction if found in Genesis 2:7: “man became a living soul”. If we so read Genesis 1:2, it would suggest
that originally, the earth was not “without form and void”, as indicated there, but that it became so. This agrees with
Isaiah 45:18 which should be read, according to the Hebrew” “He created it not a void, but to be inhabited”.
Does this mean the earth was peopled before the creation of Genesis 1? It does not specifically say it was, but it could
well have been so. If the fossils...are as old as the scientists say, they would apply to that pre-Adamic creation. It might
well be that the angels peopled the earth as mortals before this creation, and by a life of probation ultimately attained
unto their present state. I say this because when Adam sinned, the angels said that he had become as they, to “know
good and evil” (Gen. 3:22).
What does without form and void mean? The words mean waste and empty. If there was a pre-Adamic creation, it must
have been overwhelmed by some terrible catastrophe when God’s purpose with the earth had been completed. Those
mortals who found approval in his sight would have been given divine nature, and as angels, become God’s ministers to
re-order creation (Gen. 1:26). It is the hope of those who obey God now that they might become “equal unto the angels”
at Christ’s coming (Luke 20:36).
… I can assure you that there is no real conflict between the Bible and real science; but let us remember that much that
passes current for science is not confirmed. The theories of scientists often challenge facts whereas the Bible does not.
The theory of evolution has never been proved, so that today many scientists are turning from it. What scientists claimed
a few years back they deny today, but the Bible is constant and true, as we have seen from our understanding of its
prophecies. In studying its pages, we need to ignore much that man declares, and concentrate upon the words of God,
that we might understand His message.

By One Man – Supplementary Material

HP Mansfield

P a g e | 385

If the world had been overwhelmed by some terrible calamity, God must have brought it back from chaos. And that really
foreshadows what God will do with the present chaotic conditions on the earth today. Consider what happened in the
beginning as recorded in the chapter before us. Before man was created, the earth was just a black mass floating in
space, “without form and void”. If you think of the blackest night, the earth was surrounded by blackness more intense
than that! Not a chink of light was to be seen, and the whole earth was but a moving mass covered by might oceans in
which no land or life appeared. God determined to fill this empty, black, and useless abode with light, and life, and beauty
in order that it might reflect his glory. He set His angels to work to that end. First, He caused light to shine through
darkness, thus creating he first day. Then, on the second day, He formed the atmosphere above to bring into being that
which we call “heaven”. ….
HP Mansfield, The Christadelphian Expositor, Genesis, 1972, p.34-35
"And the evening and the morning were the first day" — Evening is stated first because darkness preceded the light. For
that reason, the Jewish day commences at 6 p.m. at night, reminding every Israelite that darkness is his natural
inheritance, but should be replaced by light. How long were these days? Some believe that they indicate long epochs of
time, during which evolutionary processes worked to bring about creation as we know it today. In Elpis Israel, Brother
Thomas declares: "The six days of Genesis were unquestionably six diurnal revolutions of the earth upon its axis. This is
clear from the tenor of the Sabbath law. 'Six days shalt thou labour (O Israel) and do all thy work: but the seventh day is
the sabbath of the Lord thy God: in it thou shalt not do any work: for in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea,
and all that in them is, and rested the seventh day: wherefore the Lord blessed the sabbath day, and hallowed it.' Would
it be any fit reason that, because the Lord worked six periods of a thousand or more years each, and had ceased about
two thousand until the giving of the Law, therefore the Israelites were to work six periods of twelve hours, and do no work
on a seventh period or day of like duration? Would any Israelite or Gentile, unspoiled by vain philosophy, come to the
conclusion of the geologists by reading the sabbath law? We believe not. Six days of ordinary length were ample time for
Omnipotence with all the power of the universe at command to re-form the earth, and to place the few animals upon it
necessary for the beginning of a new order of things upon the globe" (p. 11,12).
HP Mansfield, The Christadelphian Expositor, Genesis, 1972, p.44
"After their kind" — This is a very important statement, and disposes at once with all variation of evolutionary theories.
There was no provision of transition from one specie to another, but all brought forth "after their kind." This statement
provides no room for divergence as mutants from a common ancestor, but shows that each form of life was
independently created. However there is scope for development within a species, so that it is possible, by breeding, to
improve the quality of a particular species of animal, but a horse remains a horse, a sheep remains a sheep, a dog remains
a dog, even in spite of cross-breeding.
HP Mansfield, The Christadelphian Expositor, Genesis, 1972, p.48
"So God created" — This is the third and last time that this word, bara, occurs in this chapter (see vv. 1,21). In each case
it implies something different from that stated before, and certainly does not suggest continuity with that which
previously existed, as evolutionists suggest. On the contrary, its emphasis is on a new departure caused by creation. In
Numbers 16:30, the words, "Make a new thing" represent in literal Hebrew, "Create a creation." There is no room for
evolutionary development from the lower animals in the declaration of Genesis 1:27. Any such theory whether Theistic
evolution or otherwise is at variance with the Word of God.
"In the image of God created he him; male and female created he them" — This statement tells us the second of the two
fundamental facts about mankind. The first is that man is made in the image of God; the second is that he was in two
sexes. God had two main purposes in creation: first, that it should reflect His glory; and second, that the whole earth
should be filled with this glory. The creation of Adam in the image and likeness of God made the first possible; and the
power of reproduction made the second possible. However, sin intervened to delay the manifestation of the full purpose
of God. The creation of man and woman also established a relationship between both on a far higher level than that
existing between the male and female of the lower creation, as we will see when we discuss this more in detail in chapter
2. The Apostle Paul, in expounding upon this relationship of husband and wife in Eph. 5:25-33, shows that it should reflect
the affection, love, mutual confidence and status of their spiritual counterparts in Christ and his Bride. Christ cited the
verse before us in proof of the sanctity of marriage (Matt. 19:4; Mk. 10:6). For him the statement implied the life-long,
exclusive relationship and mutual faithfulness of husband and wife in the marriage state.
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B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
HP Mansfield, Dr Thomas and the Mortality of Man, Logos Magazine, vol. 16, 1950, pp. 266,
The Campsie pamphlet reproduces portion of an article from the "Herald" of 1852. The original article has an interesting
background. Following the publication of "Elpis Israel", an interested friend (Mr. Cook) wrote Brother Thomas criticising
the book on the ground that it did not teach the truth concerning the Devil. He asserted that the Devil is from the
beginning (John 8-44) and ante-dated man, that the New Testament taught that there is a Tempter as really as a "Christ"
the Tempted, and asserted that the Tempter was the Devil of orthodoxy. The Doctor's reply (portion of which is
reproduced in the pamphlet before us) is a defence of 'Elpis Israel", which Brother Thomas declared clearly expressed his
mind on this subject. In earlier portions of the article he defined the Devil as "sin incarnate in flesh and blood, and
manifested in the personal, social and political works of mankind", and in explanation thereof quoted Heb. 214. As such,
he declared, the Devil did not ante-date man. This is the point of the second par. on p. 2 of the Campsie circular.
The Devil or adversary to be destroyed being "sin's flesh", Brother Thomas shows that Christ possessed this nature, and
by emerging morally undefiled from the fierce controversies against this power, through death destroyed sin in the flesh.
Brother Thomas is careful to point out that the triumph of Christ was more than a mere triumph of will-power, and
emphasises the Spirit-anointing result of the conceiving of Christ, whereby he became morally a manifestation of the
Father, being Deity manifest in the flesh (1 Tim. 3-16). "God was in Christ reconciling the world unto himself" (2 Cor. 519).
Brother Thomas expresses the matter with great clarity in the following sentences:
"Jesus claimed to be the seed of Abraham and God, while he charged them (the Jews) with being seed of
Abraham and sin — they were, in other words, begotten of sinful flesh, while he was begotten of God, sinful
flesh being the matrice (mould) of both parties. One thing may resemble another without being identical in every
particular. This was the case with Christ's flesh. It was sin's flesh so far as its maternity was concerned, but not
as to its Fatherhood."
These words are very clear. Christ was, by reason of his birth, in the Adamic line, a form of sin's flesh. This maternal
inheritance was ever-present and an occasion of groaning and tears (Heb. 5: 7), until his resurrection. The moral
manifestation was then related to a glorious setting of the eternal nature, and he became "the Lord, the Spirit". In
comparing Christ with Adam before the fall, Brother Thomas writes: "His flesh, however, was still reduced in strength
below that of Adam's original nature, because of its maternal defilement".
Defining "sinful flesh" as "flesh full of sin", Brother Thomas states that this term is inappropriate applied to Christ in the
days of his flesh. The explanation of this is revealed in an earlier portion of the article (but not included in the section
printed by Campsie). There he quotes Paul's words in Rom. 713: "Sin by the commandment might become exceeding
sinful." He shows that the word "sinful" is used to denote flesh that has actually transgressed. He writes that the original
word "Hamartoolos" is "one who deviates from the path of virtue, a vicious person, a sinner"; consequently, "depraved,
sinful, detestable". Such a term, says the Doctor, could not apply to Jesus;, therefore in this sense "sinful flesh is
inapplicable to him." He more correctly renders Rom. 3-3 as "a form of sin's flesh". The nature of Jesus was identical with
all mankind, with this difference, that God was his Father, and he was thereby strengthened to overcome. Some have
thought that the usage of the words: "the likeness of sinful flesh" (or sin's flesh) suggests that the nature of Jesus was
different to that of those he came to redeem. On the contrary, the Scriptures are emphatic in identifying the nature of
Jesus with that of his brethren.
The same mode of language is used by Paul in Philippians 2-7: He "was made in the likeness of men." To the same extent
that Jesus was a man he was also sinful flesh, with this important exception that he "did not sin." Thus whilst he was in
"a form of sin's flesh" he did not yield to the promptings of sin, and therefore could not be termed "a sinner" or "sinful"
(Rom. 7-13). In "Elpis Israel", the teaching of which Brother Thomas endorsed in the article under considerations, he
wrote:
"Sinful flesh being the hereditary nature of the Lord Jesus, he was a fit and proper sacrifice for sin; especially as
he was himself 'innocent of the great transgression', having been obedient in all things,"
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HP Mansfield, How the Gospel Relates to Salvation, Romans 8, Logos Magazine, 1965, vol. 32, pp. 143144
VERSE 1.
"There is therefore now no condemnation to them in Christ" — Paul is now contrasting the benefits derived "in Christ"
with the state of things obtained "in Adam" (cp. Rom. 5:16). "In Christ" there are only benefits derived, whereas "in
Adam" the condemnation of mortality rests upon his posterity. Paul is not referring to the Judgment Seat of Christ, nor
is he teaching that one who has embraced Christ but who has wandered out of the way of righteousness will not be
condemned; he is teaching that "in Christ" there are found only benefits, and they are discernible 'now' and not only in
the future.
'Who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit" — This statement is eliminated by the texts, and is probably a gloss
from v.4. The elimination gives greater emphasis to what is implied in the phrase "in Christ"; a person is not truly "in
Christ" who fails to carry out his precepts.
VERSE 2.
"For the law of the spirit" — The law of the Spirit is the regulative influence of the Spirit-word (see Rom. 2:14-15. John
6:63).
"Hath made me free" — Liberated him so that he can serve an- other master (Rom. 6:18, 22). It has "liberated" or "freed"
him by providing a means of forgiveness of sins which held Paul captive to the law of sin and death (Rom. 7:23).
VERSE 3.
"For what the law could not do" —The law could not provide justification from sins, or hope (see Rom. 3:20. Acts 13:39.
Heb. 7:19). It only emphasised the reality of sin, and made man's state appear more hopeless than otherwise would have
been the case (see Rom. 7: 7, 9, 13).
"Weak through the flesh" — The flesh with its lusts is so powerful that despite the earnest efforts of faithful men, its
requirements were constantly and universally broken. Therefore, as a justifier of humanity it was weak, because flesh is
weak (Gal. 4:9. Heb. 7:18). The law therefore made obvious the need of a Redeemer, and the sacrifices of the law
prophetically foreshadowed his coming.
"God" — Whilst the law could not provide forgiveness of sins, or hope of salvation, God did so in the offering of His son.
It was "God in Christ" that gained the victory (2 Cor. 5:19), as it is Christ in us that will do so also (Phil. 4:13). We will not
obtain it unaided (James 1:17. 1 Pet. 1:23). At the same time, we must render ourselves pliable to the moulding influence
of God. Christ did so by saying, "Not my will but Thine be done." He denied himself, and drew strength from above. In his
offering, therefore, there was a negative as well as a positive principle. The former was expressed in the denial of flesh;
the latter in his dedicated life. Jesus was the Son of Man whom Yahweh "made strong for Himself" (Ps. 80:17), and we
can only become strong through him. This is the doctrine of God manifestation.
"Likeness" — He was "likeness" to the point of complete identity (Heb. 2:17). See the use of the same word in the same
way in Phil. 2: 7. Though possessing our nature, he did not succumb to its weakness.
"Sinful flesh" — The Diaglott renders "flesh of sin," others "sin's flesh." The term, as used by Paul, relates to flesh that is
weak and prone to sin. The nature of Jesus was identical to that of our own, and had he followed the will of the flesh, he
would have sinned; but this he never did.
"Condemned sin in the flesh" — Gr. Katrine — "To give judgment against," "pass sentence upon." It dramatised that
the "flesh profits nothing'' (John 6:63), and literally set forth that which all must figuratively do if they would live (See
Gal. 5:24. Rom. 6:3). Christ conquered in life by repressing the flesh with its lusts, and he conquered in death because his
perfect obedience ensued his resurrection to eternal life (Acts 2:24). His conquest proclaimed the sentence of
condemnation on "sin in the flesh," for all "in him" can conquer through the forgiveness of sins that is obtainable through
him. A person gets "in him" by figuratively dying to the flesh, and rising in newness of life (Col. 3:3. Rom. 6:3). By such
means his sins are blotted out. The law could not do this. It could only pronounce judgment against man and inflict
penalty, but could not dethrone that which is the cause of sin. In fact, the law gave sin existence and life by revealing it
for what it is (Rom. 7:7-8). Christ's conquest of sin gave it its death warrant — sentencing it to death, condemning it, and
leaving it as a condemned criminal awaiting the moment of execution. Thus, whereas the law condemned the sinners
and put them to death (Rom. 7: 9), in Christ the sin is blotted out and a way of life opened up. Christ's offering passed
judgment on the flesh which is the seat of sin.
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"Sin in the flesh" — This term relates to the lusts of the flesh (see Rom. 7:18). A person figuratively "crucifies the flesh
with the affections and lusts" (Gal. 5:24), when he subordinates its cravings to the will of the Father, saying, "Not my will
but Thine be done." It is "sin in the flesh", or sin's flesh, that is condemned rather than "flesh" itself (though the term
"flesh" is frequently used to indicate the lusts thereof) because the latter is to be changed to inherit the Kingdom (1 Cor.
15:51. Luke 24:39)
HP Mansfield, The Christadelphian Expositor, Genesis, 1972, p. 35
Genesis 1:5 In the parable of Creation, the first day foreshadowed the first thousand years of man's history. This epoch
witnessed a separation of the Sons of God from the descendants of Cain. It saw the death of Adam, dramatising the
mortality of the human race that his action brought to it, and the translation of Enoch "that he should not see death"
(Gen. 5:3-4; 23-24; Heb. 11:5), as though to remind man that though he was related to death he could find life if he sought
it through the example left him. In this figurative "first day" of human history, therefore, there was effected a separation
between the sons of light and the sons of darkness.
HP Mansfield, The Christadelphian Expositor, Genesis, 1972, pp.84-85
Genesis 3:16 "I will greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy conception" — The incidence of sin and death has greatly
increased the sorrow of womankind, as they have found their children brought under the influence of these enemies.
Women, because of their closer affinity to their children, suffer more keenly than do men, when their offspring go astray,
or are struck down by death. An example is provided in the events narrated in Genesis 4. How keenly Eve must have felt
the sorrow caused by her firstborn's sin in murdering his brother. Her high hopes of him when he was born (Gen. 4:1)
were completely shattered by this frightful family tragedy, which she doubtless felt more keenly than did Adam.
Moreover, the mortality of the human race which came through sin, made necessary a more frequent conception in order
to make good the wastage through death, in order to "replenish the earth" as required (Gen. 1:28).
HP Mansfield, The Christadelphian Expositor, Genesis, 1972, p.109
Genesis 5:5 "And all the days that Adam lived were nine hundred and thirty years: and he died" — Adam did not live a
millennium; even Methuselah failed to do that in contrast to the hope set before the faithful who will, exceed that period
of time (Rev. 20:6). It must have been a dramatic moment for the human race when its progenitor Adam, finally died,
and the Divine decree (Gen. 3:19) was evident in his decease. The stark statement, and he died occurs with monotonous
regularity throughout this chapter (vv. 5,8,11,14,17, 20,27,31), emphasising the hopelessness of flesh in spite of the long
lives lived by the antediluvians. Inevitably the same end awaits even a Methuselah, so that the re- occurring statement
he died becomes the theme of a life related to the flesh.
HP Mansfield, The Christadelphian Expositor, Genesis, 1972, p.112
Genesis 5:23 "And all the days of Enoch were three hundred sixty and five years" — Like the shining Sun of Righteousness
(Mai. 4:2), he completed his course: a prophetical solar year. Two notable yet contrasting events occurred during this
period, within sixty years of each other. In the year 930 A.C. Adam, the father of the human race, died; and in the year
987 A.C, Enoch was "translated that he should not see death". The death of so notable a man as Adam must have caused
a sensation, and would have united both branches of the human race (sons of God and sons of Cain) in a common
mourning. The incident emphasised the mortality of the human race, and surely would have recalled to many the Edenic
incidents that made death inevitable for the human race. Shortly afterwards, the dedicated Enoch was "translated that
he should not see death". This also caused a sensation, for, though a search was made for him, he could not be found.
Thus, if Adam stood for mortality and death, Enoch stood for salvation and life. The death of the former and the
translation of the latter brought prominently before the attention of the human race, the choice set before them: Death
or Life.
HP Mansfield, “WHAT IS SIN?”, Logos Magazine, vol. 36, 1970, pp. 459-46213
Sin is used in two ways in Scripture: to describe an act, and to define a condition. In Elpis Israel, Brother Thomas writes:
“The word ‘sin’ is used in two principal acceptations in the Scriptures. It signifies in the first place, the transgression
of law; and in the next, it represents that physical principle of the animal nature, which is the cause of all its
diseases, death, and resolution 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.…” (p. 113).

13

Reprinted in: Atonement: Salvation Through the Blood of Christ, Logos Publications, 1990, pp. 181–184.
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“Sin, I say, is a synonym for human nature. Hence, the flesh is invariably regarded as unclean” (p. 114).
“This view of sin in the flesh is enlightening in the things concerning Jesus. The Apostle says, ‘God made him sin
for us, who knew no sin, (2 Cor. 5:21); and this he explains in another place by saying, that ‘He sent His own Son
in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh’ (Rom. 8:3).” (p.115).
“Children are born sinners or unclean, because they are born of sinful flesh; and that which is born of the flesh is
flesh or sin. This is a misfortune not a crime. They did not will to be born sinners. They have no choice in the case;
for, it is written, ‘the creature’, that is, the animal man was made subject to the evil, not willingly, but according
to the arranging of hope (Rom. 8:20) … Hence, the Apostle says, ‘by Adam’s disobedience the many were made
sinners’ (Rom. 5:19); that is, they were endowed with a nature like his, which had become unclean, as a result of
his disobedience” (p. 116).
This view of flesh, so consistently set forth in the Word, so prominent in our standard works, provides the starting point
of the doctrine of the Atonement, and therefore, of the Truth. At the same time, it tolls the death-knell of the clean-flesh
theory.
If human nature is termed “sin”, it obviously cannot be considered “clean” as alleged by that theory; nor aligned with the
“very good” state in which it was created, as defined in Genesis 1:31; Ecc. 7:29; Rom. 8:20.
But is human nature described as “sin”?
The Renunciationists, and related theories, deny that it is. They claim that sin is only used in the sense of transgression.
A Queensland correspondent claims that John’s definition (“sin is the transgression of the law”—1 John 3:4) holds good
wherever the word “sin” occurs.
But does it?
Certainly not if the Scriptures are carefully considered.
For example, Paul wrote: “He (God) hath made him (Jesus) to be sin for us who knew no sin.…” Did God make Jesus to be
a transgressor of the Law?
Of course not!
But at this point, the theorist will impatiently interject that here the word “sin” is used in the sense of “sin-offering”: “He
made him to be a sin-offering.…”
Whilst we do not agree with this interpretation (for we believe that the quotation is clearly stating that whereas Jesus
came in our nature—synonymous with “sin”—he did not succumb by transgression), we point out that once the cleanflesh theorist acknowledges that the word “sin” relates to anything other than “transgression of law” (in this case, to the
“offering” instead of the “offence”) he concedes the basis of his argument, and acknowledges that “sin,” as used in the
Bible, must be interpreted according to its context.
Let us consider John’s definition of sin. We shall find that he provides three definitions of the word.
Firstly, we have the definition quoted above: “Sin is the transgression of the law” (1 John 3:4). In fact, John did not write
thus. In the Greek, the words “transgression of the law” are a translation for only one word: anomia, which signifies “no
law” or “lawlessness.” The reference should read, as it does in other renditions: “the sin is the lawlessness.” According to
the context, it defines a kind of sin which true sons of God will never commit, because they are begotten of God by “His
seed” (1 John 3:9), or His word (1 Pet. 1:23). This alerts them to the law of God, so that they are not lawless, even though
they might break the law through the weakness of the flesh.
John did not write that “sin is the transgression of the law,” but rather “the sin is the lawlessness.” He was referring to
the gravest sin of all, which is complete rejection of the authority of the law of God.
The translation of the A.V. obscures this vital point.
Later in his epistle (1 John 5:17), he gives a further definition of sin, writing: “All unrighteousness is sin; and there is a sin
not unto death.”
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The word “unrighteousness” is translated from adikia and signifies “wrong-doing.” John teaches that whereas a true
believer cannot be guilty of the sin of lawlessness (because he knows the law), he can be guilty of wrong-doing. Therefore,
he urges: “If we confess our sins, he is faithful and just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse us from all unrighteousness”
(adikia).
The person who commits the sin of unrighteousness (wrong-doing) acknowledges the existence of law, and regretting
the weakness of the flesh that results in him breaking it, pleads the forgiveness of God on the grounds of his fleshweakness.
The person guilty of the sin of lawlessness has no regard for the law of God at all and therefore breaks it with impunity.
Here, then, are two definitions of sin. John also provides a third. He uses “sin” to describe human nature, as well as the
act of transgression. He writes: “If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us.” (1 John
1:8).
Notice that John does not say, “If we say that we do not sin,” but rather, “If we say we have (possess) no sin, we deceive
ourselves and the truth is not in us.”
That is exactly the stand adopted by clean-flesh theorists. They claim that the flesh is in the “very good” state in which
God created it, and has not been defiled by sin. They claim that “sin” is an act we perform; not something we possess.
John taught that it is something we have, or possess; and it is also something we do.
In the place quoted above, the word hamartia (sin) is in the singular number, and without the definite article, and thus
points to nature and not the act of sin. Thus the Diaglott translates: “If we say we have not sin …” John would have us
recognise our sin-nature, and to guard against it. If we do not do so, he claims, “we deceive ourselves, and the truth is
not in us.”
False theories of the Atonement lead to the state of self-deception in which the Truth is denied.
Those who claim that the flesh is clean, that it is in the “very good” state in which it was created, and who allege that it
can of itself, without the help of God, manifest a state of sinlessness so that Jesus could render perfect obedience apart
from His Father, “deceive themselves, and the truth is not in them.”
In the next verse, John shows that we do not only possess a sin nature, but we give way to it: “If we confess our sins
(plural), he is faithful and just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse us from all unrighteousness (wrong-doing).”
Sins, active transgression, are the natural corollary of a sin-nature, and so John aligns them one with the other.
Christ did likewise. He used the singular and plural terms in conjunction with each other, in such a way as to suggest that
John drew his usage of the terms from him. The Lord told the Jews: “Ye shall seek me, and shall die in your sins” (John
8:21).
But though the word is translated in the plural form, in the Greek it is in the singular. “Ye shall die in your sin,” in the
sphere of your sin nature. Then later (v.24): “Ye shall die in your sins.”
Here the word is in the plural, showing that Christ was revealing that their actions would be in accordance with the flesh.
It is obvious that “sin” is used in two ways both by Jesus and by John, otherwise why the peculiar grammatical
construction? Why the use of the singular and plural forms of the word in conjunction? Why is “sin” used both as a noun
(describing a thing) and a verb (describing an action)?
Consider the use of “sin” in the following places, and try to align them with the definition: “Sin is transgression of law.”
• “By one man’s disobedience many were made sinners” (Rom. 5:19).
Were many “made” transgressors of the law by the disobedience of Adam? To teach so, would be to accuse God of
unrighteousness, as suggesting that the descendants of Adam were considered as actual transgressors of the law merely
because he disobeyed.
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When, however, we understand “sin” as a synonym for fallen human nature, we can interpret the passage without
adversely reflecting upon the righteousness of God. Through one man’s disobedience many became related to sin by
possessing the condition of human nature that came through sin.
• “Sin hath reigned unto death” (Rom. 5:21).
Does an individual act of transgression reign as a king? Of course not! What, then, reigns? The answer is sinful flesh. Again
“sin” is related to fallen human nature, with its proneness to transgress, and its state of mortality.
What is the “body of sin” (Rom. 6:6), but the body of human nature?
What is meant by the term “ye were the servants of sin” (Rom. 6:17), but that we were once slaves of the flesh. What is
the “sin that dwelleth in me” (Rom. 7:17) but the promptings of human nature?
But give these places the definition of active transgression, and they fail to make sense
HP Mansfield, “ADAMIC CONDEMNATION: LEGAL OR PHYSICAL?”, Logos Magazine, 1971, vol. 37, pp.
134-13714
The principles of alienation have often been the subject of controversy. Some suggest that mankind is alienated from God
because of the nature we bear, and teach that there is a legal or “imputed guilt” resting upon us because of our fallen
condition. This article corrects that error, and shows that our physical condemnation is our misfortune and not our crime.
Vague and uncertain notions are entertained regarding this subject, and these can lead to serious error. One hears of
such expressions as “legal” and “moral” condemnation being imputed to the posterity of Adam because of his sin, giving
rise to the allegation that the moral or legal consequences of Adam’s sin rest upon his posterity in that his sin is “imputed
to his descendants”.
That is contrary to Apostolic reasoning. Adam’s descendants have become sinners through him it is true; that is, sinners
of their own sins, as the result of the circumstances he brought them into; but not sinners of his sin, which would be an
absurdity, and which Paul expressly excludes by saying they “sinned not after the similitude of Adam’s transgression”
(Rom. 5:14).
God is not so unjust as to blame a person for what somebody else did. He has expressly stated: “The soul that sinneth, it
shall die. The son shall not bear the iniquity of the father, neither shall the father bear the iniquity of the son” (Ezek.
18:20).
We are not “children of wrath” through birth, but through “fulfilling the desires of the flesh” (Eph. 2:3). True, Paul says
that we are such “by nature”, and the Greek word phusis signifies that which is produced by birth, but it is obvious, from
his use of the same word in Romans 2:27, that it can relate to actions that have become habitual. By giving way to our
nature we become “children of wrath”, but not because of our nature; and as the Lord never gave way to his nature, he
was never a “child of wrath”. Paul does not teach that God is angry with us because of our nature, but only when we of
ourselves, when provided with the means to conquer it, set them aside and give way to the lusts of our nature.
At the same time, it is obvious from Paul’s treatment of sin in Romans 5, that we are born into a constitution of sin. That,
however, is our misfortune not our fault. Paul wrote, “By one man’s disobedience many were made (Gk. constituted)
sinners” (Rom. 5:19).
As a subject of King Sin (for Sin is personified as a monarch reigning over the realm of death—see v. 21), and obeying its
impulses without restraint, a person is in a state of alienation from God. This stems from “ignorance” which “alienates
from the life of God” (Eph. 4:18). By obeying through baptism “that form of doctrine” delivered him (Rom. 6:17), however,
a person proclaims his decision to sever his allegiance to the flesh (sin’s flesh) and do service unto God through Christ
(Rom. 6:13).
A careful consideration of the evidence will reveal that Adamic condemnation is physical, and not legal or moral. If it were
the latter, it would imply the imputation of guilt on every person born without him or her doing anything to deserve that
guilt. That would make God unjust. Physical condemnation, however, constituted the carrying out of the death penalty
on Adam by bringing him under the curse of mortality. The mortality inflicted on Adam was inherited by his descendants.
14

Reprinted in: Atonement: Salvation Through the Blood of Christ, Logos Publications, 1990, pp. 190–192.

By One Man – Supplementary Material

HP Mansfield

P a g e | 392

They are mortal because of sin, and in this weakened physical state, inherit a nature which is dominated by the lusts of
the flesh, which were aggravated, or inflamed, by sin in the first instance.
So mankind is no longer in the “very good” state of original creation (Gen. 1:31), but as described by God in Genesis 8:21,
as “evil from youth”.
This, as Brother Thomas declares in Elpis Israel, is our misfortune not our crime. It is something we must try to conquer
in the strength derived through Christ (Phil. 4:13). We are only held accountable when knowing the means devised by
Yahweh to control its influence, we refuse to use them. When a person knowingly and blatantly rejects the Truth he will
be brought up from the dead for judgment.
Let us clarify these matters in our minds, so that we may see the principles of the Atonement simply and clearly.
In The Christadelphian for October, 1896, p. 398, Brother Roberts makes reference to a group of “new errorists”, who,
among other things, taught: “That our mortality in Adam is not an affair of physical heredity, but a legal decree.”
Obviously, a “legal” or “moral” defilement must carry with it a personal stigma of some kind, so that the one bearing it
would appear personally abhorrent to God merely because of his nature.
Brother Roberts repudiated this concept of the Atonement, and clearly showed that the nature of the defilement was
physical. This, however, had its reaction upon man’s mental condition, for, as a result of sin, he inherited “a nature prone
to sin.” This “proneness to sin” is so strong, that despite all efforts to the contrary, the most faithful have succumbed to
it apart from the Lord Jesus. He did not do so, for he was strengthened of God (Psa. 80:17) to succeed, in the mission of
mercy initiated by the Father for the salvation of those who will come unto Him in faith.
These observations are necessary in view of certain teaching being broadcast at the moment. For example, in a letter
recently received from NSW, the following statements are made:
“Because Jesus was perfect, it is just for God to expect the same perfection of us, and it is just for God to condemn
those who refuse the help offered.
“If Jesus could be perfect as a man, made in all points like us, then so can we—with the same help.
“… And let it be clear—proneness to sin is a self-inflicted mental and moral condition—not a physical thing
inherited from Adam.
“I believe you are preaching a false gospel and a false Christ.”
HP Mansfield, “HOW SIN AFFECTED HUMAN NATURE”, Logos Magazine, 1971, vol. 37, pp. 167-17115
A proper understanding of the results of sin on our first parents, is basic to a correct grasp of the Atonement. We know
that man is mortal, and that the promptings of the flesh are evil. But was he always thus? Did God make him in that state?
Did He create him with a nature so powerful in its sin proclivities as to burden him with that which he could not completely
control, and then condemn him for succumbing to its outworkings? Would not that reveal God as being unjust? And if we
are as Adam was when first created, what is the nature of Adamic condemnation that rests on humanity? To teach that
we are in the physical condition that Adam was at the epoch of Creation is to allege that God is the author of sin. This
article discusses the physical reaction of the first transgression on human nature.
Adam Before and After Transgression
Adam was made “a living soul”. He was formed from “the dust of the ground” and animated by “the breath of life”, and
pronounced “very good”. These are truths which the Scriptures reveal, simply and plainly (Gen. 2:7; 1:31; 1 Cor. 15:45).
When created, Adam was placed under a law, and warned that, in the event of disobedience, death would follow: “In the
day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die” (Gen. 2:17).
Adam was a probationer—neither subject to death nor incapable of dying. His destiny was to be determined by his
behaviour towards the Divine commandment. Brother Thomas well expresses the facts of the case: “When the dust of
the ground was formed into a body of life, or living soul, or as Paul terms it, a physical or natural body, it was a very good
animal creation. It was not a pneumatic, or spirit body, indeed, for it would then have been immortal and incorruptible,
15
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and could neither have sinned nor have been subject to death; but for an animal or natural body, it was ‘very good’, and
capable of an existence free from evil, as long as its probationary ‘aion’, or period, might continue” (Eureka, vol. 1, pp.
247–248).
Adam yielded to temptation and disobeyed; and death, the threatened penalty, followed: “By one man sin entered into
the world, and death by sin” (Rom. 5:12).
The Gravity of Adam’s Offence
Before going further let us endeavour to realise the gravity of Adam’s offence. It is needful to do this, otherwise we shall
not see the reason for the consequences which ensued, nor the wisdom of God in subjecting the descendants of Adam
to the curse of death. Nor shall we appreciate the solemn and impressive measures adopted by God for the removal, in
harmony with His majesty and holiness, of the effects of the crime.
God had been insulted, His word disbelieved, His will ignored, His authority flouted.
We need to pause at this stage of our consideration and reflect. Who was God, Who had been so slighted? And who was
man, who had been guilty of so gross and daring an act? The Scriptures have been written to give us the necessary
information on these fundamental and vital questions. No one will attain unto everlasting life, we may be quite sure, who
has not well learned the lessons raised by these questions.
God is described as a God of love (1 John 4:8)—a glorious fact! But the Scriptures do not stop here. They reveal that, in
certain circumstances, God is also a “devouring” or “consuming” fire (Deut. 9:3; Heb. 12:29). It is written that He is very
“jealous” and incomparably “holy”, “of purer eyes than to behold evil, and can’st not look on iniquity” (Hab. 1:13). “It is
a fearful thing to fall into the hands of the living God” (Heb. 10:31).
From God we turn to Adam: the sinner.
Who was Adam? A creature of the dust, brought into being to glorify and give pleasure to his Maker, blessed with the
most delightful and beautiful surroundings. He had free communion with the angels of heaven. There was then no breach
between God and man.
But Adam abused his privileges, and fell grievously and ignominiously. Although given all things requisite to enable him
to pass successfully his term of educational training and testing, he behaved unworthily and wickedly. He set his Creator
at naught, despised His goodness, and performed the part of an ungrateful rebel.
Such is the record of our first parent, the federal head of the Adamic family. Hence the curse.
New Conditions Introduced By Sin
Many have asked, Why did not God summarily annihilate Adam, and start afresh by creating a new man?
Far wiser is it to note, humbly and reverently, what God did, than to exercise the mind vainly over such an enquiry. The
wonderful and beneficent scheme of God for human salvation more than eclipses any little bewildering problems which
finite man may raise but cannot solve. “O the depth both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How unsearchable are
His judgments, and His ways past finding out!” (Rom. 11:33).
Adam’s fall originated an entirely new situation. He was now, through his transgression, a mortal or dying man, related
to toil, sorrow, and death: “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” (Gen. 3:19).
He was: “made subject to vanity, not willingly, but by reason of Him who hath subjected the same in hope” (Rom. 8:20).
For man’s sake the very earth was marred and blighted: “Cursed is the ground for thy sake; in sorrow shalt thou eat of it
all the days of thy life” (Gen. 3:17).
This condition of the earth is illustrative of the state of flesh after transgression. As the earth naturally brings forth thorns
and thistles, so also does human nature, as Paul reminds us (see Heb. 6:8). As the earth must be cultivated to destroy
that which it naturally produces, so also must we.
The scope of the curse is amplified in the words spoken to Eve: “I will greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy conception; in
sorrow shalt thou bring forth children” (Gen. 3:16).
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The sentence passed on the serpent likewise evidences the extent and the terrible nature of the changes that had taken
place in both the body and the mind of man.
The words addressed to the serpent indicate the birth at this time of a sin-principle, entailing conflict between good and
evil, which was to continue until the “serpent” (and all that is signified by it) should be completely destroyed: “I will put
enmity between thee and the woman, and between try seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise
his heel” (Gen. 3:15).
The clear evidence of Genesis 3 is that sin had a physical reaction on creation: the serpent crawled upon its belly; all other
animal creation was cursed (v. 14—“above all cattle”); the woman found her sorrow and conception multiplied; the earth
brought forth thorns and thistles; man was made subject to death.
How inconsistent is the theory that rejects the concept of any physical deterioration in human nature; that claims that
man is physically in the “very good” state of original creation! It fails utterly to take heed to facts.
The manner in which Adam became mortal, and a victim of bodily and mental suffering, also how thorns and thistles
made their appearance, are matters that should not distress us, or prove a source of contention. Our wisdom lies in
accepting facts, taking care not to obscure or nullify them by indulging in speculation or metaphysical reasoning.
Who can explain the material change which occurred in Miriam and Gehazi to transform them into lepers? Or to cause
the sudden and startling death of Ananias and Sapphira? Or a host of other happenings, equally baffling—to wit: the
devouring of King Herod by worms, and the smiting of Elymas with blindness?
So Adam, by decree of the Almighty, became mortal. Through his disobedience the law of sin and death became part and
parcel of his very being. His nature was now defiled and defiling. These are palpable, glaring facts, borne out by numerous
passages, as a further examination of the Scriptures will abundantly show.
The Error of the Clean Flesh Theory
Why do we lay such stress on these truths? Because it is just here where the differences between the Truth and the
“clean flesh” theory begin.
Adam’s sin and the resultant curse, say they, in no way altered or physically defiled his nature—the principle of mortality,
or corruption, was as much an element of his constitution before as after his sin. The following statements have been
made: “To demand change of physical nature for the man is Biblically unwarranted, as it is superfluous”. “The physical
phase of Brother Thomas’ view is unwarranted by fact or Scripture”.
“Flesh, defiled or unclean, because of moral transgression, is to us incomprehensible”. “All this … nonsense you preach
about ‘unclean flesh’, ‘sin nature’ and a Saviour ‘with a body as unclean as the bodies of those for whom he died’ (Bro.
Thomas) is a false gospel and a false Christ, and I want no part of the blasphemy involved in preaching it”.
Let clean flesh theorists advance one Scripture that claims that man is now physically in a “very good” state! On the
contrary, since Adam sinned and was condemned, human nature is nowhere styled “very good”, but instead it is called
“sinful flesh” or “the flesh of sin” (Rom. 8:3—R.V.).
Paul taught that “in the flesh dwelleth no good thing” (Rom. 7:17–18).
He referred to “sin that dwelleth in me” (Rom. 7:17, 20), and to the “law of sin which is in my members” (Rom. 7:23).
This sinfulness is referred to by Peter as “the corruption that is in the world through lust” (2 Pet. 1:4).
The Depraved Condition of Human Nature
That the term “lust” is applied to lawful as well as unlawful desire is quite true, but it is manifest that the Apostle’s use
of it, in the passage quoted, is in the latter sense. He, evidently, alluded to an inherent sinful tendency, which prompts
its possessors to transgression, and leads to death. James also employed the word in the same way (Jas. 1:14–15).
Paul repeatedly used the term in this manner: “The lusts of the flesh” (Eph. 2:3). “The lusts of their own hearts” (Rom.
1:24). “The flesh with the passions and lusts thereof” (Gal. 5:24).
Many are the Scriptures which speak of the depraved and debasing character of human nature, for example: “The mind
of the flesh is death” (Rom. 8:6—R.V.). “The flesh lusteth against the spirit” (Gal. 5:17–21).
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The familiar words of Christ reveal the same truth: “Out of the heart proceed evil thoughts, murders,” etc. (Matt. 15:19).
Also those of Jeremiah: “The heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately wicked” (Jer. 17:9).
God also, at the time of the flood made reference to the same fact: “The imagination of man’s heart is evil from his youth”
(Gen. 8:21; 6:5).
All these passages are explained away to suit the exigencies of the “clean flesh” theory, but their fair and obvious meaning
is that our nature is sinful, and the root and stronghold of every wickedness.
How striking and confirmatory, too, of the truth on this question, are the Spirit’s numerous warnings and exhortations.
For example: “If ye live after the flesh ye shall die” (Rom. 8:13). “Make not provision for the flesh” (Rom. 13:14). “He that
soweth to his flesh shall of the flesh reap corruption” (Gal. 6:8). “Let not sin therefore reign in your mortal body that ye
should obey it in the lusts thereof” (Rom. 6:12).“Flee also youthful lusts” (2 Tim. 2:22).
Paul’s endeavour, expressed in his letter to the Corinthians, conveys the same thought respecting the corrupting
character of human nature: “I keep under my body, and bring it into subjection; lest that by any means, when I have
preached to others, I myself should be a castaway” (1 Cor. 9:27).
The Apostle, in view of his evil and condemned nature, exclaimed (what Adam might have said after his condemnation):
“O wretched man that I am! who shall deliver me from the body of this death?” (Rom. 7:24).
Brother Thomas did not exaggerate when he said that there was nothing more “devilish” under the sun than sincontaminated human nature. This must be the verdict, surely, of every right-minded Christadelphian. Through our native
sinfulness how often we fail to attain to the Divine standard. Has not this been the lament of all Bible worthies? For man,
then, to tell us, in spite of the Spirit’s teaching and our own experience, that the flesh is not inherently depraved, defiled,
sinful, is to mock us. Why do they do it? It is the root of error, controversy, division.
HP Mansfield, An Appeal to Troubled Brethren, Logos Magazine, 1972, vol. 38, pp. 351-358
We have been forwarded a booklet, with the above title, distributed by the Concord West Ecclesia (Old Paths Fellowship),
which attempts to assess the cause of present disunity among Australian Ecclesias, and issues an appeal to those who
are troubled, to seek a purer fellowship.
Among other things, the authors state that the Unity Book is not sufficiently explicit regarding doctrine, nor
comprehensive enough concerning fellowship, and they believe that this is the cause of the present trouble. We do not
agree with this. We believe that the trouble has been caused by the Ecclesias evading the implemen- tation of the terms
of the book, and by individuals claiming to accept its teaching whereas, in fact, they do not.
Let Ecclesias honour their solemn obligations in accordance with the requirements of this book, let individuals be honest
in regard to their beliefs, and there would be an end to the trouble.
Is the Unity Book Adequate?
The author of the booklet referred to above takes issue with the Unity Book, on the grounds that the Carter-Cooper
Addendum is inadequate. Similar accusations have been made to us personally by brethren who stand apart from the
Central Fellowship, but who, on examination of the claim, reveal, either that they have not properly studied the
Addendum, or else hold doctrinal views that are not in accordance with those generally accepted by the Brotherhood. In
criticism of the Addendum, the booklet states.
"Disputed phrases include 'sin in the flesh' and 'defiled' (as applied to physical being). These form part of the
BASF, but none appear in the Carter- Cooper Addendum. More seriously, the Carter - Cooper Addendum omits
essential teaching conveyed by these words. It is therefore untrue to say that the Addendum states in simple
straight language what these clauses (i.e. 5 and 12 — BASF) mean. A careful comparison of the Addendum
with the BASF shows that the Addendum omits the following vital doctrines which are plainly expressed in
the BASF 5 and 12: (1) — The defilement of Adam's nature (c.5). (2) — The physical defilement which through
him passes upon all men (cl.5). (3) — The ‘condemnation of sin in the flesh’ through Jesus’ offering (cl.12).”
We do not agree with this. It should be recognised that the terms of unity, as stated in the book require:

By One Man – Supplementary Material

HP Mansfield

P a g e | 396

“We agree that the doctrines to be believed and taught by us, WITHOUT RESERVATION,are the first principles
of the One Faith as revealed in the Scriptures, of which the BASF (with positive and negative clauses and the
Commandments of Christ gives a true definition”.
Thus the Unity Book directs attention to the BASF, and the doctrines therein, including those referred to above. One
cannot accept the unity basis without accepting the Statement of Faith, and it should be noted that it re- quires that the
latter be accepted "without reservation." However, it does attach an explanation of Clauses 5 and 12 which reads as
follows:
"We believe that Adam was made of the earth and declared to be very good; because of disobedience to God's
law he was sentenced to return to the dust. He fell from his very good state and suffered the consequences
of sin - shame, a defiled conscience and mortality. As his descendants, we partake of that mortality that came
by sin and inherit a nature prone to sin. By our own actions we become sinners and stand in need of
forgiveness of sins before we can be acceptable to God. Forgiveness and reconciliation God has provided by
the offering of His son; that as Son of God he partook of the same nature — the same flesh and blood — as all
of us, but did no sin. In his death he voluntarily declared God's righteousness; God was honored and the flesh
shown to be by divine appointment rightly related to death. To share in God's forgiveness we must be united
with Christ by baptism into his death, rising from baptism dead to the past to walk in newness of life. The
form of baptism is a token of burial and of resurrection, and in sub- mitting to it we identify ourselves with
the principles established in the death of Jesus 'who died unto sin', recognising that God is righteous in decreeing that the wages of sin is death; and that as members of the race we are rightly related to a dispensation of
death.
"In all His appointments God wills to be honored, sanctified and hallowed by all who approach unto Him. By
His promises God sets before men a hope of life and a prospect of resuming those relationships that are lost
by sin. With the setting forth of this hope there comes a new basis of responsibility. Times of ignorance God
overlooks but with knowledge a man becomes an accountable and respon- sible creature with the obligation
to believe and obey God."
We find nothing wrong with this. True, it does not specifically use the word "defiled," nor the phrase "the condemnation
of sin in the flesh," for the simple reason that it has stated already that the doctrines "believed and taught by us, without
reservation, are the first principles of the One Faith as revealed in the Scriptures, of which the BASF (with positive and
negative clauses) gives a true definition," and these terms are found therein.
A nature that has inherited mortality (which it did not originally possess) and which has become "prone to sin," has
obviously become "defiled" from its original "very good" state. We can acknowledge that it is "unclean" without going
further and claiming that possessors of this fallen nature are alienated from God. It is true, also, that an acknowledgement
of the "unclean" condition of human nature, and a repudiation of its lusts, are the requirements of God for acceptable
worship, and are exemplified in the offering of the Lord, but in the absence of personal transgression, the Scriptures
nowhere teach alienation by nature. To do so is to imply that in some way God holds us accountable for what Adam did,
and so to lay the foundation for error, even if the error is not endorsed.
We believe that the book issued by the Concord Ecclesia is incorrect in such statements as the following:
"The Carter-Cooper Addendum re- presents an important concession as it restricts defilement to conscience"
(p.6).
We fail to see how that anybody, fairly reading the Addendum, can come to such a conclusion, unless they see in the
word "defiled" some different significance to what the BASF teaches. The clause in the Statement of Faith declares:
"Adam broke this law, and was . . . . 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."
This, the Unity Book states, is part of that teaching which must be accepted "without reservation," in the light of the
explanation given. Thus the Addendum states:
"Adam . . . . was sentenced to return to the dust. He fell from his very good state and suffered the
consequences of sin - shame, a defiled conscience and mortality. As his desencendants, we partake of that
mortality that came by sin and inherit a nature prone to sin . . . "
Does not a "mortality that came by sin," and "a nature prone to sin," express a very real "fall" from the original "very
good” state? Is not such a nature physically "defiled"?
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How else can the Addendum be read? The booklet does not find this completely satisfactory be cause, we believe, it sees
something more in the term "defilement" than the physical law of mortality and proneness to sin which we inherit in
consequence of the fall of Adam. It defines "'defilement" as a state of alienation by nature.
But "defilement" and "alienation" are two different things. The former is a misfortune; the latter is a moral condition
brought about by a fault. The former relates to "the law of sin and death which is in our members"; the latter comes
about by giving way thereto. It is essential to acknowledge the former in order to correctly understand the true nature
of flesh; but to claim that the latter is imposed upon us because of our physically defiled state that is our inheritance at
birth, is to lay the foundation for widespread error if it is carried to its logical conclusion.
True it is that p.12 of this booklet, deprecates the teaching of the late Brother Andrew, listing one point of error as: "all
men (including Christ) were — by descent from Adam — morally alienated from God at birth," but later it urges that
alienation by birth does not apply to all humanity (p.15).
Indeed, we have had members of the Old Path's Fellowship express themselves in similar terms, in language which at
least, is susceptible of misunderstanding.
Now, in the booklet before us, Concord takes a similar stand. It claims (pp.14-17) that there is a sense in which it is true
to say that human nature alienates from God, though, at the same time, it quotes Brother Roberts as teaching that
alienation "is a moral relation — not affirmable of an unconscious babe."
Of course alienation is a moral relation; it can mean nothing else. Therefore, to speak of alienation through nature, is to
claim that God, in some way, holds us morally accountable for the fallen state that we inherit, and from which all
(including Jesus) were or are in need of redemption. Christ's own sacrifice was an element in his personal redemption;
whilst redemption, for us, requires that we recognise flesh for what it is (death-doomed and weak), that we embrace
Christ in the way appointed, and that we elect to figuratively "crucify the flesh with the affections and lusts" (Gal. 5:24).
But alienation is a moral relationship as Brother Roberts stated. Where, in Scripture, are we taught that we are alienated
from God because of our nature? Concord replies:
"In this racial sense, newborn babes are, at birth, 'aliens from the common- wealth of Israel, and strangers
from the covenants of promise, having no hope, and without God in the world (Eph. 2:12).'
But this reference relates to unconverted Gentiles. Was Jesus ever in the state defined in Ephesians 2:12? Remember, it
is basic to the atonement, that we recognise that he was "made like unto his brethren' (Heb. 2:17), that as a
representative sacrifice, what is affirmable to us by nature was shared by him. Was Jesus, at birth, "without hope and
without God"? How can that possibly be said of "that holy thing born of thee" which shall be called "the Son of God"? We
read of John the Baptist (and surely this applies equally to Jesus) that the Holy Spirit was with him "even from his mother's
womb" (Luke 1:15); whilst of the Lord himself, it is written: "Thou didst make me hope when I was upon my mother's
breasts" (Ps. 22:9). The overshadowing care of the Father was over the Son from his very birth, so that it cannot be said
of him that he was in a state of alienation from God.
That he was of our nature is clearly affirmed; that that nature fell from its original "very good" state is obvious; that "the
flesh profits nothing," Jesus himself proclaimed. That he obtained his own redemption from this fallen human nature
through his own offering is specifically stated in Hebrews 9:12; 13:20, and elsewhere.
But that he was alienated from the Father, is not in accordance with the truth.
Why did Jesus have to die? Because, as the Addendum states, the "flesh is by divine appointment righty related to death”.
Why did God demand sacrifice (culminating in the Lord’s own offering) as the appointed medium of approach? Because,
as a basis of acceptable worship, man must recognise that God can only be acceptably approached, when it is
acknowledged that flesh is unclean in that it is prone to sin, and that its lusts must be put to death. Jesus witnessed to
that fact in his own redemption. In common with all humanity he had to suppress the flesh in order to render complete
obedience to God.
But alienation is a different matter entirely. The Bible teaches that alienation is by "ignorance" or by "wicked works" (Eph.
4:18; Col. 1:21). Jesus was guilty of neither, and therefore was not "alienated" from his Father.
The Concord Ecclesia writes:
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"Supporters of the Unity Book argue that in no sense does human nature alienate from God. Do they realise that
they are postulating that newborn babes are 'at one' with the Father before either knowledge, belief or
baptism?"
We put that question another way. Does Concord realise that by introducing the doctrine of alienation by nature, it is
teaching that Jesus was in such a state at birth? Could it then tell us when reconciliation was made: at circumcision, at
baptism, or at crucifixion? If the first, then, at that early stage, he was reconciled "before either knowledge, belief or
baptism"; if at baptism, how could the Lord style God as "my Father" at the age of 13; if at crucifixion, on what grounds
could he declare, "I and the Father are one," before his death upon the cross?
We mention all three stages, because we have had all three stages claimed as the time at which reconciliation was
affected!
The booklet quotes Brother Roberts as supporting the claim of alienation by nature, thus:
"That we do not pass entirely out of Adam into Christ at baptism is a self-evident fact when two things are
realised: our physical connection with Adam: the physical nature of Christ. The Christ we are baptised unto is a
glorified Christ: baptism does not give us his glory, yet will lead to our getting it. The nature we have received
from Adam is a mortal nature: baptism does not deliver us from this nature, yet it will lead to our being
delivered."
Concord has emphasised the word entirely as though this is the main import of Brother Roberts' comment. But it is not
so emphasised in the original article. Brother Roberts is not saying that a believer passes out of Adam into Christ at
baptism, but that baptism commences a process that can lead to that consummation at the Judgment Seat. On p.242 of
the same issue, he makes this abundantly clear, and points out that many who are baptised will be rejected in the day of
judgment, showing that baptism did not take them out of Adam. If "alienation" is a physical principle, how can baptism
effect any change? Brother Roberts was at pains to point that out, and in doing so made a comment in the very paragraph
which Brother Barnard has quoted, and which reads as follows: 'These are themselves 'first principles' and not statements
'seriously affecting first principles'."
In other words, he believed that the rejection of the doctrine of alienation as set forth then was "a first principle.' On
p.439 of the same volume of The Christadelphian, Brother Roberts wrote:
"Brother Andrew's vague technicalities are responsible for some things which he now uses as stumbling blocks,
'alienation' and 'anger', for example, as applied to babes. "Alienation by wicked works', or 'alienation through
ignorance', is the style of the apostolic usage where that phrase is concerned, and I naturally could not allow
that such a definition could be applicable to a babe who had and could do no wicked works. But I did not
therefore mean that a babe does not inherit the sentence of death from Adam, or that it is not made of that
sinful flesh whose motions Paul himself found so troublesome, and which is the common stock of hereditary
human nature. Let the several parts of truth be allowed for, and there will be no ground for the laboured effort
made by brother Andrew to try and make out contradiction where there is none. I have never contended or said
that 'Adam's descendants do not come under condemnation until they individually commit sin'. They inherit the
sentence of death passed upon Adam, and are in that sense 'condemned already'; but this is an affair of physical
inheritance; an affair of nature made mortal by condemnation . . . . The difficulty begins when unscriptural
statements are made and ideas imported into the situation that stultify reason, such as being 'held guilty of
Adam's sin', 'Adam's sin imputed to his posterity', 'children of wrath at birth', etc. The wrath of God is revealed
from heaven 'against all unrighteousness of men’ and not against misfortune."
Alienation being a moral and not a physical state, those who claim that we are alienated by nature at birth, virtually must
accept responsibility for the error that the sin of Adam is imputed to his descendants.
Page 17 of this booklet claims:
"There is scriptural proof that the condemned nature of the believer receives sacrificial purification through the
blood of Christ . . . Having been buried into His death, they also par- take of that purification by blood."
But, in fact, "condemned nature" remains exactly the same after as before baptism. It is surely just as "unclean" as before,
because, as Brother Barnard agrees, the "defilement" or "uncleanness" is physical not moral, and once baptised, the
believer must set about conquering it in the strength that comes from Yahweh. If alienation is also a physical principle
(as Concord implies) it too remains the same after baptism, because baptism effects no physical change; therefore
purification has not been effected.
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Concord sees the point of this reasoning and attempts to meet it. It writes:
"It may be objected by some that this could not be so because baptism does not accomplish a physical change
in our nature. True! But the same objection can be said of the forgiveness of sins in baptism. The physical
consequences of sins committed before baptism remain. A drunkard whose organs have been damaged by his
indulgence prior to baptism has the same damaged organs after baptism, although his immorality has been
forgiven."
This is extremely poor reasoning, which could lead to dangerous error. The sins forgiven at baptism are very real, and
their removal very complete: so that there is a purification of sin. If there was a purification of nature at the same time,
there should be a removal of that in our nature which defiles or causes alienation! Baptism completely blots out past sins
in that they are completely for given and will never again be brought up against the candidate for eternal life; and, at the
same time, it changes our relationship with God. Previously "alienated from God through wicked works," the believer,
through baptism, is "brought nigh by the blood of Christ," by which he becomes identified with him.
But what are we to make of the statement of Brother Roberts, quoted on p.18 of this book as follows:
"That burnt offering should be required in the absence of particular offence shows that our unclean state as the
death-doomed children of Adam itself unfits us for approach to the Deity apart from the recognition and
acknowledge of which the burnt offering was the form required and supplied."
Did Brother Roberts mean by this that man is alienated by nature? By no means, as the quotation from The
Christadelphian quoted above clearly shows. What does the comment of Brother Roberts relate to? The reference is to
the burnt offering, not the sin offering. The burnt offering represented a person totally dedicated to Divine use, utterly
consumed in God's service. This is only possible when flesh is recognised for what it is (sin-proned and death-doomed,
and so constituted that it will inevitably lead us astray and so deliver us into a state of alienation from God), when we put
to death its sin proned propensities, and so live that the service rendered ascends as "a sweet savour" unto the Almighty
(2 Cor. 2:14-16; Eph. 5:2). As Brother Roberts goes on to say in The Law of Moses.
"It was a beautiful requirement of the wisdom of God in the beginning of things that He should require an act
of worship that typified the repudiation of sinful nature as the basis of divine fellowship and acceptability.'"'
That was accomplished by the offering of the Lord Jesus, and the reason why it is possible to say that he offered both for
himself as those he came to save. But to claim that it was for alienation through nature is to destroy the beauty of the
symbolism and the act.
It has been asked: Does God look with favour on the fallen state of flesh? The answer is, No; but He does not hold anybody
accountable because they have inherited it. As Brother Thomas wrote: “It is our misfortune not our fault” that we possess
sinful flesh. If a child is born with a serious deformity, do the parents treat it as an alien, and demand that it make
restitution because of what he inherited? By no means; they would be considered quite unjust if they did so. They hate
the deformity, but they love their child, and will co-operate with it to overcome the problem. But what, if that child when
it comes to years of responsibility, refuses to submit to treatment? Will not the parents justly become impatient with it,
and recognise that now it is to blame for what previously was not its responsibility? So it is with God and humanity. He
has manifested Himself in love towards His creation, even in spite of the physical deformity which it has inherited as the
result of the sin of the original couple, and will help any to overcome that in their nature which is distasteful both to Him
and to them.
We Agree
Commenting on matters of fellowship, Brother Barnard writes:
"Those brethren in the Reunion who have endeavoured to isolate some of the error extant have not met with
much co-operation. Some ecclesias insist on fellowshipping those who hold error. This has caused thoughtful
brethren to examine the doctrine of fellowship . . . "
We agree with this assessment of the trouble. In 1958, when unity was established, Ecclesias made a solemn pact
between one another, and before Almighty God, to refuse fellowship to any in their midst who did not endorse the basis
of fellowship then laid down.
This has not been carried out. In the most fragrant manner, fellowship has been extended to those who have persistently
refused to endorse the teaching agreed upon, and, moreover, who have proclaimed their right and determination to
teach the error to others. For example, some years ago, a brother resigned from his ecclesia because he firmly believed
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that there is no future for the nation of Israel in the purpose of God, that no mortals will be found in the Kingdom when
it is set up, that the BASF proclaims "blasphemy," and that the teaching of E. Brady expresses the truth of the Atonement.
Another Ecclesia approached him and offered fellowship. At first he declined on the grounds that he could not accept the
BASF. He was told that this was not necessary, and invited to fellowship with the Ecclesia, which invitation was accepted.
This case, which can be documented, is typical of others that have been resisted by brethren who consider that the word
they gave in1958 is solemnly binding, and are determined to carry it out. They are not extremists, and are prepared to
discuss these matters with any who should have an honest doubt; but they believe that the unity agreement should be
carried out or abandoned. They are not prepared to live a lie, which they would be forced to do if they extended
fellowship to such as the case mentioned above. In their appeal that the Unity Book be implemented, they have not met
with co-operation by some Ecclesias, though others have done so. The result has been severance of relationships with
some Ecclesias, and unless a halt is called, this could spread to open division. They do not want this; but they feel that to
abdicate a position of doctrinal integrity at this stage would be to jeopardise their standing before Christ. This they are
not prepared to do. May God guide and strengthen us all in these troublous times, and may the coming of His son be
soon that his infallible wisdom and his undoubted authority may bring complete understanding and peace.
— H.P.M.
Logos Magazine, 1974, vol. 40, The Ecclesial Calendar, June 1974, p. 2
MEETING OF THE AUSTRALIAN CHRISTADELPHIAN FELLOWSHIP COMMITTEE AND THE CHRISTADELPHIAN INTERECCLESIAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (SA) HELD IN ADELAIDE ON SATURDAY 4th MAY, 1974.
The following representatives were present:
DJ. Caudery, A.C. Dangerfield, P.B. Hum, J. Kingston, ΕJ. Russell, J.A Watson, W.C. Gurd, C. Kempster, B.Luke, J.Luke,
M.Lund, H.P. Mansfield, J. Martin. Present as an observer: J. Rosser.
It was unanimously agreed that the Unity Basis of Fellowship as set out in the Unity Booklet pages 13 to 15 is a completely
adequate Basis for Inter-ecclesial Fellowship.
It was also agreed unanimously that the following eight extracts from the Cooper/ Carter Addendum would provide a
satisfactory basis for discussions on the subject of the Atonement between representatives of the two Committees and
representatives of those ecclesias in the Brisbane area experiencing problems in their inter-ecclesial relationships in
regard to this subject. The comments following some of the extracts are general expressions amplifying the extracts as a
basis of discussion. It was agreed that there is no intention or desire to have these comments added to the already agreed
and adequate Basis of Fellowship. However, these extracts and the comments upon them were considered to form a
satisfactory Agenda for proposed meetings in the Brisbane area.
1. Adam was made of the earth and declared to be very good.
2. Because of disobedience he was sentenced to return to the dust.
Comment: His death being the punishment for sin referred to in Gen. 2:17 and 3:17-19.
3. He fell from his Very good state and suffered the consequences of sin — shame, a defiled conscience and mortality.
Comment: Mortality (subjection to death) entailed a change in the condition of Adam's nature which caused him to be
physically destined to death.
4. As his descendants, we partake of that mortality that came by sin, and inherit a nature prone to sin.
Comment: Proneness to sin has been inherited by all Adam's race, but was not part of Adam's nature before sin.
5. By our actions we become sinners and stand in need of the forgiveness of sins before we can be acceptable before
God. Forgiveness and reconciliation God has provided by the offering of His Son.
Comment: Human nature does not alienate from God, though it is the root cause of the sins which do.
6. Though Son of God, he (Jesus) partook of the same nature - the same flesh and blood as all of us, but did no sin.
Comment: As a consequence of Adam's sin Jesus also inherited mortality and proneness to sin and was not in the same
condition as' Adam before sin.
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7. In his death he voluntarily declared God's righteousness; God was honoured, and the flesh shown to be by divine
appointment rightly related to death.
8. To share in God's forgiveness, we must be united with Christ by baptism into his death, rising from baptism, dead
to the past, to walk in newness of life. The form of baptism is a token of burial and resurrection, and submitting to it
we identify ourselves with the principles established in the death of Jesus, who "died unto sin," recognising that God
is righteous in decreeing that the wages of sin is death, and as members of the race, we are rightly related to a
dispensation of death.
In conclusion, it was agreed that as a result of the degree of unanimity, we are hopeful of being able to arrange discussions
with representatives of the ecclesias in the Brisbane area involved in this matter. However» it was thought desirable to
have preliminary discussions with the individual ecclesias before finalising arrangements for a combined meeting of
representatives of all groups involved.
- Bro. P. Hum, Chairman of the Meeting
HP Mansfield, Psalm 8 – The Glory of Yahweh In The Son, Logos Magazine, 1975, vol. 41, pp. 247-253
The teaching of this Psalm is basic to the whole purpose of Yahweh. In its allusions it reaches back to the dawn of creation;
and in its prophetic anticipations it looks forward to the establishment of the Kingdom of God. It is a Messianic Psalm,
quoted by Paul as predictive of the ministry of the Lord Jesus Christ, and particularly of his conquest of sin. There is
meditative contemplation in it, as David considers the glory of the Messiah's reign on earth. The dominant thought of the
Psalm is expressed in Vv. 1,9: "0 Yahweh our Lord, how excellent is Thy name in all the earth:"
Historical Background
The inscription informs us that this is “A Psalm of David”, so we are directed to his life as providing a background to its
teaching.
But to what part of David's life? This information is provided us in the subscription (in the A.V. found as part of the heading
of Psalm 9) which states that it was dedicated “To the chief musician upon Muth-labben.”
The words muth-labben signify the death of the son. But, according to the Jewish Targum, labben should be labbeyn
signifying the one between. This is the title given to Goliath in 1 Samuel 17:4,51. He is described as "a champion," in
Hebrew ish-habbenayim signifying the man between the two (camps). Even the English word "champion" is suggestive of
this, for it is from campio, thus camp battle.
The story of David and Goliath is so well known that it hardly needs repetition here. Goliath was the giant who came out
between the two camps, those of the Philistines and of the Israelites, with his challenge of single combat. He was met by
the stripling David who advanced across the plain as representative for Israel and for Yahweh, and achieved a great victory
in the name of God. This Psalm commemorates the remarkable victory. But in as much as it is also Messianic in its
prophetic foreshadowing, it reveals that the incident that took place in the Valley of Elah was typical in its import. The
battle between David and Goliath foreshadowed Christ's victory over sin. The Lord fought the devil, even sin in the flesh,
and in conquering it, "delivered them who through fear of death were all their lifetime subject to bondage" (Heb. 2:15).
The application to fear-stricken Israel prior to the victory of David is obvious.
Every detail of the notable battle between David and Goliath should be thoughtfully considered in view of the typical
significance of the incident. How meaningful are the words of the "stripling" to the giant:
"This day will Yahweh deliver thee into mine hand; and I will smite thee, and take thine head from thee .... that
all the earth may know that there is a God in Israel. And all this assembly (Heb. qalal, equivalent to ecclesia) shall
know that Yahweh saveth not with sword and spear; for the battle is Yahweh's, and He will give you into our
hands" (1 Sam. 17:46-47).
These words are equally descriptive of the Lord's conquest of sin, and his future victory over the giant Gog, the political
representative of sin of the latter days.
Having smitten the Philistine in the forehead, David severed his head with Goliath's own sword. The head was taken to
Jerusalem (v. 54), and presumably there buried. Golgotha, just north of Jerusalem, signifies “The place of a skull”, and
may well have derived its name from this incident. David's action was appropriate and symbolic. The thought of sin is first
conceived in the mind before it is acted upon; the lusts of the flesh are only active through the mind of the flesh.
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We conclude, therefore, that the Psalm is both historic and prophetic, bridging the dramatic introduction of David to
Israel with that of Messiah to his people.
It should be considered in conjunction with Psalm 144, for this Psalm, according to the Septuagint translation is headed
“Against Goliath”. Notice the identical expressions used (cp. Ps. 8:4 with Ps. 144:3); consider the reference to foreigners
(Ps. 144:7); the complete reliance upon Yahweh (Vv. 1-2); the assurance that He will deliver David His servant "from the
hurtful sword" the main weapon of Goliath, and the very weapon with which David cut off his head (verse 10).
A close consideration of the two Psalms would suggest that Psalm 144 comprises David's prayer as he went forth to meet
the giant; and Psalm 8 his hymn of thanksgiving after the victory.
The Inscription
It is described as “A Psalm of David.” The word in the Hebrew is mizmour. This is a different word to the title of The Book
of Psalms where the word is Tehillim or Praises. Mizmour is from a root zamar, striking, and hence suggests the plucking
of the strings of a musical instrument. The term indicates that it is a poem set to music, expressive of harmony of both
voice and sound: here, a hymn of thanksgiving.
As David's fingers plucked at the strings of his harp, or whatever instrument he played, the sentiments of his mind plucked
at his heart. He was emotionally moved, as we all should be at the goodness of God, and expressed himself audibly in
"psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing and making melody in his heart to Yahweh" (Eph. 5:19)
He typed Christ. His name, David, the Beloved, was a title given to the Lord by his Father. "My Son, the Beloved," He called
him on the occasion of his baptism (Matt. 3:17 - see Diaglott). And David, fresh from the victory over Goliath, recognised
the typical significance of all that had taken place on that memorable, never to be forgotten day, as this Psalm reveals.
In Hebrews 2:6-8, Paul cites it, and shows that it prophetically pointed forward to the purpose of Yahweh in His Son.
An Epitome Of The Divine Purpose
The Psalm is more than a bridge between David and Christ; it is a bridge between natural creation and spiritual creation.
It alludes to the former by stating: "Thou (Yahweh) madest him (man) to have dominion over the works of Thy hands;
Thou hast put all things under his feet" (v. 6)
This obviously is a reference to the declaration of God at the creation of man: "Have dominion over .... every living thing
that moveth upon the earth" (Gen. 1: 28).
But though designed for this dominion, man never attained unto it.
Why?
Because sin intervened.
Fallen man is not in a proper condition to exercise that dominion. Sin had to be conquered, and only one provided of
Yahweh would be competent to do that. And now David, fresh from the battle with Goliath, and recognising its typical
significance, comprehends that sin will be conquered, and the promised dominion obtained, only by battling against it.
And he realised that a special man would be provided for that (cp. 2 Sam. 23:6-7). So he sung: "Thou hast put all things
under his feet" (Ps. 8:6).
That process is not yet completed, for Paul in citing this passage, adds:
"But now we see not yet all things put under him. But we see Jesus who was made a little lower than the angels
for the suffering of death, crowned with glory and honour" (Heb. 2:9).
He saw the Lord Jesus in glory as the beginning of the complete conquest by which "all things" will be brought into
subjection to him.
The Application Of The Decree In The New Testament
No Scripture of the Old Testament has influenced the New Testament more than the decree of Genesis 1:28. It is found
alluded to or directly quoted, throughout the Gospels, the Epistles, and the Revelation. It is used in such a way as to reveal
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it to be the foundation of the Divine purpose in Christ. Christ quoted it as the basis of his personal confidence in the
outcome of his contest with the Goliath of his day. To the Apostles he declared:
"These things I have spoken unto you, that in me ye might have peace. In the world ye shall have tribulation; but
be of good cheer; I have overcome the world" (John 16:33).
Why could he speak with such assurance of the outcome of the challenge of the cross? Because of the decree of Genesis
1:28. Hearken to him quote it as he addresses the Father in prayer, immediately after speaking to the Apostles:
"Father, the hour is come; glorify Thy Son, that Thy Son also may glorify Thee; as Thou hast given him power over
all flesh, that he should give eternal life to as many as Thou hast given him ..." (John 17:1-2).
Power is exousia in Greek, and signifies jurisdiction or dominion. "All flesh" is a Hebraism which includes the brute
creation (see Gen. 6:10; 7:15 16,21; 8:17; 9:11; 9:15,16,17, etc). Whilst dominion is exercised over all such, "eternal life"
is reserved for the Bride of Christ, "as many as thou, Father, hast given me." They will be given him as Eve was presented
to Adam. When the Lord arose from the dead and was glorified, he again referred to the Creation decree. He told his
Disciples:
"All power is given unto me in heaven and in earth" (Matt 28:18).
Death Conquered — 1 Corinthians 15:27
In 1 Corinthians 15:27, Paul quotes Psalm 8:6 (which is derived from Genesis 1:28 as we have seen), to show that the
dominion promised included the conquest of death, thus:
"He must reign, till he hath put all enemies under his feet. The last enemy that shall be destroyed is death. For
(then follows the citation - see margin) “He hath put all things under his feet.' But when he saith, 'all things are
put under him,9 it is manifest that He is excepted, which did put all things under him”
Christ's Conquest Of The Gentile Heavenlies — Ephesians 1:9, 22
The Creation Decree forms the basic theme of Paul's Epistle to the Ephesians. He quotes it to show that Christ has been
promised power over the Gentile heavenlies, and to that end has elevated his disciples into the "heavenlies" of his making,
which are destined to replace the existing political powers in the Age to Come.
Psalm 8:6 which is based on Genesis 1:28 is quoted by Paul in Ephesians 1:9,22 thus:
"Having made known unto us the secret of His will, according to His good pleasure which He hath purposed in
Himself: That in the dispensation of the fuiness of times, He might gather together in one 'all things' (quoting
Psalm 8:6) in Christ, both which are in the heavenlies (see mg.), and which are on the earth; even in him: in whom
also we have obtained an inheritance" (Eph. 1:9-11).
"He hath 'put all things under his feet' (citing Ps. 8:6), and gave him to be the head over all things to the Ecclesia"
(v. 22).
The Epistle refers to two mutually antagonistic "heavenlies" or political powers: those in Christ (see Eph. 1:3, 2:6 — mg),
and those in the world (Eph. 6:12). There is a state of war between these two opposing systems, as Paul wrote:
"We wrestle not against flesh and blood, but against principalities, against powers, against the rulers of the
darkness of this world, against spiritual wickedness in the heavenlies" (Eph. 6:12-margin).
For the moment, the warfare is one of doctrine (see Eph. 3:9), and for that purpose, the soldier in Christ must be properly
equipped (Eph. 6:13-18). But at the return of Christ, the attack will be more direct, and will result in the Gentile heavenlies
being supplanted by those in Christ Jesus. All this Paul saw as an extension of the Creation Decree: "Have thou dominion."
The Power To Conquer Is From Yahweh — Philippians 3:21
Philippians 3:20-21 comprises a key passage of the Epistle, it discourses upon heavenly citizenship, the return of Christ,
the change of nature to be granted the righteous and the subduing of "all things" unto the Lord Jesus.
The statement, "Subdue all things unto himself' refers back to Psalm 8:6; Gen. 1:28.
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Why should Paul cite the Creation Decree as evidence of these matters? In what way does it illustrate that "our vile body"
or "the body of our humiliation" must be changed?
Because the state of our bodies was conditioned by the Fall, and the accomplishment of the Decree was delayed by the
manifestation of sin. Adam's disobedience of the Edenic Law revealed him as unfit in that state, to exercise the promised
domination. Paul declared:
"Let this mind be in you which was in Christ Jesus; who, being in the form of God (image and likeness) thought it
not robbery to be equal with God (unlike Eve - see Gen. 3:5-6) ... but became obedient unto death, even the death
of the cross. Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him, . . . that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow
of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth (the lower creation typical of mortal nations
in the Age to Come). . ." (Phil. 2: 5-11).
Concerning the antitypical Eve, the Bride of Christ, he wrote:
"For our conversation (citizenship -R.V.) is in heaven; from whence also we look for the Saviour, the Lord Jesus
Christ; who shall change our vile body; that it may be fashioned like unto his glorious body, according to the
working whereby he is able even to 'subdue all things' (Ps. 8:6; Gen. 1:28) unto himself (Phil. 3:20-21).
This statement shows that the source of power is from Yahweh, who issued the Decree to the first Adam, "Have thou
dominion ..."
The Means Of Victory: The Provision Of A Firstborn - Col. 1:15-23
Reference to the Creation Decree is basic also to the theme of the Epistle to the Colossians. In Chapter 1:15-23, Christ is
described as "the image of the invisible God" recalling the description of the original creation of Adam in "the image and
likeness of God," and illustrating the comments of Elpis Israel:
"The law of nature,' which is an indwelling and inseparable constituent of our present economy, has exceedingly
deformed the image, and effaced the likeness of God, which man originally presented. It required, therefore, the
appearance of a New Man, in whom the image and likeness should re-appear, as in the beginning. This was 'the
man Christ Jesus,' whom Paul styles “the last Adam.” He is 'the Image of the Invisible God' (Col. 1:15); 'the
effulgent mirror of the glory, and the exact likeness of His person' (Heb. 1:3)." (p.40).
Paul furthermore states that he is "the firstborn of every creature" (Col. 1:15), or of "all creation" as the Greek has it (see
Diaglott). How was it possible for the Lord, who had no corporeal existence until 4,000 years after creation, to be called
the "Firstborn of all creation?" Because the status of firstborn was a legal title, and not one necessarily governed by
accident of birth. A younger son could be elevated to legal firstborn over his older brother, if the latter proved
incompetent or unworthy of the honour (cp. Deut. 21:15-17; 1 Chron. 5:1; 26;10; Exod. 9:22-29). The first Adam proved
unworthy of this position and was ultimately supplanted in it by the second Adam, concerning whom Yahweh had
declared: "Also I will make him My firstborn, higher than the kings of the earth" (Ps. 89:27).
Consider the following quotation from Colossians in the light of the Creation Decree:
"It pleased the Father that in him should all fulness (image and likeness of God) dwell, and, having made peace
through the blood of his cross, by him to reconcile 'all things' (Ps. 8:6) unto himself; by him, I say whether they
be things in earth (mortals) or in heaven (immortal rulers of the Age to Come (Col. 1:19-20).
In his reference to "all things," Paul was quoting generally from Psalm 8:6 and Genesis 1:28, explaining the process by
which dominion will be exercised over all.
The Full Extent Of The Dominion (1 Pet. 3:22)
In this passage, Peter cites the words of Christ (Matt. 28:18) which are drawn from Psalm 8:6, to illustrate the full extent
of dominion today exercised by the Lord, which power he is using to bring others to glory. Peter wrote:
“The like figure, even baptism, doth also now save us .... by the resurrection of Jesus Christ who is gone into
heaven, and is on the right hand of God, angels and authorities, and powers being made subject (Gen. 1:28) unto
him" (1 Pet 5:21-22).
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The Praise To Be Ascribed To The Second Adam (Rev. 5:12)
We have found that Psalm 8 is an extension of the Creation Decree of Genesis 1:28, and in the light of its background
(the victory of David over Goliath), reveals that the dominion will be attained only through warfare both personal and
political.
The dominion will be established at a time when the name of Yahweh will be glorified in the earth (Psalm 8:1), and the
Son of Man has been "crowned with glory and honour" (v. 5).
On the eve of the crucifixion, the Lord declared to the Father, "I have glorified Thee on the earth: I have finished the work
which Thou gavest me to do" (John 17:4) However, as Paul reminds us, the prophetic requirements of Psalm 8 have not
yet been fully met (Heb. 2:8-9). That time is yet to come at the second advent of the Lord, when glory and honour will be
ascribed to the Son of Man by all upon earth as outlined in Rev. 5: 9-14. There seems an echo of the words of Psalm 8
and of Genesis 1:28 in the ascription of "power and glory" as expressed in Rev. 5:12-13.
"I heard the voice of many angels ... saying with a loud voice, Worthy is the Lamb that was slain to receive power,
and riches, and wisdom, and strength, and honour, and glory, and blessing. And every creature which is in heaven,
and on the earth, and under the earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that are in them, heard I saying, Blessing,
and honour, and glory, and power, be unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb for ever and
ever."
In this symbolic picture of future glory, the Elohim join with the lower creation in rejoicing at the dominion afforded the
Son of Man, and ascribing unto him the praise due to his holy name.
The citations of Psalm 8 and Genesis 1:28 found in the New Testament sum up the statement of the risen Lord to the two
whom he met on the way to Emmaus: "Ought not Christ to have suffered these things, and to enter into his glory" (Luke
24:26). He opened their understanding to the requirements of Scripture to that end, drawing particularly upon Moses
and the Psalms (Luke 24:27,44). This would involve an exposition of both Genesis 1:28 and Psalm 8.
Summary
Our references to the citations and allusions of Genesis 1:28 and Psalm 8 in the New Testament are not intended to be
exhaustive, and a search will reveal other links. We have referred to the obvious ones. Each has been used in a special
relationship as illustrating a particular facet of the manner in which the triumph of the Son will be established, and the
scope of the dominion he shall exercise in conjunction with his Bride, the second Eve.
The ones we have cited perhaps can be placed in orderly fashion as expressing the following: In Ephesus -the challenge;
In Philippians-the victory; In Colossians—the elevation; In Peter's Epistle—the power; In the Revelation—the glory; In 1
Corinthians-the final result: death destroyed.
HP Mansfield, Made Sin for Us, Logos Magazine, 1976, vol. 43, pp. 74-7816
"He made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin; that we might be the righteousness of God in him" (2 Cor. 5:21). How is
this description of Christ to be reconciled with the fact that he was the lamb of God without blemish, that is, without sin?
Meaning Of The Term "Sin"
When Paul wrote that God made Jesus "to be sin for us who knew no sin," he obviously was referring to the nature of the
Lord which was identical with that of those whom he came to save.
Some find a difficulty in this, and try to explain such references in a manner so as not to adversely reflect upon the Lord's
nature. They claim that the expression should be used in the sense of sin offering, or that the Lord was "made sin" at the
time when he was "made a curse for us" (Gal. 3:13), which they claim was when he was crucified.
But even granting the meaning of sin offering as being warranted in this place (which we are not prepared to do), there
are other places where the Lord is so aligned with sin that such an explanation will simply not fit. For example, Romans
6:10 declares that Christ "died unto sin once," and certainly, neither sin offering nor transgression would be appropriate
in such a statement. As to the second explanation, how can the crucifixion of the Lord be identified with sin in the sense
of transgression? Does not Paul write that Christ came into the world for the express purpose of dying to save sinners (1
Tim. 1:15)? Was not his offering the culminating point of his life's service to the Father? Did not he, himself, declare that
16
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he received a commandment from the Father to lay down his life (John 10:18)? Did he not explain: "Therefore doth my
Father love me, because I lay down my life, that I might take it up again" (John 10:17)? How can an action that is required
of God be described as sin!
Truly Brother Roberts wrote: "In submitting to the death of the cross he was not a transgressor, but an obedient Son doing
what his Father required of him."
Reference to "sin" as found in such places as 2 Cor. 5:21 and Romans 6:10, clearly reveal that the word "sin" as used by
the inspired penman, does not always mean "transgression of law." If it did, then it would be impossible for God, by the
sacrifice of His Son, to "condemn sin in the flesh" (Rom. 8:3), or for "our old man (the flesh) to have been crucified with
him that the body of sin might be destroyed" (Rom. 6:6). Nor could Jesus have "borne our sins in his body on the tree"(1
Pet. 2:24). How would it be possible for the Lord to bear our actual transgressions in his body on the tree?
What does Peter mean? Although Jesus was "without sin" in the sense of transgression, he possessed a nature identical
with that of those whom he came to save: a nature that is the seat and origin of sin: "That which cometh out of the man,
that defileth the man. For from within, out of the heart of men, preceed evil thoughts, adulteries, murders, thefts, and
so forth all these evil things come from within, and defile the man" (Mark 7:20-23). The same nature that erupts into
actual transgression on the part of mankind was possessed by the Lord, but he kept in check its impulses, by drawing
upon the strength made available to him from God. In that way his crucifixion resulted in the destruction of the "body of
sin;" the "putting away of sin by the sacrifice of himself" (Heb. 9:26); or the destruction of that "which was the power of
death, that is the devil" (Heb. 2:14). He conquered the devil in life, and silenced it through death.
For the devil is the term expressive of the lusts of the flesh, to which the Lord never gave way. When his body hung lifeless
upon the cross, so also did the desire of the flesh. Having figuratively put them to death in life, he literally did so in
submitting to crucifixion. His sacrifice was representative, on our account, graphically setting forth the ideal towards
which we must strive. Therefore, Paul taught: "They that are Christ's have crucified the flesh with the affections and lusts"
(Gal. 5:24).
Although Jesus was "without sin" in the sense of transgression, he possessed the nature which is the root cause of sin,
which is, itself, subject to death because of sin at the beginning. In this sense, his crucifixion was a putting of death of the
"body of sin" (Rom. 6:6), or the destruction of that "which has the power of death, that is the devil" (Heb. 2:14).
How Sin Was Borne By Jesus
Peter taught that the Lord "bare our sins in his own body on the tree" (1 Pet. 2:24).
Several points are important to understand. Firstly, the preposition "in" is from the Greek en, and signifies "within" a
thing. In some way, "our sins" were represented in the offering of the Lord.
Secondly, the Lord was not a sinner in the sense of being a transgressor. He never gave way to the flesh. Therefore, it was
by representation only that the words of Peter can be understood. Orthodoxy, of course, say that in some mystical way
he actually bore all our sins on the cross, and as a substitute paid the penalty due to sinners who might approach God
through him. This is demonstrably unsound, because if it were true, such should not die at all (orthodoxy teaches the
false doctrine of the immortality of the soul), whilst he, having paid the penalty due to sin, should not have been
resurrected from the dead.
Thirdly, the plural term sin is used, and in some way, "our sins" must have been found "in" the body of the Lord when he
was crucified. In what sense could that be said?
At this point, John comes to our rescue, reminding us that sin takes three forms: "the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the
eyes, and the pride of life" (1 John 2:15). Moreover, he tells us that such as "not of the Father." Here the preposition is
ek governing only the Genitive case of the verb, denoting the origin of an action or a thing. John therefore is telling us
that the threefold forms of sin (sin in the plural) into which categories all sins can be placed, did not originate from the
Father. From where did they originate? In the beginning, lust was inflamed, or aggravated, by the teaching of the serpent,
which thought and taught in accordance with the mind of the flesh unilluminated by God. Though Adam and Eve, before
sin, had desires, they were governed by the Word of God, and therefore channelled along a legitimate course. The
serpent's philosophy broke the bounds of such, and aroused in Eve the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride
of life (Gen. 3:6). As these took possession of her she was induced to an act of rebellion against God's command.
Since then, the threefold avenues of lust, or desire, are part of the natural heritage of flesh. They were found latent in
the Lord, as is exemplified by the threefold temptation to which he was subjected, but he never gave way to them. When
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he died, they died, with him; and as all forms of transgressions are but manifestations of one of these avenues of sin, the
plural term used by Peter can legitimately and logically apply to the Lord.
Because the lust of the flesh comprise the seat of sin and are an inherent part of human nature, and because they were
first manifested in flesh in that aggravated form through Eve adopting the teaching of the serpent and so leading the way
to sin, human nature, in that form, is styled sin.
Human nature was not always thus identified with sin, because originally it was called very good (Gen. 1:31). But after
sin had made its appearance, it was no longer thus designated, but the very reverse. Thus, God, who before sin
pronounced man to be "very good," afterwards declared: "The imagination of man's heart is evil from his youth" (Gen.
8:21). Even the Lord refused the appellation as applying to himself, declaring: "There is none good but One, that is God"
(Matt. 19:17).
The following testimonies explain each other:
"God sent forth His son made of a woman" (Gal. 4:4).
"Forasmuch also as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, it became him likewise to partake of the same,
that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil" (Heb.2:14).
"God sent His own son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for (on account of) sin condemned sin in the flesh" (Rom.
8:3).
"He was made sin for us, who knew no sin" (2 Cor. 5:21).
"He put away sin by the sacrifice of himself. . . and unto them that look for him shall he appear the second time
without sin unto salvation" (Heb. 9:26,28).
This construction of the language of the Bible enables us to see how Jesus could "put away sin by the sacrifice of himself,"
as he thereby put off the sin nature, and attained to the divine nature in which the principle of sin does not exist.
Consequently, when he returns he will be "without sin," or that "which has the power of death" in his nature. We only
have to render the Apostle's words in Heb. 9:28 as they are interpreted by some, to see the folly of their contention. Thus
if we are to use the term sin only in the sense of transgression, we should be compelled to render the statement: "He
shall appear a second time without transgression," implying that he was once a transgressor! Or if we use the term in the
sense of sin offering, we would be compelled to render: "He shall appear a second time without a sin offering," which is
wrong, because, as the prophecy of Ezekiel's Temple, and other places, abundantly show, sins will be forgiven in the Age
to come through the same offering as they do now. Moreover, at that time, the "one offering" will again be symbolised
or represented, by animal sacrifice, as the prophets clearly set forth.
The Two Forms Of "Sin"
It is obvious, then, that the word sin is used in two principal ways in Scripture. It denotes firstly, actual transgression; and,
secondly, human nature, as being the source of sin. Human nature is given the designation of sin, because the form in
which it is found now, came as the result of sin in the first instance.
Recognising sin in its two manifestations, we are in a position to better understand the important words of Paul in
describing our state in Christ. We can understand such expressions as sin that dwelleth in me, the law of sin which is in
my members, sin in the flesh, and so forth. They warn that human nature, the lusts of the flesh, and the seat of sin, will
lead to transgression, or actual sin, if permitted to manifest its natural tendencies unchecked.
Of Christ it is said that "he died unto sin once" (Rom. 6:10). What sin was he related to which he had to die? Only sin in
its secondary sense: human nature, the natural desires of which must be silenced, or put to death, in order that God
might be served without stint. His death on the cross demonstrates that. It shows to his followers that the way to life is
through death, for he served God in dying.
And he did so on a representative basis. For, in context with the statement above, Paul makes the observation: "How
shall we, that are dead to sin, live any longer therein?" (Rom. 6:2). In what sense are we "dead to sin"? Only in the sense
that we have figuratively "crucified the flesh with the affections and lusts" (Gal. 5:24), or have "mortified (put to death
our members which are upon the earth" (Col. 3:5),that is, the flesh. Paul, therefore, continues: "Reckon (take into account)
ye also yourselves to be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto God through Jesus Christ our Lord" (Rom. 6:11). He would
have us ever to bear in mind that we have figuratively put to death the lusts of the flesh, that we might render obedience
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unto God. Those lusts of the flesh are given the title of sin, identifying human nature with the latter term. In human
nature dwells no good thing (Rom. 7:17-18); and all the evil a man does is the result of obeying the natural tendencies of
the flesh. Operating upon the brain, it excites the propensities, and these set the intellect and sentiments to work. In the
natural sense, the propensities are blind, and so are the intellect and sentiments. When therefore the latter operate
under the impulse of unenlightened propensities, the understanding is darkened because of the blindness of ignorance
(Eph. 4:18).
Sin, therefore, is a synonym for human nature. Because Christ came in the same nature as all mankind, he was a fit and
proper representative sacrifice for sin; for having been obedient in all things, when he died, his resurrection from the
dead was beyond question (Acts 2:24).
The term sin then being applied in the Bible to the transgressing nature as well as to the transgression of divine law, we
can understand how "the man, Christ Jesus" could "bare the sins of many" (Isa. 53:12) before they were born. In being
born of a woman he was "made sin," thus sharing the griefs, sorrows, and suffering incidental to this evil state, the result
of partaking of fallen human nature on the account of mankind being helplessly caught in the grip of sin. He conquered
over sin's flesh by glorious obedience in life, and dramatised the success of the conquest by submitting to the death upon
the cross. By resurrection to glorious divine nature, he set aside the weakness of the flesh in all of its manifestations, and
so triumphed over sin and death, that the Father "gave him power over all flesh, that he should give eternal life to as
many as He has given him" (John 17:2).
Paul wrote: "He was delivered for our offences, and was raised again for our justification" (Rom. 4:25). The resurrection
was the important element in the victory. Any could die, but only one of the human race has so lived as to conquer death
by resurrection. The blood of bulls and goats could not take away sin. It required a human sin-bearer who should
successfully resist "its incitements from within and enticement from without," and by dying unto sin and rising again to
newness of life, triumph over sin, vanquish death, and thus becoming the "firstborn" of that new creation of sinless
immortals that, ultimately, will fill the earth with divine glory.
HP Mansfield, “Stages in the Work of Redemption”, Logos Magazine, 1977, vol. 43, pp. 244-24817
“Angel, or beast, or un-Adamic man, could not ‘die for us,’ because the dying was not to be a punishment of the innocent
in the room of the guilty, but an establishing of the Divine supremacy in righteousness as the basis of favour in forgiveness
in the cause of all such as see, and believe, and submit. The idea may be subtle, but not invisible to spiritual discernment.
If only few understand it, it is because the majority judge of it as a transaction between man and man, instead of the high
etiquette of Heaven in receiving sinners unto life eternal” (Brother Roberts in “The Law of Moses”).
What Needs Forgiveness?
Brethren sometimes speak or write as though mankind needs forgiveness for sin’s flesh, or as though the guilt of Adam’s
transgression rests upon his descendants, and, therefore, they are in a state of alienation from God because of their
nature. The Bible does not speak in that way. It shows that men are alienated from God through ignorance, or through
wicked works (Eph. 4:18), and it is because of these that they need enlightenment or forgiveness.
Nevertheless, our nature stands as a barrier to eternal life, and will bring us ultimately to the grave there to remain
forever, unless brought into a relationship to God’s way of redemption. Moreover, our nature is a barrier to us rendering
perfect obedience to God, even when drawn to Him by the truth. This is because, as a consequence of transgression in
the beginning, a bias towards sin was developed in the flesh, which will inevitably produce its fruit in us. There was not
so much a change of nature in man, as a change of condition. The flesh was no longer “very good” (Gen. 1:31), no longer
“in healthy being,” as Bro. Thomas expresses it in Eureka. The bias in the flesh that leads to sin, had become active in
man, and now needs to be restrained, disciplined, quelled. Otherwise it will inevitably produce its fruit in us. Listen to the
words of the Lord:
“He saith unto them, Are ye so without understanding also? … That which cometh out of man, that defileth the
man. For from within, out of the heart of men, proceed evil thoughts, adulteries, fornications, murders, thefts,
covetousness, wickedness, deceit, lasciviousness, an evil eye, blasphemy, pride, foolishness: all these evil things
come from within, and defile the man” (Mark 7:18–23).
That is the state of the flesh, unilluminated by God. Therefore, of itself, it is not “good”, but “goodness” must be put into
it. This goodness stems from the Truth which, taking possession of a man’s mind, brings to light a new way of thinking
contrary to that of the flesh:
17
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“For the thinking of the flesh is death; but the thinking of the spirit is life and peace. Because the thinking of the
flesh is enmity against God; for it is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be” (Rom. 8:6–7 mg.).
The Lord thus taught that the wickedness of the world stems from the flesh, and that his followers must learn to rise
above it, so as to discipline and conquer its natural tendency to sin.
How can they do that?
By figuratively following the Lord who has led the way. As an element in his own redemption, he offered himself as a
sacrifice. We also are called upon to “present our bodies as living sacrifices” unto God (Rom. 12:1). The difference,
however, is this: his sacrifice was perfect, whereas ours, because of personal transgression, is not so. There would be “no
profit in our blood” (Psa. 30:9), if we would die on behalf of others, or ourselves. Nevertheless, his sacrifice, being
representative and not substitutionary reveals what is required of us. We are thus called upon to “mortify (put to death)
the deeds of the body” (Rom. 8:13), to “crucify the flesh with the affections and lusts” (Gal. 5:24).
In other words, to limit the expression of the flesh to that which the law of God permits. We must learn that life is only
possible through death.
Unfortunately, the flesh is still strong, and through weakness we fail to measure up to the standard set by Christ.
It is here where the mercy of God is extended, for after revealing flesh for what it is, He, through Christ, is prepared to
forgive us our shortcomings by acknowledgement of the principles set forth in Romans 3:20–26. Therefore, though we
do not need forgiveness for the flesh; we do need it for the sins of the flesh. Bro. Thomas wrote that our nature “is a
misfortune, not a crime”, and God imputes no guilt to us because of this misfortune. Our nature is a fact, not a fault, and
Yahweh as the great Physician, has provided the means by which we may be cured from the dreadful malady of mortality
which we have inherited.
The Destiny Of Sin’s Flesh
The bias in the flesh to please itself rather than God is styled “sin in the flesh”, because it was developed through sin, and
is the root cause of sin. Sin in the flesh cannot be atoned for, reconciled to God, or redeemed, though its possessors may
be. It must be “mortified,” “put to death,” “crucified,” and the nature “changed” (1 Cor. 15:51), by the individual being
clothed upon by his “house from heaven” defined by Paul as “mortality being swallowed up of life” (2 Cor. 5:4).
The work of God in Christ is to destroy this principle of evil, or diabolos, in the nature of those who will be styled the
Redeemed. When this has been done for them, as it was done for the Lord Jesus Christ, 1900 years ago, they will be free
from the devil and from the dominion of death, and consequently saved with a great and glorious salvation.
There are three stages in this redemption, as there were three stages of decline in the human pair at the beginning. The
stages are mental, moral and physical. Eve first accepted the doctrine of the serpent, then acted upon it, and finally
suffered the effect of it. We must retrace that course if we would find true redemption: we must go through the process
of a mental, moral and physical “cleansing.” The first is done by acknowledging the truth, the second by applying the
truth, the third by reaping the rewards of the truth. Christ told the Apostles that they were “clean through the word”
spoken unto them (John 15:3). The cleansing was a mental one, for, at that stage, they were still morally unclean (cp.
Luke 22:24). When that word was put into practice, they were morally changed, in preparation for the physical change
to take place at the Lord’s return.
Thus redemption for us is in three stages: firstly, a change of mind, then of character, finally of nature. Christ needed no
change of character, he needed no forgiveness of sins committed, but he did need a change of nature. And because of
that he was involved in the effects of his own offering. Because he submitted to this, “God highly exalted him” by a
resurrection to glory (Phil. 2:9); therefore it is written of him that “the God of peace, that brought again from the dead
our Lord Jesus, that great shepherd of the sheep, through the blood of the everlasting covenant” (Heb. 13:20), which, of
course, was his own blood.
It was his perfect character, however, that made his offering efficacious. Because of that Yahweh “did not suffer His holy
one to see corruption” (Acts 2:27), nor was it possible (the justice of God being what it is) for “the pains of death” to be
“holden” of such an one. The Lord’s nature brought him to the grave, his righteous character brought him out of it, and
both death and resurrection are essential to our salvation (Rom. 4:24–25). In nature, the Lord represented man; in
character, he represented the Father. Therefore, he constitutes a link between heaven and earth: “a mediator between
God and man.” This is not always appreciated by those who fail to comprehend the significance of his offering, and the
atonement. Some see him only as man, and therefore only representing man, and because of this distorted viewpoint,
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mistakenly believe that it is possible (by application of the word and by prayer) for any son of Adam to attain unto the
same perfection that we observe in him. They fail to comprehend that there was in Christ something that no other human
being can claim, for Paul declares: “God was in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself” (2 Cor. 5:19), “God manifested
in the flesh” (1 Tim. 3:16), whilst John adds his witness: “We beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the
Father” (John 1:14).
Concerning what Paul calls “sin’s flesh,” Brother Thomas has remarked in Phanerosis p. 35.
“The Old Man of Sin’s Flesh, who is the Devil, cannot be converted. His destiny is destruction; ‘for this purpose
was the Son of God manifested that he might destroy the works of the Devil,’ or the works of the flesh, which are
the same things; and ‘forasmuch also as the children (of his Father) are partakers of flesh and blood, he (the Son)
himself, likewise, took part of the same that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death,
that is, the Devil’ (1 John 3:8; Heb. 2:14). Hence the Old Man of the Flesh and his deeds (i.e. the thinking of the
flesh unilluminated by the Word … Ed) are doomed to extirpation from the earth at the hands of Jesus and his
brethren. The Devil and all his superstitions of temple, synagogue, and church, whether dissentient or established,
are all to be destroyed. Clergymen and Rabbis, philosophers and fools, will not indeed ‘go to the devil,’ but far
better will vanish with him from the earth, which will remain emancipated and blessed for the ‘meek’ whose
heritage it is.
“Here, then, is a New Man created by the Spirit, who is the rival and deadly enemy of the Old Man, generated of
blood, of the will of the flesh, and of the will of man. The germ of the New Man is the ideas of God. These ideas
are aggregated in what Peter terms ‘the knowledge of God and of Jesus our Lord.’ If A.B. have this knowledge in
him, God’s seed is in him: ‘The Word of the Kingdom, is there; he knows the True One, and his knowledge leads
him into the True One—in His Son Jesus the Anointed; and he comes to know that ‘this is the true God, and the
life of the Aion’.”
To this we add the words of Brother Roberts:
“Salvation is a process that commences with the belief of the truth but is by no means completed thereby; it
requires a life-time for its scope, and untiring diligence for its accomplishment”.
Summary
Christ has revealed the way, and in doing so has declared: “I am the way, the truth, and the life.” In giving himself for the
needs of humanity, he benefited from his own offering, for he, too, was in need of redemption from the nature he
possessed. God appointed sacrifice as the means of the accomplishment of this: the sacrifice of himself, the sacrifice of
flesh. Christ on the cross was really only a dramatisation of Christ in his earthly ministry. He was first a “living sacrifice,”
and then permitted the flesh to be physically put to death upon the cross. Already, by the strength he derived from the
Father, he had put to death the flesh in life, and now, as a demonstration of the righteousness of God, he did so literally
upon the cross.
Christ’s offering reveals that the flesh cannot effect its own salvation, and that the only way to life is through death. The
Law of Moses as well as the Law of Grace taught that principle. It was impossible for the Lord to keep the Law of Moses
perfectly without dying, for he figuratively had to put to death the flesh to do so, and was he not the antitype of the very
sacrifices that had to be offered “according to the Law?” How then was it possible for him to obey the Law perfectly,
without enacting the very part that that Law revealed in type he must accomplish? Christ did not “suffer the punishment
due to sin,” as is sometimes alleged, nor did he die that we might obtain forgiveness for sin’s flesh, as others have said.
He died that a way of redemption might be opened for humanity as a whole through a change of nature; and in order
that the sins men commit might find forgiveness in their acknowledgement of the principles involved. In benefiting
himself from his offering justice was done, and in extending forgiveness to man who acknowledged the principles of the
atonement, justice was blended with mercy. Thus through divine grace man is able to rise to heights absolutely impossible
outside of Christ. Thanks be to God for His unspeakable gift!
HP Mansfield, Story of the Bible, vol. 1, pp. 38, 40-41 (1992 ed.)
The angels of God formed man in their image and set him over the work of creation. He became the lord of creation, and
he was given the task of governing first himself and then all forms of life….
How was man formed at the beginning? The Bible says “out of the dust of the ground”. When Adam was created, he lay
there a body without life. He was shaped like the angels, but without life. But then God caused him to breathe. His heart
commenced to beat, his eyes opened, he stood up and began to walk, and talk and think.
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Though man had a mind higher than the other creatures, and was in shape like the angels, his nature was lower than
theirs (Psalm 8:5). He was made of the dust, whereas they were of “God’s nature” (2 Pet. 1:4), and immortal (Luke 20:36).
He had to be tested. He had not proved himself, and until he did so, he could not be given eternal life. It is the wonderful
promise of the Bible that though we are made lower than the angels we can attain to equality with them. Jesus taught
that those who please God, and follow His ways, will be raised from the dead and “made equal unto the angels’ so that
they shall “never die” (Luke 20:36).
Was Eve made at the same time as Adam? No the Bible shows that Eve was made later. In a wonderful way, God caused
a deep sleep to come on Adam, something like a surgeon will do when he has to operate on a person. While he was
asleep, God, the Master-Surgeon, performed an operation. He took out a portion of Adam from his side, and with this
still quivering with life, with all its nerves and sinews, he built up the woman.
God had a purpose in view. He wanted Adam and Eve to have everything in common: to think and feel alike, to have the
same joys and hopes, to be full of love and sympathy for each other, to really be “one”, or they were to be husband and
wife. And this was best done by creating the woman of the man. That is why Adam said of Eve: “This is now bone of my
bones, and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called woman, because she was taken out of man.” The word “woman” means
out of man. So although it caused a little inconvenience for the moment, it was the best way after all.
Besides it teaches a wonderful lesson. In the Bible, Jesus Christ is called “the second Adam” (1 Cor. 15:45), whilst the
faithful are likened to “his bride” (Rev. 19:7-8) or the ‘second Eve’ (2 Cor. 11:2-3). As the first Adam had to suffer in order
that Eve might be formed so the second Adam had to suffer in order that His spiritual bride might be formed; and as the
first Adam had sympathy, love and affection for the wife whom he could style “bone of my bone and flesh of my flesh”,
so there is sympathy, love and affection between Christ and his Ecclesia that makes them completely ‘one’.
HP Mansfield, Story of the Bible, vol. 1, pp. 47-52 (1992 ed.)
They realised that they had sinned, and their conscience started to worry them. What would they say when they met
the Angel of God! They were like young people who having been headstrong and gone their own way, then begin to
worry about the consequences. They found that eating the forbidden fruit had not brought the delightful results they
thought it would. A cloud seemed to have come over the Garden of Delight so as to spoil some of its beauty. They
looked at each other and saw for the first time, they were naked. This had not concerned them before, but now they felt
ashamed. They plucked some fig leaves and sewing them together, made themselves aprons.
And then they heard the angel of God in the Garden of Delight. But it was no longer a Garden of Delight to Adam and
Eve, for now their hearts were filled with fear. What was going to happen to them? Previously they had met the angel
of God with joy, and had enjoyed talking with him, but now they did not want to meet him at all. They decided to hide.
But what is the good of hiding from one with the power of God? The voice of the angel was heard: “Adam where art
thou?”. And Adam confessed: “I am afraid, because I was naked, and hid myself”. “Who told thee that thou art naked?”
asked the angel. Then Adam confessed his sin. But he was not altogether honest. He tried to get out of it. He blamed
the sin of to God and on to his wife: “The woman whom Thou gavest me, she gave me of the fruit and I did eat”. In the
presence of the mighty power of God, the greatest heroes become cowards if they have not obeyed His will. The angel
enquired of Eve why she had done this thing, and she blamed the serpent. The serpent had no one to blame.
And so God passed judgment. Now that sin had entered into the Garden of Delight, nothing could be the same until it
had been destroyed. God had to punish, otherwise people would sin without care. The serpent was condemned to
wriggle around on the ground and swallow the dust. The woman was to be in subjection to her husband. The man was
to labour by the sweat of his brow to obtain food until death claimed him. Even the ground was cursed, so that now it
would bring forth thorns and thistles. And Adam and Eve were driven from the beautiful Garden of Delight, and an angel
was stationed at the east of it to guard the way to the Tree of Life, in case, as God said “Adam put forth his hand and eat
and live forever”.
However, the tree remained, a token to Adam and Eve of the hope of eternal life. But how were they to attain unto that
seeing that sin had brought them to a state of mortality (Rom. 5:12)? Moreover, they were conscious of their weakness,
and felt the stirring of sin within them. They felt spiritually naked, and recognised the need for a proper covering. And
God proceeded to show what was required. He took from them the fig-leaf-aprons they had provided for themselves,
and slaying an animal, He covered them with it skin. So their nakedness (which in the Bible is used figuratively of sin –
see Revelation 16:15) was hidden away to teach that sin can be forgiven. The animal (a lamb – Revelation 13:8) used for
this purpose comprised the first sacrifice. It pointed forward to Jesus Christ who is called “the Lamb of God, which taketh
away the sin of the world (John 1:29), and who is the antitype of “the lamb slain from the foundation of the world”
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(Revelation 13:8). When one comes to understand the purpose of God, and is baptised into Christ, he is said to “put on
Christ” as Adam put on the covering that God provided him (Galatians 3:26), and his sins are “covered” or forgiven by
God (Acts 2:38; Rom. 4:6-8).
Meanwhile, the very good condition of creation had been spoiled by sin. It had aroused in Adam and Eve desires that
were contrary to the will of God, and brought them under the power of death. Their destiny was now the grave, and only
through the mercy of God, and by a resurrection to eternal life could they escape from the penalty of mortality that
already began to work in them.
God gave a promise that He would provide a son to save man from sin and death, and open the way to life eternal. He
told the serpent: “I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed. Thou shalt bruise
his heel but he shall bruise thy head” (Gen. 3:15). The serpent had said “Thou shalt not die”. Was that true or false? It
was false. Very well, let us say that the serpent stands for that which is false. On the other hand, Eve said “If we touch
the tree we shall die”. Was that true? Yes. Well, let us say that she stands for that which she proclaimed, which was the
Truth. The angel said: “I will put enmity between thee (i.e. the Serpent who stood for that which is false) and the Woman
(who proclaimed that which was truth). Between the false and the true there is no friendship.
… Now what happened when Adam and Eve listened to the voice of the serpent? They disobeyed God. And what did
God do? He punished them, as He had said He would, with death. The serpent which reasoned matters on his own
account without hearkening to God, represented fleshly people who ignore the Word of God. Therefore, from the
serpent, originated the false teaching that Adam and Eve would not die, which led to disobedience, and finally to death.
Those who give themselves to these things can therefore be justly called the seed of the serpent, and he has numerous
progeny in the earth.
… Now we agreed that the woman had told the serpent the Truth. What would have happened if she had never listened
to the serpent? She would have obeyed God, and not sinned. Has there ever been anyone who has obeyed God in every
way? Only Jesus Christ. He can well be called “the seed of the woman”. Did Jesus die? Yes. He died that others might
live. In this He was “bruised” by the serpent power (Isa. 53:5). But did he remain in the grave? No. God raised him from
the dead. By that means he was healed from the mortal nature that is the heritage of all the descendants of Adam and
Eve. He was the seed of the woman promised by God in the first covenant of promise contained in the Bible; for “God
sent forth his Son, made of a woman, made under the law, to redeem them that were under the law” (Galatians 4:4-5).
God also warned them that the serpent would ‘bruise” the seed of the woman “on the heel”. A bruise on the heel is not
very serious. It may cause one to limp for a time, but one soon recovers from it. But a bruise on the head can be fatal,
and God promised that the Seed of the Woman would bruise the Seed of the Serpent on the head. When we consider
the Lord Jesus Christ, we can understand what God meant. Jesus came in our nature, a nature that is prone to sin and
subject to death. But Jesus never sinned. He never gave way to temptation, but conquered it all, rendering perfect
obedience unto God. Therefore though he died, God raised him from the dead, and gave him life eternal. In that way,
he destroyed the serpent power of sin and death (Heb. 2:14; Rom. 7:23; 8:2).
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Harry Whittaker [1980s]
A. On Creation
Whittaker, H A, Genesis 1-2-3-4, p. vi, Biblia (1986)
There are those who treat the early chapters of Genesis as though they are mythical survivals of a dim past. The compiler
of these comments thinks differently. He is convinced that there are few parts of Holy Scripture more profound, more
compressed, more important for good religious comprehension than these. Always there seems to be more to be learned
from fresh study of these chapters.
The very compression of the record means that in not a few places more than one interpretation of the same details is
possible. This explains why it has been deemed wise to include alternative readings now and then. But even where this
has not been done, even when there may appear to be a certain dogmatism or confidence of interpretation, the writer
still remains aware of his own fallibility.
The Creation versus Evolution controversy has gone almost without mention. This present author protests that he has
not the vivid imagination (nor the gullibility) to take modern evolution theory seriously. On the other hand, he has
tremendous confidence in the commentary on Genesis 1-4 which has been provided, more copiously than is usually
believed, by the Lord Jesus Christ and the writers of the New Testament.
Whittaker, H A, Genesis 1-2-3-4, p. 10, Biblia (1986)
1:2 And darkness was upon the face of the deep.
According to Berosus the ancient Babylonian creation began with Darkness and Water. It is the first of a number of
similarities between Genesis and the Babylonian myth. Many, with gusto, have argued for the derivation of the former
from the latter - which is silly, for “who can bring a clean thing out of an unclean?” It is much more conceivable that the
true tradition represented by Genesis was corrupted into crudity by the Sumerians.
It is not said here that God created this darkness, yet He did: “I form the light, and create darkness” (Is. 45:7). “The day is
thine, the night also is thine” (Ps. 74:16). “Thou makest darkness, and it is night” (104:20).
And also in the spiritual world. God has His angels of evil (Ps. 78:49) who do His will as much as the angels of His
Providence do. “The prince of the power of the air (aera = also, darkness; Eph. 2:2)” is at the Almighty’s beck and call as
much as any other. The only alternative to this concept is belief in a personal superhuman Devil.
Yet there is no inconsistency with such statements as: “God is light, and in him is no darkness at all” (1 Jn. 1:5), even
though at Sinai and in the crossing of the Red Sea and at the crucifixion He manifested Himself in an awe-inspiring
darkness, and will in the judgements of the last days (Ex. 20:21; 14:20; Mt. 27:45; Ps. 18:9,11; Joel 2:2,31).
The unusual word “deep” (t’hōm) is either a combination of tohu-yam, the wilderness of sea; or it derives from hum,
which means “a great noise” (e.g. Ps. 55:2; Mic. 2:12). LXX has the word “abyss”.
Whittaker, H A, Genesis 1-2-3-4, pp. 16-17, Biblia (1986)
There is now the endlessly-discussed problem of identification of the Genesis days of creation. So many possibilities have
been suggested:
a. Literal days of 24 hours - perfectly possible, of course, to the omnipotence of the Creator. But this leaves
unexplained the existence of fossils and other evidences of an inhabited earth.
b. Six days of 1000 years each; this on the basis of Ps. 90:4. Here the same difficulty still exists.
c. Six long undefined epochs. This harmonizes well enough with the “settled conclusions” of geology and other
sciences. But then there is the problem of assigning a suitable meaning to: “the evening and the morning were ...”
d. Six days of divine creative command interspersed with long ages during which the outworking of God’s will took
place. This is distinctly possible, but it must be admitted that Gen. 1 hardly reads like this.
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e. Six daily visions revealed to Moses or Adam or some primeval prophet.
The last of these seems to be the most likely.
It is surely obvious that if in this Creation account God’s omniscience had described to the last detail just how this
amazingly complex world, animate and inanimate, came into being, then no-one - neither ancient Israelite nor clever
sophisticated modern scientist - would have made much sense of it. So God has said in His Word: This is how I want you
to think of Creation. This is the concept of origins that is best for you. Be content to think of things as happening like this.’
Whittaker, H A, Genesis 1-2-3-4, p. 29, Biblia (1986)
1:20 “And God said, Let the waters bring forth abundantly the moving creature that hath life, and fowl that may fly
above the earth in the open firmament of heaven.
Here is the first occurrence of “living soul.” The phrase means any living creature. Here, fishes; in v.30, all living things; in
2:7, man.
Jacob applied the figure of fishes multiplying to foretell the prosperity of Joseph’s descendants, thus foreshadowing a
multitude of Gentiles in the gospel net: “Let them grow (lit: swarm as fishes; AVmg.) into a multitude ... a multitude of
nations” (48:16,19), which last phrase Paul applies to “the fulness of the Gentiles” (Rom. 11:25).
The same idea is continued in the Lord’s two fishing miracles. The first of these (Lk. 5:1ff) is to be interpreted in its
symbolism of the great catch of all kinds of fishes in the gospel net. The latter, coming after the resurrection, prefigures
the ultimate “catch” of “great fishes” brought to Christ in the new day when the disciples cease from their fishing. In both
miracles all the details need to be examined for special significance.
Some commentators try to insist that this verse 20 teaches the origin of birds from the water. In this they may be
influenced by (a) the Babylonian myth which has great flying creatures emerging from the waters; (b) the evolution dogma
that birds did so originate. However such a conclusion is not readily traceable in the text even if “and” be read as “even”.
The Hebrew is literally: “And let bird (collective noun) fly upon the earth upon the face of the firmament of the heavens.”
This is clearly the language of appearance - birds seen flying against the backcloth of the sky. So perhaps such other verses
as v.14 are also to be read as the language of appearance.
Whittaker, H A, Genesis 1-2-3-4, pp. 29-30, Biblia (1986)
1:21: “And God created great whales, and every living creature that moveth, which the waters brought forth
abundantly, after their kind, and a every winged fowl after his kind: and God saw that it was good.”
The Hebrew word tanninim does not refer to whales exclusively but covers all large creatures associated with the water;
e.g. Job 40:15ff: the hippopotamus; 41:1ff: the crocodile. These great creatures are repeatedly presented as symbols of
impressive human empires. In Is. 27:1: Assyria and Egypt. In 51:9, Egypt. In Jer. 51:34, Babylon. In Ps. 74:13, Egypt
(probably). In Ps. 8:8 these creatures are less directly referred to as “whatsoever passeth through the paths of the sea”
(but why this phrase when the sea is utterly trackless, ocean currents? fish migrations?) All of these are to be subject to
Messiah, “the Son of man” (v.4-6).
The 153 “great fishes” in the last sign of John’s gospel (21:11) seem to be a designed allusion to this fifth day of Creation,
and help to explain why the word bara’ should be used, somewhat unexpectedly, here; for, unquestionably, Jn 21:1-14
foreshadows the New Creation when Christ appears again to his disciples. (On this, see “He is risen indeed,” ch.16.)
Ps. 104:26 is intriguing, with its possible meaning: “leviathan, whom thou hast formed to play with him” - a lovely picture
of angels playing games with mighty sea creatures, and with the empires they symbolize!
The only New Testament reference is to Jonah’s whale (Mt. 12:40), a figure of the strongest empire of all, the last enemy
to be destroyed.
These creatures, like all the rest, are to multiply, but only “after their kind.” Here is laid down the continuing law of life
on earth - the permanence of the species. Here are boundaries which no amount of scientific research and contrivance
can overpass. All cross-breeds go sterile or revert to type. So evolution is an impossibility.
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Whittaker, H A, Genesis 1-2-3-4, p. 39-40, Biblia (1986)
Gen. 1:27 “So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him; male and female created he
them.
The repetitious phrasing here - “created ... in his image” - seems designed to emphasize something more than physical
resemblance to angels. It is intended surely to stress also the spiritual possibilities of this latest creation of God. The same
thing is underlined, too, by the contrast between “let the earth bring forth ... cattle etc.” (v.24) and the repeated “God
created” (v.26,27). Very evidently, even if it were possible to read the evolution of the lower orders into the record up to
this point, the marked change of phrasing here disallows such a possibility regarding man.
Whittaker, H A, Genesis 1-2-3-4, p. 60, Biblia (1986)
“The man whom he had formed” is in sharp contrast with the next verse: “And out of the ground made the Lord God to
grow every tree ...,” and also: “Let the earth bring forth the living creature after his kind ...” (1:24). Thus in advance
Genesis anticipates and disallows evolution.
Whittaker, H A, Genesis 1-2-3-4, p. 74, Biblia (1986)
And now (a sharp contrast of a different sort) consider the supposed resemblances of this Genesis story to the AssyrianBabylonian creation epic:
There is a watery chaos. The sun, moon, and stars are made after light, but before plants and animals. There is
a paradise naturally irrigated.
So far the details are right. But then:
Man is made of clay and blood (soul?). His wife is called Nin-ti (which is said to mean ‘lady of the rib’ or else ‘lady
who makes alive; cp. Eve). A curse follows the eating of a plant, but thereafter child birth is without pain or travail.
Which account, one wonders, is the original, and which the distortion?
Whittaker, H A, Genesis 1-2-3-4, p. 109, Biblia (1986)
3:20 And Adam called his wife’s name Eve; because she was the mother of all living.
Formerly (2:23) her name was Ishah. Then why a new name so soon? In the Bible new names are always specially
significant: Abraham, Sarah, Israel, Peter, Paul, Barnabas etc. And so here: “By this new name (wrote a Reformation
commentator) Adam testifieth his faith in, and thankfulness for, God’s former promise in verse 15.” And by his assigning
of the name, Adam also asserted the truth of verse 16: “and he shall rule over thee.”
The name Eve has come into the English Bible by a remarkable sequence of translator’s modifications from Hebrew:
chawwah, which itself is closely connected with the word chai (= life, living being). There are linguistic problems regarding
the name, because (a) the root is extremely irregular, and (b) it occurs nowhere else with this sense (except in one or two
names, as Hivites: dwellers).
Modern scholars, eager to make Genesis dependent on pagan sources, try to establish that Eve is Aramaic for “serpent”
(if true, what does it prove?), or else they point to the Sumerian creation story about Nin-ti, a double-meaning name:
Lady of the rib, or Lady who makes to live. Couldn’t this show that the Sumerian story depends on the Hebrew?
“Eve” is perhaps best read as a Hebrew hiphil: “causing to live.” The emphasis on “mother” underlines Adam’s faith in
the promised Redeemer, the seed of the woman. Death was come through the woman; so also life would come. Here
was justification by faith - and so also with Eve (4:1).
Whittaker, H A, Genesis 1-2-3-4, p. 122, Biblia (1986)
Commentators seem eager to press for equation of Abel’s name with a Sumerian word for “son,” but is it not more likely
that this Sumerian word was derived from “Abel” than conversely?
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B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
Compilers Note: EC advocates often refer to Bro. Harry Whittaker’s book, Genesis 1-2-3-4, in a bid to establish that he believed that Adam
was created mortal and there was no change in the condition of human nature after the fall. The relevant quotations from pages 58 and 67
of Genesis 1-2-3-4 are presented immediately below, followed by other quotations from Bro Harry on this same subject.
Firstly, it is important to note that Bro Harry states that “mortal” means “subject to death” as per the Oxford English Dictionary (OED)
definition. He did not teach that before sin Adam was in a state like us today that was unconditionally subject to death.
Although Bro Harry taught that Adam was created mortal, on page 58 he qualifies this by saying “but of course with an opportunity of being
sustained in being indefinitely….”. We do not have this opportunity. We are unconditionally subject to death.
Then on page 67 he taught that, “during his probation Adam’s mortality was kept in abeyance by his eating of the leaves of that tree”. We
are not in a state today, where mortality is kept in abeyance. We are not able to eat the leaves of the tree to arrest the process of mortality.
Bro Whittaker did not teach that Adam was mortal (subject to death) because mortality was kept in abeyance.
So he clearly taught that the condition of Adam’s natural body of life was different from mankind’s present mortal state. He did not teach
that God created Adam in a state of mortality that was subject to death. He taught that post his sin and losing access to eat the leaves, he
became mortal without qualification – as per the Oxford English Dictionary definition of the word – “subject to death”. We are all “in Adam”.
As his descendants we too have no access to eat from the leaves of the tree to arrest the process of mortality. So he is teaching that Adam
introduced mortality without any qualifications (a state of being subject to death) for all as a consequence of his sin.
We can be sure of this, because throughout the rest of Genesis 1-2-3-4 Bro Harry explains: on page 68 that Adam and Eve’s “essential
nature was changed” as a result of their sin; on page 93 that “their nature had been vitiated”, on page 107 that Jesus was born subject to
“the curse of Eden in every detail - sorrow, sweat, eating bread, thorns and thistles, a return to the ground”; on page 112 that the “evil”
Adam and Eve came to know after partaking of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil “was the curse of labour and mortality”.
Other quotations from Bro Harry included in this section confirm that he taught that the mortality of man is linked with the fact that he is
fallen creature, and that the temptations of Jesus originated or found an answering strain in the marred human nature which he inherited.
In this regard, his understanding of “mortality” is similar to that expressed by LG Sargent – who divided “mortality” into two different classes:
“(A) those in whom death is only a capacity—a latent capacity, as we might say; and (B) those in whom it is an active condition”. [See page
318 to read this article in context] Bro LG Sargent therefore taught that the condition of the ‘natural body’ that Adam was created with
before the fall was different from the condition of that same body after the fall. It is the second of these two natures that we inherit with its
changed condition of being subject to death and having a nature with a predisposition to sin. With this conclusion, the vast majority of
Christadelphian authors agree.

Whittaker, H A, Difficult Passages, 1958, pp. 79-80
Best of all is to carry the offensive into the camp of the enemy by exposing his inability to understand Bible language.
What does the New Testament mean by “flesh and blood”? Certainly not the meat on our bones and the fluid in our veins,
but the frail weak sinful nature we bear, e.g., “Flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father which is in
heaven” (Matt 16:17); “I conferred not with flesh and blood” (Gal. 1:16); “As the children are partakers of flesh and blood,
he also himself likewise took part of the same...” (Heb. 2:14).
These passages are decisive. Paul’s argument clearly is: This weak human nature of ours needs to be changed before it is
fit for immortality. God has equipped everything in His universe to be perfectly fitted for the environment it is to live in fishes for the sea, birds for the air, and so on (verse 39). So also with man. When God designs him for eternal life, he must
be freed from the frailties which are characteristic of a life of mortality, but not freed from a body. See Phil. 3:21
Whittaker, H A, The Christadelphian, vol. 99, 1962, p. 173
The doctrine of the mortality of man has always been a good Christadelphian chopping-block, and it must so continue as
long as the immortality of the soul continues to be the biggest lie in the Christian world. Today, as for centuries past,
people learn their theology from popular hymns, not from the Bible; and in the last hundred years the hymns have hardly
changed at all. It is desirable, surely, to link this mortality of man more firmly and more evidently to the Bible doctrine of
the nature of man—that he is a fallen creature with a will and propensities which are warped, perverted, twisted. We
need to preach more emphatically what C. S. Lewis has called “the bad news of the kingdom of God”. Let us convince our
hearers that they have every one of them (Christadelphians as well as the rest) broken all the ten commandments, every
one of them, and then there will be no blustering resentment at the Bible’s logical corollary that real death really is the
wages of sin.
Whittaker, H A, The Christadelphian, vol. 99, 1962 p. 266,
In particular, there is need for repeated stress on the truth that Jesus really and truly shared our nature, knew our
weaknesses as his own, and fought our battles—and overcame gloriously where we fail dismally. How magnificently the
true nature of Christ can be exhibited through his temptation in the wilderness and his agony in the garden. But whoever
heard of a Christadelphian Sunday evening lecture on “Jesus in Gethsemane”?
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Yet this fact about Jesus is the best of all touchstones of truth. “Many false prophets are gone out into the world. Hereby
know ye the Spirit of God: Every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is of God: and every spirit that
confesseth not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh is not of God: and this is that spirit of anti-christ” (1 John 4:2).
Here, as almost uniformly throughout the New Testament, the phrase “in the flesh” means “in very human nature with
all its weakness”; compare the familiar words “the world, the flesh, and the devil”.
Thus the best of all tests of a true teacher is: Does he teach truth concerning the nature of Christ? And in this respect
Christadelphians stand alone. All others fail by this test, mostly insisting on what has come to be known among us as the
“Clean Flesh” heresy (the phrase is a clumsy one, but it spotlights the first and worst heresy of all).
Whittaker, H A, Studies in the Gospels, 1984, Ch.18 “Tempted of the Devil”, pp. 68-69
The interpretation suggested here requires acceptance also of the view that the temptations either originated or found
an answering strain in the marred human nature which Jesus inherited. This apparently drastic conclusion is entirely in
harmony with all that Scripture teaches regarding human nature and, more particularly, regarding the nature of Jesus.
He shared fully the fallen human nature which he came to redeem.
The best possible test of soundness of any teacher, says the apostle John, is whether he teaches the truth concerning the
nature of Christ: “‘Every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh (that is, truly sharing the stricken
nature and propensities of the Adamic race), is of God (1 Jn. 4:2,3)'”. There could be no better illustration of the truth of
this doctrine about Jesus than the temptation in the wilderness and in Gethsamane.
Whittaker, H A, Genesis 1-2-3-4, pp. 32-36, Biblia (1986)
1:26: “And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness.”
Here the word “man” is singular, not because only one man was being made (for it was the Almighty’s intention that man
should multiply), but because such a singular is the Hebrew way of expressing the collective idea; e.g. “the fruit tree” (v.
11) means ‘all kinds of fruit trees;’ compare also Gen. 5:2.
The Hebrew word for “man” - adam - has unmistakable links with a variety of other words in the Old Testament: adamah,
the red ground, the clay soil, as distinct from black alluvium; adōm, red; Edom, the red man living in the country of red
rock; dam, blood etc.
The words “image” and “likeness” have a variety of very suggestive associations, especially in the New Testament:
(a) “Verily every man at his best state is altogether vanity. Surely every man walketh in a vain shew” (Ps. 39:6; literally:
“in an image”, of his own devising? or in an image not of his Creator but of his fallen forefather? “Adam begat a son
in his own likeness, after his image” (5:3). Likeness to Elohim must not be over-stressed at the expense of man’s
kinship with the beasts. He was made out of dust on the same day as they; like theirs, his “multiplying” was blessed;
and he was appointed the same food (v. 29,30). At the same time, “in our image” utterly denies man’s evolution
from a lower state.
(b) When Jesus was challenged about the problem of paying tribute to Caesar, it was Caesar’s coin that gave the decisive
answer: “Whose is this image? - Render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s; and to God the things that are God’s”
(Mt. 22:20). Then, if man is stamped with the image and likeness of God must he not give himself back to God, wholly,
fully, and without reserve? Compare Ps. 100:3: “It is he that hath made us, and we are his” (this is how the Hebrew
text should read; King James’s men missed the confusion here between lo and lo’ in Hebrew).
(c) “Every man praying or prophesying, having his head covered, dishonoureth his Head (i.e. Christ) - For a man indeed
ought not to cover his head, forasmuch as he is the image and glory of God” (1 Cor. 7:4,7). But how untrue it is that
any man - except Christ! - is the image and glory of God. Only because the believer is in Christ and has the great
worth of Christ imputed to himself can these words of Paul be said to have any real truth.
(d) “As we have borne the image of the earthy, so we shall also bear the image of the heavenly” (1 Cor. 15:49). This is the
last of a sequence of antitheses:
The first Adam

The last Adam

A living soul

A quickening spirit.
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First, that which is natural.

Afterward, that which is spiritual.

The first man is of the earth, earthy.

The second man is the Lord from heaven.

As we have borne the image of the earthy .

We shall also bear the image of the heavenly.

Here the second column plainly refers to Christ, but not to Christ in the days of his flesh. Every detail requires
reference to the Lord returning in power.
About the first column there is some ambiguity. Does it refer to the fallen Adam and those who inherit his
characteristics? Or is it to be read with reference to Christ as a member of this fallen race? In favour of this latter
reading is the consideration that by no means all who bear the image of the earthy Adam will come to bear the
image of the heavenly Lord. But all who truly bear the image of the earthy Christ (the Lord in his human weakness)
will assuredly be made like him in his glory.
(e) “The light of the glorious gospel of Christ, who is the image of God” (2 Cor. 4:4) presents the Lord as the beginning of
a New Creation. The ensuing reference to “the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ” (v. 6) encourages the idea
that as heavenly glory was seen in the face of the Lord on more than one occasion during his ministry, so also the
first Adam’s intimate association with angels and the glory of his Creator would mean that in his face also was a
radiant reflected glory, only to be lost through disobedience.
(f) There is another unmistakeable allusion to Genesis 1 when Christ is described in Col. 1:15 as the Beginning of a New
Creation: “He is the image of the invisible God, the first born of all (the New) Creation.” The rest of that complex
passage is consonant with this allusion, but further exposition of it is too far away from the present topic.
(g) Just as fallen Adam begat sons “in his own likeness, after his image” (5:3), so also Christ, the second Adam: “Ye have
put on the new man, which is renewed in knowledge after the image of him that created him” (Col. 3:10).
(h) Rev. 13:14,15 has a superb dramatic antithesis to the foregoing. Men make an image of the Beast, the false Christ.
And those who do not worship this image are slain.
(i) On Mars’ Hill Paul could hardly quote Genesis as the authority for his message, for his intellectual and learned audience
knew nothing of the Hebrew Scriptures. But it is easy to trace the revealed truth of Genesis 1 as the backbone of part
of that noble oration: “God that made the world and all things therein - giveth to all life, and breath, and all things;
and hath made of one (man) all nations of men - that they should seek the Lord, if haply they might feel after him,
and find him - for in him we live, and move, and have our being - we are the offspring of God . ..” (Acts 17:24-29).
It is difficult to be sure just what difference of meaning is to be understood between the words “image” (tźélem) and
“likeness” (d’muth), for they seem to be used interchangeably; e.g. 1:26; 5:3. There is, apparently, a difference of
emphasis in the prepositions, but although this distinction is not too clear in the Hebrew text, the intention in the New
Testament allusions is not to be mistaken (as will be seen by and by). Thus, anticipating the trend of passages to be
examined, “in our image” would appear to refer to physical resemblance, and “after our likeness” to imply growth into a
spiritual imitation of the divine character.
(a) The mordant difference between 1:26 and 5:3 is caustically summed up in Ecc. 7:29: “God made man upright; but they
have sought out many inventions.”
(b) Another biting contrast with 1:26 is in Ps. 58:3,4: “The wicked go astray as soon as they be born, speaking lies. Their
poison is after the likeness of a serpent.” Here three separate phrases look back to Genesis.
(c) “To whom then will ye liken God? or what likeness will ye compare unto him?” (Is. 40:18). Then follows a withering
exposure of how men prefer to produce an imitation of God - not in their own characters (the intention expressed
in Genesis), but by making a debasing graven image. God must be content to be made like fallen man in his perversity
and sin! “Thou thoughtest that I was altogether such an one as thyself” (Ps. 50:21). “They changed the glory of the
incorruptible God into an image made like to corruptible man” (Rom. 1:23). Paul has both words here. Another man’s
perverted idea of the imitation of God was to make himself into a brutal despot over all the world that he knew. Said
the king of Babylon: “I will ascend above the heights of the clouds; I will be like the most High” (Is. 14:14).
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(d) Yet even the angels of heaven fail in their imitation of the Almighty: “Who in the heaven can be compared unto the
Lord? who among the sons of the mighty can be likened unto the Lord?” (Ps. 89:6). “Behold, he putteth no trust in
his saints; yea, the heavens are not clean in his sight” (Job 15:15 and context).
(e) Nevertheless the ideal is set before frail mortal man: “Put ye on the new man, which after God is created in
righteousness and holiness of truth.” The Genesis background to these words is not to be missed - and also in the
context: “Put off ... the old man which is corrupt according the deceitful lusts. ... put away lying ... neither give place
to the devil” (Eph. 4:22-27).
(f) James seems to make very inappropriate appropriation of God’s words in Genesis: “With the tongue curse we men,
which are made after the similitude of God” (3:9). But when it is realised that the apostle writes concerning strife in
the ecclesia amongst men who are supposed to be newborn into the likeness of God in Christ, the words are apt
enough.
(g) The reaction of men of Lystra to the message and marvels of Paul and Barnabas is usually referred to a local legend
about a visitation of Zeus and Hermes: “The gods are come down to us in the likeness of men.” But the context
encourages a belief that Paul had been preaching the true story of Creation: “The living God which made heaven,
and earth, and the sea, and all things that are therein - he gave us rain from heaven, and fruitful seasons, filling our
hearts with food and gladness” (Acts 14:11,15,17).
(h) In several impressive passages Paul underlines that the only way in which fallen man can be made after the likeness
of God is through the Son of God being “made in the likeness of men” (Phil. 2:7 - at least four other allusions to
Genesis in the immediate context!). “God sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned
sin in the flesh” (Rom. 8:3).
Whittaker, H A, Genesis 1-2-3-4, Biblia (1986)
“Be fruitful and multiply” was repeated in Gen. 9:1,7 when creation and the human race started again after the Flood. (p.
42)
Yet how could God see this creation of man as a thing in which to rejoice (Ps. 104:31), since He knew of all the wreck and
ruin that human sin was to bring into the world? The place where those words come in Ps. 104 explains. Most of the
psalm describes the Creation of Genesis 1. Then: “Thou hidest thy face; they are troubled: thou takest away their breath,
they die, and return to their dust” (v.29). This is the Fall of Genesis (p.45)
The question is often raised: Was Adam created mortal or immortal? Important theological conclusions have rather
foolishly been made to depend on the answer supplied. (As though an incorrect answer to such a question could
invalidate a man’s Christian baptism!).
Clearly Adam was not immortal, or he would still be alive. The glib answer not infrequently heard: “Neither mortal nor
immortal, but very good” is meaningless, for (a) “very good” is far too vague to be useful, without further definition; (b)
every living being in the universe is either mortal or immortal, for the two states are mutually exclusive. “Mortal” means
“subject to death” (Oxford English Dictionary), and Paul’s handling of this passage in 1 Corinthians 15 declares
emphatically that Adam was created mortal (but of course with an opportunity of being sustained in being indefinitely
until his Maker either made him immortal or condemned him to the grave. More on this on 2:16). (p.58)
“Of every tree of the garden thou mayest freely eat,” except the tree of knowledge, fairly plainly implies that eating of
the tree of life was not forbidden. This consideration leads to an interesting sequence of ideas:
a. Adam was made mortal:
(i) for he was certainly not made immortal;
(ii) like the animal she was made “a living soul”(1:30; 2:7);
(iii) the sequence of antitheses in 1 Cor. 15:42-50 (see p.33) makes Gen. 2:7 (v45) equivalent to “natural body”
b. Since, in Rev. 22:2, “the leaves of the tree (of life) are for the healing of the (mortal) nations,” it is reasonable
to suppose that during his probation Adam’s mortality was kept in abeyance by his eating of the leaves of that
tree. (p. 67)
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But when the sin was committed, Adam and his wife did not die in the very day in which they ate. Quite a variety of
explanations have been advanced to cope with this problem:
a. They died spiritually. If by this is meant that their essential nature was changed, this is true. From the time of
the Fall human nature has been sullied with a humanly incurable bent towards evil. Every innocent little baby
grows up to be a naughty child, a self-willed teenager, a chronic moribund sinner. (p. 68)
This is the first mention of fear, and the explanation given was an evasion, Adam’s euphemism for “because I know myself
to be a sinner.” Only a little while before, they were both naked and were not ashamed (2:25). The fact that shame was
now their natural condition shows that their nature had been vitiated (this was one of Peter Watkins’ insights). From now
on “nakedness” (except in the sense of destitution) is a close associate of “shame” (Ex. 32:25; Jn. 19:23; Heb. 12:2). (p.
93)
“As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of Man be lifted up: that whosoever believeth ...”
(Jn. 3:14). Familiarity with these words can blind the mind to their startling implications. Apart from the impressiveness
of the type (Num. 21:5-9), it is here declared that in the death of Christ sin itself was destroyed - “that through death he
might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil” (Heb. 2:14), yet another allusion to the serpent in Eden.
(p. 100)
Yet this very expression: “bring forth” became (in Hebrew) the source of one of the Old Testament’s most lovely
expressions associated with the Messiah: the Branch (Jer. 23:5; 33:15; Zech. 3:8; 6:12; Ps. 85:11,12 - a strongly Messianic
passage — and 132:17). The Man whose Name is The Branch was brought forth out of the cursed soil of the human race,
a soil where spiritual thorns and thistles are prolific. But on him, The Branch, came the curse of Eden in every detail sorrow, sweat (Lk. 22:44 only), eating bread, thorns and thistles, a return to the ground. He was a man of sorrows (the
gospels give no hint of a laugh or even of a smile on his face), in Gethsemane the perspiration on his brow (on a particularly
cold night) was a sweat like great drops of blood; it was his food and drink to do the will of his Father; he was crucified
crowned with thorns; and that day he returned to the ground from which the first Adam was taken (p. 107)
“Dust thou art” told Adam of his origin, which he may not have known until now (2:7). There is no plainer declaration of
man’s mortality. It is an abiding mystery that thousands of devout Bible readers miss the evident meaning of these words,
and cling pathetically to the Greek philosophical futility of soul-immortality. It is, of course, taken for granted that the
decree of mortality applied to the woman also (p. 108)
“Eve” is perhaps best read as a Hebrew hiphil: “causing to live.” The emphasis on “mother” underlines Adam’s faith in
the promised Redeemer, the seed of the woman. Death was [sic] come through the woman; so also life would come.
Here was justification by faith - and so also with Eve (4:1). (p. 109)
That expression, “become as one of us” echoes (in a different irony, surely) the beguiling words of the serpent [v.5], so
in that respect the creature spoke truth. If more precision is sought in the meaning of the phrase, then the “good” Adam
now knew was the Promise of a Redeemer (v.15), and the “evil” was the curse of labour and mortality (v. 17-19) (p. 112)
There is almost an Irishism about the AV reading: “Every one that findeth me shall slay me;” and the Revisers, scenting
this, opted for “whosoever;” but in fact King James’ men were correct. The language assumes a fast-growing human race
(note v.17), and every one of them an “avenger of blood,” horrified and resentful. (p. 133)
Whittaker, H A, Genesis 1-2-3-4, p. 122-123, Biblia (1986)
4:2 And she again bare his brother Abel. And Abel was a keeper of sheep, but Cain was a tiller of the ground.
The change in emphasis in the naming of this second son is most marked. “Cain” was Messianic in flavour. But by the
time of his brother’s birth (this must have been some years later, and probably with the birth of daughters intervening),
it was already evident to the parents that evil propensities were now built not only into their own nature but into all their
family. So with a despairing swing to the other extreme, the second son was called Hebel, vanity, worthlessness (in the
English Bible the aspirate has got lost through adoption of LXX spelling - Greek has no letter H). Already it was easy to see
that Adam was begetting sons “in his own likeness, after his image” (5:3).
Commentators seem eager to press for equation of Abel’s name with a Sumerian word for “son,” but is it not more likely
that this Sumerian word was derived from “Abel” than conversely?
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The occupations followed by the two sons - almost the only thing in which they are set in contrast - are mentioned first
as though important as well as explanatory, and significantly Abel’s is specified first. Yet it was Cain the husbandman who
accepted the curse laid on Adam (3:17), whereas this was only indirectly true for Abel.
The older brother, being a tiller (literally, a slave) of the ground, subsisted by a very obvious dependence on his own
works. But Abel was (literally) “an overseer of the flock” (LXX: a shepherd of the sheep; Heb. 13:20) - and not, be it noted,
a herdsman of cattle (Heb: baqar). He concentrated on what would provide milk (1 Cor. 9:7); and sacrifice, and a covering
such as God had given to his parents. Indeed, the sheep he tended were probably the flock of sanctuary sacrifices.
The shape of the Hebrew sentence sets these two in marked contrast. The one grew for the satisfying of his own appetites,
and apart from that aim had no personal involvement with his plants. But the other lived a more outward-looking life,
having concern for each individual animal (Jn. 10:3).
It is interesting to note that the charge laid upon the Rechabites by their forefather Jonathan bade them follow the way
of Abel and eschew the life of Cain (Jer. 35:6,7). And they were commended for their faithfulness in adhering to this.
In what has been written here already about the two brothers it is not difficult to see that Abel is to be taken as a type of
Christ and Cain as a type of the Jews who slew him. The relevant details will be brought together near the conclusion of
the story.
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Harry Tennant [1960-1990s]
A. On Creation
Harry Tennant, Living to Die, The Christadelphian, vol. 100, 1963 pp. 56-57
Moses the servant of God takes hold of Genesis chapters one to three and uses them as a confession of faith. (Do we, or
are we so busy asking questions that we fail to see the finger of God pointing the way?) Listen to Moses:
“Lord, thou hast been our dwelling place in all generations.
Before the mountains were brought forth,
Or ever thou hadst formed the earth, and the world,
Even from everlasting to everlasting, thou art God.”
Moses sees God through and before all the works of creation. He confesses the eternal power and godhead of the
Almighty. But our generation has become wiser than Moses. It has traced the origin of things to tiny sightless specks and
has not seen the eyes of the Creator, the Lord of heaven and earth. Jesus was not like that. He knew that everything
moves in the field of God’s spirit—whether it be the dying sparrow, or Pontius Pilate, or the rain, or the widow with her
mite.
Harry Tennant, The Christadelphians – What They Believe And Preach, 1986 pp. 1-2
THE FAIR EARTH: Never since the dawn of history has man known as much as he knows today about the planet on which he
dwells. Never before has he been so deeply aware of the great unknown beyond the boundaries of his present knowledge.
One of the greatest fruits of his achievements is the sense he has gained of the limitlessness of all things great and small.
At the same time there is a growing realisation of the unity of things. There is a basic agreement, a correspondence,
among the principles which govern the arrangement and organisation of all things. There are relationships, balances and
interdependencies which speak more and more of one system of thought behind everything. The world is one.
Moreover, the earth itself within the solar system is part of a vast heavenly array which extends on and on in countless
replications and variations, all of which are governed by physical laws such as are found on our tiny globe. Everything,
everywhere speaks of intelligent order and consistency, and of a mighty power which is universally and unfailingly present.
The Bible alone matches the world about us with an explanation of the origin of things which is both simple and
comprehensive:
“In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.” (Genesis 1:1)
Out of one God came all that is. Day and night, earth and sky, sea and land, grass and trees, fishes and birds, animals and
insects, and lastly, but supremely, man. God is the Unity behind, within and around all. His Word is the wisdom and
reason and order in all things. His Spirit is the power by which in wisdom He produced creation and still sustains it.
A Godless beginning would mean a Godless development and a Godless end, whenever and whatever that might be. In
such a case man would not know whence he came, why he is here and where he is going. The universe would be without
a pilot and without a purpose. There would be no mind to account for the complex unity of all parts of the universe and
of everything found in it.
Man would be a prisoner in a cage of unintelligent powers greater than himself, a seeing captive in a blind cosmos. There
would be no sure explanations for what and where we are, and inevitably no grounds for hope but simply a wishful
groping in the darkness with never the possibility of finding a Hand to hold. Man would be his own “maker”, but without
power to govern and determine his destiny. He would be like a ship adrift on a vast ocean, always uncertain of finding
land or of whether there was any land to find.
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B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
Harry Tennant, Living to Die, The Christadelphian, vol. 100, 1963 pp. 56-57
LIFE is precious. Without thinking we seek to keep ourselves alive. This is our natural instinct, and for that reason suicide
is unnatural and men try to find a reason for it when it happens. But as surely as we are born so surely shall we die.
Youth’s exuberant zest for living gives way to the confines of old age.
Herein lies an interesting problem. We want to live and we do everything within our power to continue to do so; and yet,
without exception, we die. With the great yearning for life in all the human race man has neither evolved nor achieved
the secret of eternal living. Worse than that, he has not found a way to stop death in its tracks for a century or two so
that a man might live as long as a tree. This is highly suggestive that despite man’s will to live there is a force beyond his
control which says, “Thou shalt surely die.”
The Bible gives a clear explanation. Adam did not want to die. Eve’s choice depended on the truthfulness of the serpent
when it said, “Thou shalt not surely die”. And she discovered all too late that she had believed a liar. Death was imposed
on Adam and Eve by God. There had been a direct clash of wills. God the author of life had given life to Adam and Eve for
so long as they looked to Him and believed by being obedient. The creatures rebelled against the Creator and thereby
lost all claim to the right to live. They had chosen the words of death instead of the living God.
Mortality is not merely a fact: it is a principle. Sin is an offence against God and is thereby an abuse of the privilege of
living. There is but one answer to it—death. Thus Adam and Eve left the garden of God for the wilderness of men. All
their children were born outside the garden and were the offspring of sinners, dying men. No sop was offered concerning
death; no word to lessen the reality—if that is the right word—of the end of life. It is foolishness to play fast and loose
with the clear word of God concerning death: such talk is a repetition of the serpent’s “thou shalt not surely die”, by
telling God that He does not mean what He says.
None of the writers of Scripture is other than exceedingly aware of the brevity of life. “Behold how short my time is”;
“For what is your life? It is even a vapour, that appeareth for a little time, and then vanisheth away”; “As the flower of
the grass he shall pass away”; “Then shall the dust return to the earth as it was: and the spirit shall return unto God who
gave it”; “His breath goeth forth, he returneth to his earth; in that very day his thoughts perish.”
Let us take very careful note. There is witness here to creation as well as death. When the dust returns to the earth and
the spirit to God this is the complete undoing of that first work when the Lord God formed man from the dust of the
ground, breathed into his nostrils the breath of life and man became a living soul. He came from unconsciousness—and
we all bear witness to that—and he goes back into it. Is there a ray of hope in all this?
There is hope in the very facts of the case. Sinners die and therefore it can be hoped that sin will not be eternal. But
sinners live for a while, and that can but be the mercy of God. For what reason? Why surely, as grace unfolds itself that
out of the sea of death some souls might be delivered. What are we doing? Simply swimming, keeping afloat as long as
we can—or are we secure in the ark of safety? Are we merely cramming this life full of the pleasures of sin for a season?
Or have we truly learned that “Happy is he that hath the God of Jacob for his help, whose hope is in the Lord his God”?
Let us not be deceived: every glance away from God is dangerous. The serpent caught Eve that way. He who trusts in
himself, hoping to get by without God, will learn too late that “in God we live and move and have our being”, and without
recognition of that fact we shall sink back into death. The man who lives believing that all the world is in orbit around him
will discover that he himself is a meteor, flashing into existence and burning out without a trace. The sure beginning to
deliverance is to fear the Lord, to recognize His supremacy, His utter righteousness, to acknowledge that He is “the God
of the spirits of all flesh”; that He alone has been able eternally to lift His hand and say, “I live for ever”; that should “He
gather unto himself his spirit and his breath; all flesh shall perish together, and man shall turn again unto dust”.
Men of God have understood this. They have made confession of it. They have honoured God by retracing their steps to
Eden, saying, “This is thy hand, O Lord, and thou hast done it”. Moses the servant of God takes hold of Genesis chapters
one to three and uses them as a confession of faith. (Do we, or are we so busy asking questions that we fail to see the
finger of God pointing the way?) Listen to Moses:
“Lord, thou hast been our dwelling place in all generations.
Before the mountains were brought forth,
Or ever thou hadst formed the earth, and the world,
Even from everlasting to everlasting, thou art God.”

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Harry Tennant

P a g e | 424

Moses sees God through and before all the works of creation. He confesses the eternal power and godhead of the
Almighty. But our generation has become wiser than Moses. It has traced the origin of things to tiny sightless specks and
has not seen the eyes of the Creator, the Lord of heaven and earth. Jesus was not like that. He knew that everthing moves
in the field of God’s spirit—whether it be the dying sparrow, or Pontius Pilate, or the rain, or the widow with her mite.
Moses moves on in his confession of faith:
“Thou turnest man to destruction (dust);
And sayest, Return, ye children of men.”
Every death is the fruit of God’s sentence upon Adam and his wife.
“Thou hast set our iniquities before thee,
Our secret sins in the light of thy countenance.”
Surely we can follow this simple exposition of the order of things which is consistent with all we know of the facts of the
beginning and of man’s rebellion and self-will.
“We spend our years as a tale that is told.”
The excitement of the early chapters of our life’s story develops into the maturity and experience of middle years, and
falls away until the book is closed and life’s fever is over.
But Moses could reach beyond this. He had grasped the essentials of God’s purposefulness and knew that therein were
the true seeds of hope.
“So teach us to number our days,
That we may apply our hearts unto wisdom.”
Number our days. He is not speaking of birthdays and long life. He means count every day as a gift from God to be
returned to Him in service. Mortality is to seek immortality. Man is to look to God. We shall not be blamed for being
mortal, for we had no choice: but we shall be blamed if, knowing that God has offered us the words of life, we turn away
and slink after the serpent of self-deceit. When God says, “Why will ye die?”, He confronts us with the choice of escaping
from the jaws of eternal death by casting ourselves into His everlasting arms. Let us take our mortality in our hands, and
bring it before God saying, “Lord, I am but dust and ashes: be merciful to me, a sinner”. This is the way to the assurance
which Moses attained and in which he died:
“He that dwelleth in the secret place of the most High,
Shall abide under the shadow of the Almighty . . .
With long life will I satisfy him,
And show him my salvation.”
Harry Tennant, The Death of Self-Will, The Christadelphian, vol. 100, 1963 pp. 215-217
WHEN Adam and Eve first walked in the garden of God they could truly have sung: “Lord, our Lord, how excellent is thy
name in all the earth.” All creation reflected the glory of the will of God and no shadows were to be found. Angels walked
with men and man walked with God.
But two cannot walk together except they be agreed. The day came when man and God parted company. Despite the
unrestrained goodness of God renewed with every new morning Adam and Eve were not satisfied. They turned from the
light of the knowledge of the glory of God and sought something which seemed tantalizingly attractive: the glory of man.
Supposing man could have a glory all his own? Why should he not develop himself? Why not give vent to self-expression?
They chose the path of self-will and learned all too late that the glory of man is to give glory to God, that man’s true
fulfilment is to do the will of God.
Strife entered into the world: man against God and God against man. A warfare of wills began which would leave the
flower of manhood strewn upon the field of battle. Every man born into the world would be involved in it whether he
would know it or not. The Spirit would lust against the flesh and the flesh against the Spirit. Every man born into the
world would be born of “the will of man”, of “the will of the flesh”, and would seek by nature his own will and purpose.

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Harry Tennant

P a g e | 425

There was no way back. Man would seek the glory of man and learn at the last that “All flesh is grass, and all the glory of
man as the flower of grass. The grass withereth, and the flower thereof falleth away.”
How then could the glory of God be restored and the name of the Lord made excellent in the earth once more? Man
could not perform it. For, “Who can bring a clean thing out of an unclean? not one.” This was the great dilemma beyond
all human solution. It was true of this situation more than of any other that “the Lord saw that there was no man, and
wondered that there was no intercessor”. It is to the eternal glory of God that His arm brought salvation. He who had
been sinned against showed forgiveness: He whose glory had been shamed renewed the shining of His face.
There was to be a new beginning amidst the old ruins: a new man related to the old Adam. As the first man had come
from the mind of God so the new man was born “not of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God. And the
Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us”. Jesus was born of God for the work of redemption. His mind was infused
with an awareness of his mission: “Lo, I come: in the volume of the book it is written of me, I delight to do thy will, O my
God.” His body bore the marks of all that had gone before and he was tempted in all points like as we are. There took
place within him the greatest conflict of all time. In him was resolved the strife of the ages and when it was finished the
glory of man lay crushed in dust and the glory of God shone forth to full eternity.
But let us follow him. This was a lifetime’s work. Every step was deliberate. There was but one way to go—to the Father.
Many would try to deflect him from his mark; some from sheer self-seeking and others from misguided love. Nothing
would keep him from his purpose. From the age of twelve, when Mary and Joseph learned with shock that though a child
he was about his Father’s business, through to the day when the heavens were dark and the earth trembled and there
was the cry, “Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit”, he went forth like an arrow from the quiver of God.
John the Baptist had pointed the way. Away from the city and the set worship of the temple, he was preparing a way for
the Lord. By the cleansing stream of Jordan, filled with history and the former works of God, John had proclaimed the
washing of repentance in readiness for the Coming One. Jesus identified himself with the authority of John’s message
and submitted to the call. Not that Jesus needed repentance on account of any personal sin. He was in himself the
repentance of all the human race: he was the one who would retrace the steps of sinful Adam. Therefore he would
proclaim the death of the old and the birth of the new in the waters of Jordan.
But Jordan meant more to Jesus than ever John the Baptist would know. It was the beginning of the open walk to Golgotha.
It was the public promise to his Father that he would be baptized with the baptism of his death. Jesus saw Calvary
reflected in the waters of Jordan and he went down willingly to meet it. Later on, in the time of his greatest affliction, the
meaning of Jordan would flow back into his consciousness and in the hour of death the meaning of the psalmist’s prayer
would be all too clear: “Save me, O God; for the waters are come in unto my soul.”
This was the way to righteousness, and as the prayerful Son of God rose from the Jordan the heavens were opened.
Opened. What a choice symbol is this showing divine pleasure and acceptance! Jesus rises assured, and the Holy Spirit
like the dove of Noah rests upon him. “Thou art my beloved Son; in thee I am well pleased.” He who has renounced all
self-seeking, all purposes other than the will of God, is blessed with the measureless power of the Father Himself. A
blessing: and a test.
He must needs resolve this new situation and is driven into the wilderness with the wild beasts. All the temptations of
Eve come to Jesus. As it were the concentrated self-assertion of all the human race is gathered together in the nature of
the Lord’s temptation. Is he to be like all who have gone before? Is sin to have dominion over him? With tremendous
agonizings, after forty days of fasting, he rends temptation from him. He sees it for what it is: God’s enemy. For four
thousand years sin had brought low all humanity. Now for the first time the arch-enemy is dethroned. No longer shall the
devil hold sway in the flesh. Sin has met its master. “Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve.”
The temptation subsides, like wild beast cowed and held at bay, yet awaiting the opportunity to return.
In the power of the Spirit the Lord returns to his public work. Words and works of life witness to the sonship of Jesus
Christ. His daily meat and drink is to do the will of his Father. Every day sees a renewal of that purposefulness by which
his own will is made subject to the will of his God.
This is seen in countless ways. All the ties of ordinary human living are broken one by one. His brethren and kinsmen turn
from him and hold him as one demented: but he is undeterred and sees a greater family of brethren, those who do the
will of God. Mary finds that no fleshly relationship is high enough to keep her with Christ: she must love him because he
is the Father’s Son and not simply because she bore him. He has no ordinary friendships springing from mere human likes
and affinities. Peter is rebuked for failing to recognize that friendship with Jesus means discipleship and nothing less.
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All human promptings are rejected. Even when he hears the music of the crowd in his ears seeking to make him a king,
he turns away in triumphant submission to the King of Heaven. The day will come when He will declare the kingship of
Christ upon the hill of Zion. But that time is not yet. There is another hill to be climbed before the cry of victory will be
heard.
So completely does Jesus identify himself with the will of God that it is sometimes hard for us to see the inner conflict. It
is as though there is no struggle. Yet when the veil is drawn aside we see the immensity of the work of subjugation and
service.
No man can see Christ breaking bread and pouring wine and not see the emptying of self. When he leaves by the night
gate to cross Kedron and to tread the olive press of Gethsemane, he is both rent and unified by the greatest crisis since
Eden. An angel watches and disciples sleep. This is the critical lesson of obedience. In three great prayers he makes “my
will” into “thine”.
When on the following day he goes out to die, his victory is complete. He is king over sin. The impulses born into humanity
by Adam’s self-will are stilled for ever in the Son of God. His resignation is perfect even to the last moment when life itself
would ebb away, not held back by self-preservation, but as it were lifted by his last weak strength and placed in God’s
care: “Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit.”
In that righteousness the Father was glorified. On the third day the gates of death were thrown open and there emerged
Christ raised from the dead by the glory of the Father. Death hath no more dominion over him, for he liveth unto God
Harry Tennant, One, The Christadelphian, vol. 100, 1963 pp. 314-316
ONE is a beginning. Indeed, it was the beginning, for all things spring from the one God. Such, too, was the beginning of
the human race. Paul gave emphasis to this on Mars Hill when he declared: “God . . . made of one every nation of men
for to dwell on all the face of the earth” (Acts 17 : 26, R.V.). From one man all men have come, and all share the one’s
blessings and cursings. And so with the new creation. There was one new man when Christ our Lord was glorified in
immortality. He remains the unique, the first, the one Lord who still awaits the day of meeting with his brethren. The
black heavens hold one star, the Star of Jacob, and we wait in faith for the day when he shall be joined by a numberless
host of radiant orbs whose eternal light will show forth the praises of the Father of lights and His Son, the light of the
world.
Between Adam and Christ there stands another one. Ezekiel so describes him: Abraham was one. Isaiah as God’s
mouthpiece tells the same truth: “Look unto Abraham your father . . . for when he was but one I called him” (Isa. 51 : 2,
R.V.). Here was a new beginning, a new and living repository for the mighty promises of God. One man received the
promises and two thousand years later one man fulfilled them: one believed the word and the other confirmed them in
himself, for “all the promises of God in him are yea, and in him Amen”.
The word of God came to Abraham in the moon city amid the sophistication of a cultured yet idolatrous people. This was
the beginning of a new relationship between the one God and one man. The bells of the Scripture ring with joy in
proclaiming: “Abraham believed God.” This was the basis of communication and acceptance: God’s grace and Abraham’s
faith. Let us note this carefully, for many men later were to entertain grave misunderstandings of this matter. God found
Abraham: it was not Abraham who found God. God spoke and Abraham heard. It was not Abraham’s physical descent
which occasioned acceptance. Paul and the Lord Jesus Christ have made it for ever clear that Abraham was called while
in an idolatrous land, while still uncircumcised and before he had performed his great act of faith. Like Noah “he found
grace in the eyes of the Lord”. It was a spiritual relationship and nothing less. Because the Jews of later years had fallen
into the self-deception of thinking that physical descent from Abraham, sealed in circumcision, was the passport to
eternity, they failed to understand that the Gentiles too could be called and accepted on precisely the same ground, faith
in the promises of God.
We remember that Abraham’s seed, the Lord Jesus Christ, confounded his hearers on one occasion by saying, “Before
Abraham was, I am”. This was wonderfully true. It was true because the promises made in Eden and to Noah existed
before God spoke to Abraham. The Spirit had spoken before Abraham was born, and that Spirit was the very means by
which the Lord Jesus Christ was conceived and sent forth into the world.
How clearly Abraham discerned the future we do not know but I imagine we are more likely to under-estimate this giant
of faith than to over-estimate what he saw. Jesus said: “He rejoiced to see my day, he saw it and was glad.” The writer to
the Hebrews points to the lesson of resurrection which lay in Abraham’s willingness to offer Isaac. Apart from these there
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were other ways in which God indicated to Abraham that the promises were far greater than the man and that the means
was by grace.
Take for example the first promise made to Abraham. It was after the long journey from Ur to Haran and then to Canaan.
Abraham’s eyes looked on the land and his feet stood on holy ground. Then came the first promise: “To thy seed will I
give this land”; and there builded he an altar unto the Lord (Gen. 12 : 7). Did you notice to whom this first promise was
made? Not to Abraham but to the seed. Surely there is here more than a hint that the seed to whom the promise is made
is preminent. Here is Christ, and, even in the promise, it is true that “Before Abraham was, I am”.
Let us go further. From the moment when the first promise was made to the day when Sarah nursed Isaac was about
twenty-five years. For what reason was this time of waiting? It is true, of course, that this was but the tick of a clock to
the One whose day is as a thousand years and a thousand years as one day. But to Abraham it was a quarter of a century
of trial by patience. Was that the whole reason for the seeming delay? We are convinced that it was not: there was a
greater and more significant factor. If we remember that the process began by grace when God spoke to Abraham in Ur,
can we imagine that the child of promise would come other than by faith? If Isaac had been born in the normal manner
by a union of Abraham and Sarah, his coming into the world would not have differed greatly from that of the rejected
Ishmael. Certainly the mother would have been Sarah, but the strength would have been Abraham’s. It was not so to be.
The birth of Isaac was to be by grace and Spirit. The Lord God accomplished this by allowing the natural processes of
begettal to dry up and become dead in both Abraham and his wife. Without God’s help there was now no hope: they
were as helpless as Adam and Eve outside Eden. The link between Abraham and the coming child was the one acceptable
means of standing before God—faith. “Before him whom he believed, even God, who quickeneth the dead . . . who
against hope believed in hope . . . And being not weak in faith, he considered not his own body now dead . . . neither yet
the deadness of Sarah’s womb: he staggered not at the promise of God through unbelief; but was strong in faith, giving
glory to God; and being fully persuaded that what he had promised, he was able also to perform.” What a magnificent
testimony! “By grace are ye saved through faith, and that not of yourselves, it is the gift of God.” So Abraham received
Isaac as God’s gift. God re-vitalized both man and wife, and Isaac, though conceived in a normal manner, was “born after
the Spirit” as Paul told the Galatians.
All this must have made deep marks in the memory and faith of Abraham. Here were lessons of grace and faith, death
and resurrection, Spirit and flesh. By these this one man was led through his pilgrimage “not having received” the land of
promise when death closed his eyes. Yet, saith the Spirit, he “died in faith not having received the promises” because
God hath provided some better thing for us, that he “without us should not be made perfect”.
This man was blessed both naturally and spiritually. From him came forth nations and foremost among them the children
of Israel: from him also both by descent and by faith came forth the One “in whom all the families of the earth shall be
blessed”. To him were committed the oracles of God. These comprised the many promises in all their phases and, also,
the “way of the Lord, to do justice and judgment”. God told Isaac about this in these words: “Abraham obeyed my voice,
and kept my charge, my commandments, my statutes and my laws.”
In Abraham it was made plain for all to see that God had not forsaken the earth, and that he never would. The earth was
promised by grace to the great inheritors: Abraham and his seed. Because this inheritance is by faith, therefore God is
glorified. When the inheritance is received and completed, then the whole earth shall be filled with the knowledge of the
glory of the Lord.
When, earlier, we quoted the words: “Abraham was but one when I called him”, we omitted the following divine
comment, which reads: “And I blessed him and made him many”. This is both historical and prophetic.
The Lord Jesus Christ was one when the Father called him. He too had to tread the way which led “through the horror of
great darkness” until he was dried up and lifeless. But he was not simply the One: he was the Holy One—the sinless,
righteous and faithful One, the true witness to the promises of God in whom were sealed the covenants of truth. He was
alone and yet not alone, for the Father was with him. “For a small moment have I forsaken thee; but with great mercies
will I gather thee. In a little wrath I hid my face from thee for a moment; but with everlasting kindness will I have mercy
on thee, saith the Lord thy Redeemer . . . and all thy children shall be taught of the Lord, and great shall be the peace of
thy children.”
He who was Abraham’s redeemer and Lord, the seed and root of the friend of God, will himself become a multitude of
redeemed inheritors. “For as many of you as have been baptized into Christ, have put on Christ . . . and if ye be Christ’s,
then are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the promise.”
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Harry Tennant, The Consistency and Integrity of Scripture (1), The Christadelphian, vol. 106, 1969 pp.
538-540
Because there is a difference between the first five books of the New Testament and the first five books of the Old, some
have been tempted to regard the word of the Lord through Moses as transient and that which came with Christ as eternal.
There is, of course, a sense in which this is true. Mosaic ordinances were designed for the most part to last only for a
time, and they were superseded by the things of Christ. But, it would be a mistake to suppose that the principles upon
which God dealt with man in Old Testament times were fundamentally different from those laid down in Christ. Whilst,
therefore, the law gave place to Christ since it was designed so to do, yet in the fulness of time all the redeemed of all
ages will sing the “song of Moses the servant of God, and the song of Lamb, saying, Great and marvellous are thy works,
Lord God Almighty; just and true are thy ways, thou King of saints” (Rev. 15:3).
Let us take as an example the dealings of God with our first parents. Were these merely a disposable, ad hoc, package
arrangement? Or, is God through them speaking to us in terms which we can understand? We shall find without doubt
that Eden gives meaning to Golgotha; the roots of the tree on Calvary lie deep in the soil of that first garden.
THE NATURE OF THE EVIDENCE
We begin with the nature of the evidence which was available to Adam as a basis for faith. It was true for him as for all
mankind that the Lord could say, “Where wast thou when I laid the foundations of the earth?” (Job 38:4). This in no way
diminished the abundant witness to the wisdom and beneficence of God in works of creation. The heavens declared the
glory of God and the firmament showed His handiwork. For Adam, as for all men, “the invisible things of him (God) from
the creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made, even his eternal power and
Godhead” (Rom. 1:20). He had every reason to believe that “by the word of the Lord were the heavens made; and all the
host of them by the breath of his mouth” (Psalm 33:6). The twentieth century saint makes the same faithful confession:
“Through faith we understand that the worlds were framed by the word of God, so that things which are seen were not
made of things which do appear” (Heb. 11:3). No doubt, Adam had other evidence too, perhaps angelic communication
from those very beings who exulted when “the morning stars sang together, and all the sons of God shouted for joy” (Job
38:7). The earth was the Lord’s and the fulness thereof. Man received of God’s abundance: “I have given you every herb
bearing seed, which is upon the face of all the earth, and every tree, in which is the fruit of a tree yielding seed” (Gen.
1:29).
As God had spoken to bring about creation, so He spoke to that part of His handiwork most like Himself, and from which
He sought willing obedience. But first He made for Adam a further and more wonderful provision than anything which
earth brought forth or that lived upon it. God said: “I will make him an help meet for him” (Gen. 2:18). Whilst Adam slept
the miracle happened. Eve was formed out of him by the Spirit of God. Awakened from his rest, he declared: “This is now
bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh” (Gen. 2:23). Together they stood before God, uniquely related, naked and
unashamed. Their relationship to God was made more explicit than could be gleaned from the voice of creation or from
the nature of their personal bonds. God placed them under a command.
THE BASIS OF UNDERSTANDING AND RESPONSIBILITY
“God hath said” was the basis of Eve’s understanding. She knew the word of God and its implications. Of the tree it had
been said, “Ye shall not eat of it . . . lest ye die” (Gen. 3:3). It seems highly probable that the woman received knowledge
of the word of God through her husband, since the record in Genesis 2 would lead one to believe that God gave the
command to Adam before the formation of Eve (Gen. 2:16–18). Whether or not this was so, each of them separately
knew the word of God. God who provided the trees gave Adam commandment concerning them. “God hath said” should
have been the cornerstone of their existence.
God’s revealed word is still the basis of man’s responsibility. “In the beginning was the word” is true in a variety of ways
and it was certainly true for the first man in his relationship to God. The principle is still true: first revelation, then
responsibility. “The word that I have spoken, the same shall judge of him . . .” (John 12:48). “Have ye not read that which
was spoken unto you by God?” is still the challenge. “Speak, Lord, for thy servant heareth”, should be our attitude.
God’s command to Adam and Eve was not related to mere externals. The secret of obedience and responsibility did not
lie in the tree itself. The relationship between Adam and the tree was his relationship with God. The outward ordinance
sought for an inner response. Indeed, the power of the ordinance lay in the fact that God was the law-giver. The word of
God should have been mixed with faith in the hearts of the two for whom it was given. This principle has persisted
throughout God’s dealings with man. The outward ritual of the law of Moses was a mere skeleton unless clothed with
the flesh and bones of a service from the heart. The waters of baptism are a mere washing of the body unless there is
the answer of a good conscience toward God by the resurrection of Jesus Christ (1 Peter 3:21). The breaking of bread is
a mere miniature meal unless we believe that “he that eateth me, even he shall live by me” (John 6:57). The tree in the
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garden was no exception to the rule that “we should obey from the heart that form of doctrine which was delivered us”
(Rom. 6:17).
The basis of Eve’s sin was twofold. When she was beguiled by the serpent, she paid more heed to the creature than to
the Creator (compare Rom. 1:21–3). And, she doubted the truth of the word of God. The serpent’s “Yea, hath God said..?”
was a direct challenge to “God hath said”, which was first lodged in the woman’s mind. “The Lord God commanded” was
replaced by “The serpent said unto the woman”. The serpent claimed to know more than God had revealed; in fact, the
serpent contradicted the word of God revealed to Eve and her husband. Moreover, the serpent attributed its knowledge
to divine insight: “Ye shall not surely die: for God doth know . . .” All the subtlety of serpentine reasoning, appealing as it
may have been to Eve, was headed up in a direct clash between “God hath said” and “The serpent said”, in “Ye shall
surely die” and “Ye shall not surely die”. This is the classic choice which has been reported time and again throughout
Scripture. “They changed the truth of God into a lie” (Rom. 1:25) is the divine commentary on the choice of the majority.
“We have made a covenant with death . . . for we have made lies our refuge, and under falsehood have we hid ourselves”
(Isa. 28:15). One thing is clear: when man chooses a lie rather than the truth, he imputes unrighteousness to God. John
puts it this way: “He that believeth not God hath made him a liar” (1 John 5:10).
A WRONG USE OF GOOD GIFTS
It has been remarked often enough that man’s sins spring from a wrong use of good gifts. Adultery is an unlawful
relationship of which marriage is the good counterpart: idolatry is the perversion of the innate capacity of man for
worship: drunkenness is over-indulgence of a natural appetite. In their innocence, Adam and Eve had not misused their
lawful desires. Not until the serpent had implanted the seeds of rebellion did things go wrong. Then, Eve bent the proper
and acceptable God-given appetites against their Maker. She “saw the tree was good for food, and it was pleasant to the
eyes and a tree to be desired to make one wise”. From thenceforth the three basic desires lost their innocence and are
now lodged in the heart of man as part of his equipment by which he produces evil thoughts, murders, adulteries,
fornications, thefts, false witness and blasphemies (Matthew 15:18–19). John describes them as “all that is in the world,
the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life”, which are “not of the Father” but of the world (1 John
2:16). The thread from Eden to our own hearts is clearly discernible; every man is his own witness. The perversion of the
very good gifts of God by Eve in Eden became the basis of the Lord’s temptation in the wilderness. He, too, was tempted
by those “dreaded three”.
Eve’s failure was deeper than she at first knew. She had rejected the wisdom of God and had sought forbidden wisdom.
Pride lifted her into foolishness. Professing herself to be wise, she became a fool. When she knew God, she glorified Him
not as God, neither was thankful (see Rom. 1:21). Consequently, she became vain in her imaginations and her foolish
heart was darkened. She changed the truth of God into a lie. The parallel with Romans 1 is remarkable. The folly of Eden
has become the folly of thousands.
The conflict between the two kinds of wisdom is a tale told throughout Scripture. Moses instructed Israel and warned
her in the clearest terms: “This is your wisdom (the law of God) and your understanding in the sight of the nations . . .
only take heed to thyself, and keep thy soul diligently, lest thou forget . . .” (Deuteronomy 4:6–9). There is a wisdom
which comes from God only. James in his short epistle, which has several references to Eden, writes: “The wisdom that
is from above is first pure, then peaceable, gentle, easy to be entreated, full of mercy and good fruits.” The other kind of
wisdom “lies against the truth . . . and descendeth not from above, but is earthly, sensual, devilish” (James 3:14–17). The
struggle began in Eden and has gone on ever since. The battle reaches its climax in Christ who “of God is made unto us
wisdom, and righteousness, and sanctification, and redemption” (1 Cor. 1:30). In Christ was expelled the evil whereby
the world by wisdom knew not God. We must share his victory. Paul tells us how: by “the spirit of wisdom and revelation
in the knowledge of him: the eyes of your understanding being enlightened” (Eph. 1:17–18)—the antidote to Eve’s folly
when her understanding was darkened with the opening of her eyes by sin.
Harry Tennant, The Consistency and Integrity of Scripture (2), The Christadelphian, vol. 107, 1970 pp.
10-12
The disobedience of Adam and Eve was not a ritual uncleanness which could be removed by a ritual external act.
Disobedience was a state of mind, an exclusion of God for the gratification of self. Man had broken his link with God—
“Your iniquities have separated between you and your God, and your sins have hid his face from you” (Isa. 59:2).
Fellowship had broken down. Man was exalted and God’s word had been abased. The servant had flouted his Master.
The creature had rebelled against the Creator.
The deep division, sin’s rift, becomes clearer the more one thinks about it. Man was defenceless in the presence of the
Almighty. He was sick and had no means of healing within himself. Moreover, since the crowning glory of God’s creation
had developed a flaw, it was inevitable that all creation should be involved in it. This is precisely what we find as we read
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onwards through the record from those early chapters of man’s history. Paul in his day described the situation thus: “The
whole creation groaneth and travaileth in pain together until now” (Rom. 8:22). None is exempt and the whole world lies
in wickedness (1 John 5 : 19). All Eve’s children are born outside Eden with all the consequences implied in such a
description of their condition.
A GREAT HEALER
God’s remedy for so great an ill is a Great Healer. The divine remedy will at last produce a perfect world. Loving, willing
and complete obedience is the chief characteristic of the Redeemer. The Servant comes to a world in need. He shares all
except sin. “God hath said” is his way of life. He is, in fact, “God hath said” made flesh. For him, too, there was a tree to
look upon, one upon which he would surely die. Paul takes hold of the events in which our first parents were caught up
and sets forth the spirit of Christ as the complete antithesis. “Let nothing be done through strife or vainglory, but in
lowliness of mind . . .” (Phil. 2:3): how wonderfully this contrasts with the proud aspirations of Eve! Though our Lord was
“in the form of God”—something to which Adam in his own way was called when he was made in the image and likeness
of God—yet he “counted it not a prize to be on equality with God”. Unlike those sinful aspirants who wanted to be as
gods, he “humbled himself” and “became obedient unto death”. By obedience and humility, by service and lowliness,
our Lord made known that no flesh should glory in God’s presence. As a result, God hath highly exalted him to bring all
creation under his feet. The dominion promised by God as recorded in Gen. 1:26 is marvellously enlarged in Christ to
become the glory of God the Father. Thus, the prophecy of Psalm 8 shall be fulfilled when ultimately it shall be said: O
Lord, our Lord, how excellent is Thy name in all the earth.
But the lessons of Eden are not exhausted. In their innocence, the man and his wife were naked and unashamed. When
sin cast its shadow across their conscience, “they knew that they were naked; and they sewed fig leaves together and
made themselves aprons” (Gen. 3:7). Their nakedness was a token of their sin and they knew it. God had planted in them
by their transgression a sense of need for a covering. The nakedness of man had become a sign that Adam and his progeny
would need a garment for sin. God speaks in the same terms at intervals throughout history as given in His word:
“Thou shalt make them linen breeches to cover their nakedness . . . that they bear not their iniquity, and die”
(Exod. 28:42–43).
“Blessed is he that watcheth, and keepeth his garments, lest he walk naked, and they see his shame” (Rev. 16:15).
Adam’s do-it-yourself device of fig-leaves was of no avail. This is made doubly clear. In the first place, it was ineffective
because it did not remove Adam’s fear. For this reason, he struggled further to hide himself from the gaze of God. In the
second place, the Lord God took away their home-made cloak for sin and provided a covering wherewith He “clothed
them”. The Lord’s provision, which was out of grace and without any obligation on His part, was the only acceptable
shelter. Moreover, they were covered at the expense of the life of another creature; the covering was that which had
clothed another life.
“FORGIVENESS WITH THEE”
This Edenic principle lies at the core of divine forgiveness. A sinner cannot take away his own sins. Though he wash himself
with nitre, he can never in that way be cleansed. “The Lord, the Lord God, merciful and gracious, longsuffering and
abundant in goodness and truth, keeping mercy for thousands, forgiving iniquity and transgression and sin”: this is the
fountain of man’s redemption. “There is forgiveness with thee, that thou mayest be feared” (Psalm 130:4). This is the
source of atonement, the garment for our sins:
“Blessed is he whose transgression is forgiven, whose sin is covered. Blessed is the man unto whom the Lord
imputeth not iniquity” (Psalm 32:1–2).
“Love shall cover a multitude of sins” (1 Peter 4 : 8).
“Cover not their iniquity and let not their sin be blotted out” (the enemies of Israel—Neh. 4:5).
But, divine forgiveness is a process. It must be preceded by other steps which the incidents of Eden make very clear.
When man fell into the abyss of his own sin, he was “lost”. The Lord’s question to him in his plight is evidence of this:
“Where art thou?” This was not a game of hide-and-seek. God knew very well where Adam was hiding. But, Adam had
not yet realized where he stood in relation to God—not fully, at any rate. The enormity of his deed and the hopelessness
of his condition had yet to strike home. God sought him out and probed deep into his conscience. Over the long years
since that day, the process has not changed. The Lord God is still the Seeker. “The Son of man is come to seek and to save
that which was lost” (Luke 19:10). A similar testimony is given in the parables of the lost sheep, the lost coin and the lost
son. We find God only because He is not far from every one of us and wants to be found. “If with all your hearts ye truly
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seek him, ye shall ever truly find him”. “Seek the Lord while he may be found” is evidence of our separation from Him
and of His willingness to be near. The Father is waiting for the return of the errant sons of Adam.
We conclude, therefore, that the record of the first sin is given for all sinners. In more ways than one we are all in Adam.
The Lord’s dealings with him are His dealings with us. The principles of redemption are unchanged. Sinners must learn of
their plight, having their conscience activated by the probing word of God, and seek covering for their nakedness in the
garment provided by the mercy and grace of the Redeemer.
THE FUTURE IN A RIDDLE
The promise of the Redeemer was made known to Adam and Eve, so far as the divine record informs us, in the words
spoken in their hearing to the serpent:
“I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy head,
and thou shalt bruise his heel” (Gen. 3:15).
This was the gospel in embryo, the future in a riddle. The rest of Scripture expounds and expands this divine enigma—it
never changes or contradicts it. Enmity and conflict were foretold in this short, dramatic verse. As we move forward
through the Bible we hear the cries of battle: individuals are heard groaning in their struggle against sin: apocalyptic
scenes portray the final consummation, when at last all is at rest. “O wretched man that I am” is the cry of Paul and it
finds a ready echo in the hearts of thousands. “Who shall deliver me?” is the question of the helpless. “Jesus Christ our
Lord” is the undeserved response.
The Lord Jesus was well aware of the meaning attached to God’s great riddle in Genesis 3:15. Therefore, he could speak
of the enemies of God as a “generation of vipers”. The seed of the serpent was still active. How, then, should it be crushed?
This mystery of the ages was to be made plain in himself, the one whose coming was through a virgin. He was the seed
of the woman for in his birth man had no part. Thus the riddle was unfolded. Eve’s progeny were to be offered redemption
by and through the seed of the woman. Redemption came through childbearing even though the act itself had become
caught up in the curse brought about by sin. “In sorrow shalt thou bring forth children” was to be brought to an end in
“the son of my sorrow” who became the “son of my right hand”.
And, he was bruised according to that ancient word. The death of the Son of God lay at the heart of the enigma of Genesis
3:15. He was taken by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God, and by wicked hands was crucified and slain.
Yet, it “pleased the Lord to bruise him”, “to put him to grief”, that we “by his stripes might be healed”. The sorrow of the
garden of Eden brought forth sweat like drops of blood in the garden of Gethsemane. Death which came by sinful Adam
was abolished by the righteous obedience of the sinless one. The first man was replaced by the second: Eden was
superseded by the paradise to come: Genesis culminates in Revelation. The word which was in the beginning spoke clearly
at the appointed time.
Thus Scripture is one and its principles are eternal. The outward form may change whether it be circumcision or passover
lamb or baptism or bread and wine; but the underlying truth remains:
“There is no God else beside me; a just God and a Saviour; there is none beside me. Look unto me, and be ye saved; all
the ends of the earth: for I am God and there is none else. I have sworn by myself, the word is gone out of my mouth in
righteousness, and shall not return, That unto me every knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear” (Isa. 45:21–23).
Harry Tennant, Letters to the Editor: The Kingdom of God, The Christadelphian, vol. 114, 1977, pp.
463-464
Dear Brother Alfred,
I have read with considerable interest the correspondence, comment and article about the Kingdom of God and I respect
the views of all brethren who are genuinely concerned to preserve the Truth on the basis of the teaching of all the
Scriptures. The danger in such discussions is that polarised opinions are supported by a partial use of the Word of God.
The result is that whereas truth is undoubtedly to be found in each quotation from the World of God, the whole truth is
to be found only by using the whole of Scripture.
Take, for example, the Israelitish nature of our hope. It is founded on the Abrahamic promises and covenant made known
to us repeatedly from Genesis 12 onwards. This is the unique heritage of our community and we are greatly indebted to
our pioneer brethren who by careful repeated exposition of the promises and covenant, and their implications for the
rest of the basic doctrines for salvation, set forth a clear hope by which the earliest members of our Brotherhood were
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caused to rejoice because they had been delivered from the fancies and deep errors of Christendom so-called. These fake
hopes and man-made doctrines are still with us in the world around; indeed many of them are being given a new lease
of life by the emergence of “Jesus” movements and other twentieth century phenomena. Furthermore, some of these
false teachings are to be found in other forms in the non-Christian Eastern religions which are gaining ground in the
cosmopolitan societies of the Western world.
I am sure that all of us would regard it as a major disaster to our community—indeed, I believe it would ring its death
knell—were the doctrine of the kingdom of God as declared in the promises to the fathers ever to lose its prominence
and vital significance. It is up to all our teachers in Sunday Schools, leaders of youth groups and preachers of the Truth to
preserve the message by their words.
We need to remember in our holding fast that the Truth is not true because it is Israelitish; rather is it that God’s Truth
was preserved by committing it to the fathers and prophets of Israel. There will be people in the kingdom age who had
never in their lifetime heard of Israel or the Abrahamic promises. They lived before Abraham was born, but they believed
the same Truth revealed to them in God’s word before ever the promises to Abraham told us how God’s purpose would
be fulfilled in detail. Those faithful men of old knew well enough that God would cleanse the earth from sin by the seed
of the woman and that salvation could be obtained only by sacrifice and covenant. They knew that death was the
complete cessation of life and therefore that hope of immortality must be by resurrection. They knew that immortality
and the glorifying of the earth rested on the promise of divine intervention which, says Jude, Enoch fully understood. He
expected the day of judgement and deliverance. These and other basic truths are to be found in the development of the
Abrahamic promises. But they existed long before that time. May I repeat that the Israelitish hope is not the beginning
of the Truth of God; it is that Truth enshrined in particular covenants of promise.
Now, if we be members of the Commonwealth of Israel, in its highest spiritual sense, by faith and baptism and a
committed life, we are a royal priesthood now. We are today God’s kingdom of priests. This does not mean that the
Abrahamic promises have been fulfilled or that this present state is perfect. On the contrary this phase of God’s kingdom
is our time of proving, the test of our faith. Not until Revelation 5:10 is realised will the world know that we are truly the
royal priests of God. All this is exemplified in Christ who, although born king of the Jews and he is Jesus the Lord today,
will not be manifestly and totally such until every knee shall bow to him. We recognise his dominion now and honour him
as we honour the Father. His word rules in our hearts and his will is our command. But all this is imperfect because we
are mortal and erring. We stand in the liberty wherewith Christ has made us free, rejoicing as children of Jerusalem our
mother and enrolled as citizens of the world to come, the Truth and fulfilment of which are held secure in the person of
Christ in heaven. Nevertheless we are not yet wholly free. With Paul we wait and yearn for the glorious liberty of the sons
of God which will be ours only when Christ shall set us free from death for ever. Then will be fulfilled our great hope when
“Thy kingdom come” will be complete in every immortalised saint. Never again shall we experience the law of sin and
death in our members; never again shall we lament that when we would do good evil is present with us. The millennium
will be here!
But the millennium is not the completion of the promises, not even of the earliest promises of Scripture. We err if we
think that a Jewish-centred divine political kingdom on earth is the total accomplishment of “filling the earth with God’s
glory”. It is not. It is the last gigantic step on the way. Certainly there will be divine rule and boundless wonder and joy as
Christ rules from Zion and before his ancients gloriously. Truly, peace will flow like a river and the world will be ruled in
righteousness. Powerfully shall the law go forth from Zion and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem. But there will not be
complete perfection during the millennium. Millions of men and women will be living on probation and will be subject to
mortality, even though life then will last much longer than now for the majority of people. But the last enemy will continue
to be active even in the millennial kingdom of God; death will still await the final annihilating stroke from Christ. This will
not come until after the second resurrection and judgement from which the mortal righteous will go forth into life eternal
and the rest to the second death, the end of their existence. After that there will be no more mortal people, death will
have expended its power and death and hell will be cast into the lake of fire.
Only then will Adam’s transgression and its effects have been totally overcome. Then it will truly be the perfect kingdom
of God. The purpose of creation will thus be realised and the dominion of God will be acknowledged and acclaimed by all
men glorious and immortal.
The most significant event of the millennium will then take place. The Lord Jesus Christ, acclaimed King of kings and Lord
of lords, will place the kingdom into the hands of the Father. The finest subject of the kingdom of God in its most
wonderful phase will be the Son of God himself. “Then shall the Son also himself be subject unto him (God).” Every
rebellious element, every discordant element, every mortal element will have disappeared. God Himself will tabernacle
among His people and God will be all and in all.
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This I believe to be the exalted doctrine of the kingdom of God in which the name of God is supreme and omnipotent in
all the earth and in all His people everywhere and forever.
With abiding love in these bonds,
Your brother,
Harry Tennant

Harry Tennant, Studies in the Statement of Faith: Resurrection & Judgement, The Christadelphian, vol.
127, 1990 pp. 127-128
FOUR CLASSES OF PEOPLE
It is, perhaps, easiest when examining the subject of those who will appear before the Lord Jesus when he comes, to
consider the world’s inhabitants as consisting of four classes:
1. Those “whose ignorance is involuntary and helpless. They are born and die under the sentence pronounced
upon Adam: ‘Out of the ground wast thou taken, and unto dust shalt thou return’. This is the end of their
beginning. ‘They remain in the congregation of the dead’, being helplessly sinners by constitution.”
2. “Those to whom God sends the light, but who shut their eyes against it, loving darkness rather than light,
because their deeds are evil. These are not only sinners by constitution, but wicked sinners, who refuse to come
under a constitution of righteousness to God.”
3. “Those who come under a constitution of righteousness, and are therefore saints . . . thus they begin to do
well, and for a patient continuance in well-doing they receive glory, honour, incorruptibility, and life at the first
resurrection as the firstfruits unto God and to the Lamb.”
4. “Those saints who did run well, but did not continue in well-doing; way-side, stony ground, and thorn-choked
professors.”
“THE MEEK SHALL INHERIT THE EARTH”
At the beginning of man’s history when He created man and woman, the Lord God declared that they were to “have
dominion” (Genesis 1:26). Only when Christ had conquered sin and death was the way secured by which redeemed men
and women could attain to what had been purposed from the foundation of the world. God has determined a day in
which His kingship will be made manifest in the Man whom He has appointed and has declared by raising him from the
dead.
Meanwhile the Lord Jesus shares the Father’s heavenly throne (Revelation 3:21) and will remain in heaven until the day
when he shall be “revealed from heaven with his mighty angels, in flaming fire taking vengeance on them that know not
God, and that obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ” (2 Thessalonians 1:7, 8). This is the time when the Son of man
shall come in glory, and all the holy angels with him, to sit on the throne of his glory, the throne of David in Zion (Matthew
25:31; Luke 1:32; Psalm 2:6, 8).
The Day will be such as the world has never seen. Christ will be glorified in his saints and admired in all them that believe
(2 Thessalonians 1:10). When he is King of kings and Lord of lords, then the saints will share his throne (Revelation 3:21)
and will live as kings and priests, reigning with Christ for a thousand years (Revelation 20:6).
In that day “a king shall reign in righteousness and princes shall rule in judgement” (Isaiah 32:1). The inheritance of
individual saints and their positions in the kingdom of God will be pronounced by Christ on behalf of his Father (Matthew
20:23; Luke 22:29; 19:17, 19).
Being Christlike today is the prerequisite for being Christlike in that Day.
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Harry Tennant, The Christadelphians – What They Believe And Preach, 1986 pp. 6-9
The Bible tells us that everything which God made in the beginning was “good” or “very good”. This you will find by
reading the first chapter of Genesis. Please read it for yourself. There is no substitute for Bible reading. The Bible is a
marvellous mind-builder. It draws aside the curtain and lets us see the whys and wherefores behind the things which are
visible to the eye. Furthermore, the Bible has a special purpose:
“The holy Scriptures which are able to make you wise for salvation through faith in Christ Jesus. All Scripture is Godbreathed and is useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting, and training in righteousness, so that the man of God
may be thoroughly equipped for every good work.” (2 Timothy 3:15-17, NIV)
Your reading of Genesis 1 will show that God commenced with that which is “good” – see verses 4, 10, 12, 18, 21, 25. The
good God made good things, and when all His work was finished He declared it to be “very good”.
The crown of creation was man. Man was unique. He was made from the lowest of materials, but was wonderfully
fashioned and given life by God:
“The Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man
became a living soul.” (Genesis 2:7)
“IN THE IMAGE OF GOD”
The Bible tells us something more about man, something which accounts for the uniqueness which differentiates him
from the other parts of creation. Man was related directly to his Maker:
“God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him; male and female created he them.”
(Genesis 1:27)
The expressions, “in the image of God” and “after our likeness” (see verse 26 also) are used only about man. At this stage
the Bible does not develop all that lies behind these intriguing words, but it is preparing us for the accounts which follow.
From everyday speech we can glean something of the meanings of “image” and “likeness”. We speak of a son or daughter
being the image of father or mother, and we know what we mean. Sometimes the similarities extend into mannerisms,
character and ability, and these likenesses are frequently commented on.
To whom or what is man like? And in whose image was he made? In the first place the Bible, in a later book, says:
“Thou hast made him a little lower than the angels.” (Psalm 8:5)
In some respects therefore man is like the angels and in others he is presently deficient. Angels frequently appeared to
men in Bible times and were described as being like men, though often they shone with glory. See Genesis 18:1,16;
19:1,15,16; Matthew 28:2-6 and Mark 16:5-7. It is not that angels look like men, but rather that men have something in
common with the outward appearance of angels. The subject of angels will come up again later.
But is there any other kind of likeness, beyond that of outward appearance? We believe that there is. Unlike all other
creatures, man has a capacity to worship God and to relate to Him and His purpose. He is able to understand what God
says to him and to respond. Furthermore, man can pray and he can believe. None of these things is involuntary; each
depends on man’s willingness. Nevertheless these abilities are latent in all men.
Thus it is that man can be obedient to God and can seek to show Godlikeness – godliness. Besides, man has the gift of
speech which enables him to give expression to praise and worship: what he contemplates in his mind can be made
known in words. Man alone has this attribute. There are creatures which can imitate sounds – parrots and mynah birds,
for example – and occasionally God has given other creatures the gift of intelligible speech (see the serpent in Genesis 3
and Balaam’s ass in Numbers 22); but man alone has the combined gift of thought and the ability to express his thought
in words. Moreover, it is this faculty of man which God seeks to employ when He reveals Himself by means of the spoken
and written word of His prophets.
“A LIVING SOUL”
Is there any fundamental respect in which man differs from the angels? For example, the Bible tells us that angels cannot
die (see Luke 20:34-36). Is the same true of man? Look again at the basic Bible teaching:
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“The Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man
became a living soul.” (Genesis 2:7)
The first man consisted of “dust” and “the breath of life”. In his entirety he was called “a living soul”. Notice that in this
verse man is not so much said to possess a soul as to be one. In total, therefore, man was in the image and likeness of
God and consisted of dust and the breath of life. But beyond all this, was man in fact like unto the angels, to die no more?
One thing is clear: there is nothing in the creation record to tell us that there was a part of Adam which could not die.
Take another look at him in Eden in those days when all was well. Was he at that time subject to the fear of death, the
certainty of dying, as is the common lot of all mankind at this present time? The answer is, No. Adam had no fear of that
kind and he enjoyed the felicity of life in Eden untrammelled by cares, fears, tears or arduous toil. Indeed, the Bible tells
us why this was so, and a little reflection will further our understanding.
In those early days Adam was undeveloped in character. He had potential and freedom of choice, but was spiritually
immature. He was not made with built-in perfection of character, nor was he a mere automaton made to run along totally
predetermined lines. God then took steps to provide man with the opportunity to develop an image and likeness in the
truest sense, a character in which the virtues of God could be found. The method was simple: the man was put to the
test. He was given a commandment, the word of God from the Creator to the created:
“Of every tree of the garden thou mayest freely eat: 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.” (Genesis 2:16,17)
There was a sweet reasonableness about this command. It matched the blessings which man was enjoying. God had
made the garden in Eden and had placed man in charge. The garden was “paradise”, a word which means a “park” or a
“garden”. Eden’s garden was the finest ever to have existed on earth and it has never been surpassed. Adam’s habitat
was totally congenial. There was nothing hostile about it and all he had to do was to dress and to keep it (Genesis 2:15).
God was the owner and provider: man was the tenant and beneficiary.
But how was Adam to have a truly free choice in his obedience to God? Since God clearly did not want mindless and
loveless obedience, but an intelligent willingness, how was this to be made possible? Unlike us, Adam enjoyed a mind
which was uncorrupted by evil; there was no taint within and only “goodness” outside.
Harry Tennant, The Christadelphians – What They Believe And Preach, 1986 p. 9-13
THE SERPENT IN EDEN
Why then was the serpent made? More especially, why was it allowed access to Eve when such disastrous results were
to follow? It is dangerous to philosophise or to conjecture beyond what the Bible tells us; such surmisings usually take us
down false tracks laid by merely human thinking.
We can be sure about God. He is all-wise and all-righteous: He is kind and beneficent. He had created man with glorious
opportunities and granted him the privilege of being aware of God. Adam was hedged about by countless blessings. He
knew the command of God. As yet he knew no evil. In one sense, therefore, there was no true test of his obedience as
he stood in idyllic surroundings, unsullied in mind and body.
The serpent provided another point of view for man to contemplate. It was a purely theoretical view, a conjecture without
proof or substance. All that the serpent said to Eve in contradiction of her existing knowledge was totally unsubstantiated.
The serpent “said”, but produced no evidence. It took the facts known to Eve and gave them another interpretation, an
altogether spurious and totally unattested interpretation. Instead of death for transgression, there would be life, and
there would be glorious, godlike enlightenment and an equality with God.
In all this the serpent did not suggest that anything lay within its own power. It had nothing to give but ideas, and for
them it provided not one shred of proof. Its words were either in direct contradiction of what God had said – “Thou shalt
not surely die” – or a fabrication of supposed blessings which would follow the partaking of the tree of knowledge of
good and evil – “Ye shall be as God, knowing good and evil” (RV).
The serpent’s preposterous lie, “Thou shalt not surely die”, was the key to his persuasiveness. This glittering untruth lay
unchallenged in Eve’s innocent mind, even though she knew the Word of God. She allowed the insidious ideas to activate
her natural, hitherto unadulterated, desires, and foolishly surrendered to selfishness and rebellion. Her desires had
previously moved her to live in accordance with God’s will, but now she inflamed and corrupted them. She had been
deceived. Adam followed at her invitation knowing what he was doing. He carried the major blame and responsibility,
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because he was the principal part of God’s creation and appears to have left his wife in some way vulnerable to the
blandishments of the serpent.
The comments of the New Testament on Eve and on Adam tell us the plain truth:
“The serpent beguiled Eve through his subtilty.” (2 Corinthians 11:3)
“Adam was not deceived, but the woman being deceived was in the transgression.” (1 Timothy 2:14)
“By one man sin entered into the world.” (Romans 5:12)
Adam and Eve knew that they had sinned and were painfully aware of their defiled consciences. Shame and fear overtook
them. Their nakedness became embarrassing, and they provided makeshift coverings for themselves. Neither their figleaf girdles nor their hiding place among the trees of the garden was of any avail against the judicial scrutiny of God.
SIN AND DEATH
They were now in a state of sin. Sin is the transgression of God’s law; in other words, it is lawlessness (1 John 3:4).
Moreover, they were now to die: “The wages of sin is death” (Romans 6:23). They had passed from righteousness and
peace into sinfulness and strife. Their sin had separated between themselves and God, and the consequences were
beginning to make themselves manifest.
As God had clearly stated the original command to Adam, so now He states and pronounces the consequences of their
sin. Their protestations that someone else was to blame – Adam blamed Eve and indirectly God Himself, and Eve blamed
the serpent – were set aside. Each of them had to carry his own burden. The serpent had no moral responsibility before
God, since so far as we know it was not under any command, and in any case had not been made in the likeness and
image of God. Nevertheless it was to bear the disfavour of God because of what it had been instrumental in doing. It was
to lose some of its advantages and was henceforth to go upon its stomach. Moreover, God said to the serpent:
“I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy head, and
thou shalt bruise his heel.” (Genesis 3:15)
In the heart of these words lies a pearl of great price. Within the sounds of enmity and conflict there is a note of hope
which will engage our attention a little later in our story. Suffice it to say for the moment that the key to the riddle (for
such it must have seemed to Adam and Eve) lies in the word “it” or, as some versions translate the word, “he”.
The pronouncements upon Adam and Eve were as follows:
“Unto the woman he said, I will greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy conception; in sorrow shalt thou bring forth
children; and thy desire shall be to thy husband, and he shall rule over thee.
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 dust thou art, and
unto dust shalt thou return.” (Genesis 3:16-19)
Shame, sorrow, toil and death had come into the world, and that would be the kind of world in which Adam and Eve’s
children would live outside the garden of Eden. In the coming pages we shall have to look at the consequences stated
above, seek to understand them, and find out the full meaning of the riddle.
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Harry Tennant, The Christadelphians – What They Believe And Preach, 1986 pp. 134-137
SUFFERING AND DISEASE
… We must conclude, therefore, as we did earlier in this book, that nature is God at work. Moreover, God’s beneficence
is, in these cases, bestowed irrespective of man’s behaviour. We must therefore not seek to attribute bad events to bad
deeds by the people who suffer, or good events to the goodness of those who benefit from them. This is not necessarily
so. It might be said that the Scriptures we have instanced concern only good things from God, but do not show that God
is involved in serious evils from natural causes. We have no hesitation in saying that there is no evidence whatsoever in
the Bible that natural evils come from any kind of evil powers. The very first evils following the sin of Adam and Eve were
brought about by God – death and the curse on the ground. The adverse conditions in agriculture were of God:
“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.” (Genesis 3:17,18)
… The Lord Jesus Christ demonstrated his power over all kinds of disease when he carried out healings of every kind.
These included those cases which are attributed to demons or unclean spirits, …
In addition to his supremacy over disease and death, the Lord Jesus exercised sway over the elements when he stilled
the storm on Galilee. It is evident that the Scriptures are teaching us to look to Jesus the Son of God as the divine remedy
for the world’s ills. Evils occur within the containing power of the Lord God. They are not out of control or brought about
by evil powers outside of the human sphere. Sin is the root cause of all our problems. It is an evil, and all other evils –
fear, disease, poverty, natural disasters, and death itself – have come as a consequence of sin and a punishment for it.
All these evils – sin and its effects – will be removed by the Lord Jesus Christ when he returns to the earth.
Harry Tennant, The Christadelphians – What They Believe And Preach, 1986 pp. 137-138
CONSEQUENCES OF SIN
In the following paragraphs, we attempt a line of thought which can prove helpful. Of course, no one can answer all the
questions which arise, especially the ones about particular cases. What follows provides a basis for solving some of the
problems. We have arrived at the conclusions purely by reading Scripture.
When God created man and placed him under a clear command, He granted him freedom of choice. Thus Adam and Eve
were told what would happen to them if they disobeyed. Nevertheless, they were allowed to choose for themselves what
they would do. It is implicit in this arrangement that a wrong choice, freely arrived at, would result in very serious
consequences for the sinners and for their progeny in due course. These consequences included:
Fear of death
Death itself
Sorrows, together with hard toil because of the cursed ground, as long as life lasted.
All of these evils came from God. They were God’s response to sin which is the greatest evil of all. Some people have
found it difficult to accept that God creates evil. He does, and the following verses illustrate this fact:
“I (God) form the light, and create darkness:
I make peace, and create evil:
I the Lord do all these things.” (Isaiah 45:7)
“Shall there be evil in a city, and the Lord hath not done it?” (Amos 3:6)
Evil came into the world because of sin. Whilst we may wonder at the extent of the evil, we can at least understand why
it is there. What we are pursuing, however, is the feeling of outrage against our sense of “fairness”, when evil falls on
good people or on children.
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Harry Tennant, The Christadelphians – What They Believe And Preach, 1986, pp. 145-147
JESUS’ TEMPTATIONS IN THE WILDERNESS
What then of the New Testament? In the first place, there is a considerable change of emphasis. The words Devil and
Satan are given a prominence which is not found in the Old Testament. When Christ appears, the words are used with
deliberate intent in the inspired Word of God. It is as though the two words have a special significance in relation to him.
Here are some of the Scriptures:
“Then was Jesus led up of the Spirit into the wilderness to be tempted of the devil.” (Matthew 4:1)
“And he was there in the wilderness forty days, tempted of Satan; and was with the wild beasts; and the angels
ministered unto him.” (Mark 1:13)
“Forasmuch then as the children (the people whom Jesus came to save) are partakers of flesh and blood, he also
himself likewise took part of the same; that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that
is, the devil; and deliver them who through fear of death were all their lifetime subject to bondage.” (Hebrews
2:14,15)
From these verses we gather that:
In the temptation of Christ, the words Devil and Satan are interchangeable. The meanings “accuser” or “adversary”
would certainly describe the nature of the temptation.
Jesus is joining battle with the Devil or Satan. The battle is in respect of temptation. There is no sense of a display
of power, or any application of it, by the Devil during temptation.
In order to “destroy the devil”, Jesus shared our nature, flesh and blood. It is impossible not to conclude that there
must be a relationship between flesh and blood, temptation and the Devil; and, furthermore, the destruction of
the Devil is achieved through death which must indicate that death and the Devil are related.
Our next step must be to examine the New Testament teaching about temptation. What is the main source of man’s
temptation? Here are the clear teachings of Scripture:
“It is no more I that do it, but sin that dwelleth in me. 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 … When I would do good, evil
is present with me … So then with the mind I myself serve the law of God; but with the flesh the law of sin.” (Romans
7:17-25)
“The flesh lusteth against the Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh … Now the works of the flesh are … these;
adultery, fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, idolatry, witchcraft, hatred, variance, emulations, wrath, strife,
seditions, heresies, envyings, murders, drunkenness, revellings, and such like …” (Galatians 5:17-21)
“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. And the world passeth away, and the lust thereof: but he that doeth the will of God abideth for
ever.” (1 John 2:16,17)
“He that committeth sin is of the devil; for the devil sinneth from the beginning. For this purpose the Son of God
was manifested, that he might destroy the works of the devil.” (1 John 3:8)
“Let no man say when he is tempted, I am tempted of God: for God cannot be tempted with evil, neither tempteth
he any man: but every man is tempted, when he is drawn away of his own lust, and enticed. Then when lust hath
conceived, it bringeth forth sin: and sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth death.” (James 1:13-15)
If it is true that one of the major causes of sin is a personal Devil, why then does the passage from James, quoted above,
make no mention of this overwhelming fact? The same is true of the comprehensive exposition of the origin of sin and
death, and the redeeming work of Christ in the first eight chapters of Romans: no mention whatsoever is made of the
Devil and Satan in these chapters. Hebrews 2:14 demands Christ’s involvement with the Devil. Why does Paul omit any
mention of the Devil from his account in Romans?
The Scriptures quoted above, and there are many more, tell us plainly the facts about the seedbed of lust and sin. It is
the flesh. The flesh has its own natural appetites which are flesh-centred, self-centred, and therefore opposed to God.
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All of the world’s evils described in Galatians 5 above are “works of the flesh”, and these are described in 1 John 3 as,
“the works of the devil”. This must mean that there is a strong connection between “the flesh” and “the devil”. If the
Devil has its roots in the flesh, which is the only reasonable conclusion from these verses, it follows that the way to
overcome it is to enter into conflict with it on its own ground, flesh and blood. This is exactly what the Lord Jesus Christ
is described as doing when he “partook of flesh and blood” that he might “destroy him that hath the power of death,
that is, the devil” (Hebrews 2:14).
Harry Tennant, The Christadelphians – What They Believe And Preach, 1986, pp. 147-153
THE CONQUERING OF SIN
We believe that the temptation of the Lord Jesus Christ in the wilderness was primarily his battle against “the lust of the
eyes, the lust of the flesh, and the pride of life”, and not against a supernatural being. If this was the case, why do the
records of the temptation present us with two opposing parties, the Lord himself and the Devil or Satan? Only in this way
could it be made clear that what was taking place was altogether different from anything that had happened before. “The
devil” was the best way in which to emphasise the nature of Christ’s conflict. All men who had gone before had repeatedly
succumbed to sin, even the best of men. They were engaged in a battle with sin by which they had been wounded many
times. Sin had left its mark on them.
Christ was not like other men. Although entirely of our nature and tempted as we are tempted, Christ was victorious. He
never sinned. Actual sin never secured a foothold in him. He was the only sinless one in a world of sinners; his was the
only life in all history free from personal transgression.
To have described his temptation in words used about everyone else would have placed him amongst sinners in an
unacceptable way. He was with them but not of them. Despite temptation, sin itself never took any part of his heart and
mind. He kept it out. More than that: he kept the whole of the surrounding world in all its sinfulness outside his citadel
of righteousness. More than that still: he broke with history and every dictate of human precedent. History was to begin
anew in him.
There is little wonder then, to find his temptations described as a battle with the Devil or Satan. It was. He was engaged
in mortal combat with the natural instincts of his nature and with the comprehensive sinfulness of a whole world of
sinners. The world was ruled by Sin, and Christ was come to bring deliverance, to break the power of sin and death, to
“destroy him that hath the power of death, that is, the devil”.
But how does “the devil” have the power of death? The Scripture tells us that God inflicted death on Adam and Eve. In
what way does the Devil have that power? Scripture is crystal clear:
“… him that hath the power of death, that is the devil.” (Hebrews 2:14)
“Ye are of your father the devil, and the lusts of your father ye will do. He was a murderer from the beginning,
and abode not in the truth, because there is no truth in him.” (John 8:44)
“Wherefore, as by one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin, (and) so death passed upon all men …”
(Romans 5:12)
“For if by one man’s offence death reigned …” (Romans 5:17)
“As sin hath reigned unto death …” (Romans 5:21)
“For the wages of sin is death …” (Romans 6:23)
“The sting of death is sin …” (1 Corinthians 15:56)
We now have an unmistakable connection linking lust, the flesh, the Devil, sin and death. It is impossible to escape this
Scriptural conclusion. The Devil is responsible for death. Sin is responsible for death. The flesh is responsible for death:
“Be not deceived; God is not mocked: for whatsoever a man soweth, that shall he also reap. For he that soweth to his
flesh shall of the flesh reap corruption …” (Galatians 6:7,8)
We must conclude from Scripture that flesh is fundamentally disposed to sin. Our natural urges or lusts (described in 1
John 2:16 as “the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life”) will, if allowed full expression, produce
sin which ends in death. This explains why human nature is described as “sinful flesh” (Romans 8:3), and why the same
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part of Scripture says, “If ye live after the flesh, ye shall die” (verse 13). How, then, do we explain the words “the devil”,
and the comment we have read that “he was a murderer from the beginning” (John 8:44)?
There can be but one answer to meet all the known facts: the Devil and sinfulness are so interrelated that we must
conclude that, in the context of the Scriptures we have quoted, they are describing the same thing. Man’s capacity for
sinfulness is the Devil; and “by one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin” (Romans 5:12).
When Adam and Eve sinned, by surrendering to desires aroused by the words of the serpent, they brought death into
the world. Paul expressed it in this way: “Sin … deceived me … and slew me” (Romans 7:11). Death was not introduced
by some outside evil power; it was the direct result of sin. The command given by God contained its own penalty clause
which God brought into effect. No one else was involved. In the same way it is God who will finally remove sin from the
face of the earth at the end of the millennium. In other words: when sin came, death came: when sin goes, death goes.
We conclude therefore that the basic sinfulness of man, his natural selfish disposition, is the true meaning of “the devil”,
in the passages we have been considering. In one sense that meaning is true for the word “Satan”, as well. Sinfulness is
the direct adversary of God. But we must proceed to look at the two words a little further, because they are not always
interchangeable. We shall discover that while the Devil is satisfactorily described, at least in a substantial part, by human
sinfulness, it also has some clear extensions of meaning in a wider sense; and Satan has some particular significances
also. ….
But most pertinent of all is a question which must be answered because it lies at the heart of the Gospel: What real
connection is there between an extraterrestrial personal Satan and the atoning work of Christ? How could it be said
that Jesus had to share human nature in order to break the power of the Devil, if the Devil is not of that same nature?
This question is crucial. The answers we have given in this book make the matter plain. Human sinfulness is the primary
meaning of the expression “the devil”, and Christ broke its power by living a sinless life in human nature. This wondrous
triumph of righteousness by faith and obedience broke the power of sin and therefore the power of death.
… We believe that Satan is the sum total of everything in the world which has to do with mortality, including all the ills
to which man is heir. Among men, sin reigns as king and his empire is characterised by disease and mortality. The sum
total of these things is Satan. It includes human sinfulness, and all the consequences of sin, and the total corporate and
cumulative wickedness of man.
On this explanation it is easy to see how Satan had bound the infirm woman for eighteen years. She was a chronic sufferer
from one of the consequences of Adam’s sin, and Christ could heal her. All aspects of the mortal, sinful kingdom of man
are to be removed ultimately because Christ has broken the source of them – sin and death. Meanwhile, we continue to
suffer. Paul was obviously suffering from some weakness of the flesh which he described as “a messenger of Satan”. The
Lord Jesus decided that it should not be removed, despite Paul’s earnest prayers. One cannot believe that Christ would
have left Paul in the hands of a malevolent, powerful and deceitful being, such as Satan is said to be. Surely, the one thing
the Lord would wish is for his people to be removed from that influence.
On the other hand, Paul is said to have delivered certain people to Satan. One cannot imagine that he delivered them
into the hands of the arch-enemy, especially when, in one case, he hoped to achieve good in the process. If one regards
the “delivering to Satan” as excommunication from the congregation or possibly some physical punishment from God,
the picture becomes plain. Paul excommunicated or punished them to teach a lesson, and in hope that they would return
repentant.
As soon as we realise that Satan is everything adverse to the ultimate purpose of God, whether individual sinfulness,
corporate wickedness or the present consequences of sin in the world, we have a key which unlocks many of the verses
about the Devil and Satan. Some of the verses present more difficulty – they do so whether or not we believe in a personal
Devil – and we have to seek to work out the meaning by the sound principles we have learned.
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Harry Tennant, The Nature of Christ, The Testimony, vol. 58, 1988, pp.234-237
A TOUCHSTONE for most of our doctrines is to be found in the nature of Christ and his work of atonement. If we
misunderstand his nature we are almost certain to fail in our under- standing of the atonement. Similarly, if we fail to
grasp the true nature of mortal man we shall not comprehend the nature of the Lord Jesus Christ.
We speak of the nature of Christ, and not of his natures. This is to avoid entanglement with the orthodox teaching that
Christ pre-existed as God the Son. The orthodox doctrine of the two natures of Christ in one person derives from and is
a part of Trinitarian teaching. For the same reason it is better for us to avoid using such terms as 'the humanity of Christ'
and 'the divinity of Christ', even though careful and precise usage might be consonant with true teaching. Since Scripture
does not employ those phrases it is wiser for us not to do so.
Christendom's beliefs about the nature(s) of Jesus arise from other erroneous beliefs or from misuse of Scripture. These
are:
1. teaching concerning his personal pre- existence;
2.

teaching that man survives death (which leads to the neglect of belief in the establishment of the Kingdom of
God on earth at Christ's return);

3.

failure to distinguish between those Scriptures which apply to Christ after his glorification and those which
applied to him before his death.

We too must avoid the pitfalls created by item 3 above. Our study commences with the nature of Christ before his death.
STEPPING STONES TO UNDERSTANDING
Useful stepping stones to our understanding are to be found in verses which tell us of the work of the Lord Jesus Christ
at his first coming:
"he shall save his people from their sins" (Mt. 1:21);
"Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners" (1 Tim. 1:15);
" . . . made a little lower than the angels the suffering of death …. that he by the grace of God should taste death
for every man" (Heb. 2:9);
" . . . in bringing many sons unto glory, to make the captain of their salvation perfect through sufferings" (Heb.
2:10);
"Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same;
that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil" (Heb. 2:14).
These verses relate also to our own condition. We are sinners who will die. The Lord Jesus Christ came to save us from
our sins and from death. This was to be accomplished by the grace of God, a gift which was totally unmerited on our part.
In order to bring about this great work Christ was to share our nature, by which means he would be able to destroy the
devil and thereby provide a way to release us from death.
THE BATTLE GROUND
The battle was thus to be fought on the territory of sin and death, and not remotely in some other way. Furthermore, it
was no mechanical achievement brought about by effortless work. It was to be accomplished by Christ's being touched
with our infirmities and tempted in all points like his brethren (Heb. 4:15), by his humbling himself (Phil. 2:8), by suffering,
strong crying and tears (Heb. 5:7), and by his becoming obedient even unto death.
Jesus experienced the things of the childhood of a Jewish boy: he was circumcised (Lk. 2:21), he was subject to Joseph
and Mary (v. 51), and he increased in wisdom as he grew older (v. 52). As an adult he knew joy (Lk. 10:21) and sorrow
(Mt. 26:37), compassion (Lk. 7:13) and anger (Mk. 3:5). He knew what it was to be under stress (Jno.10:39), to
weep(Jno.11:35), to need friends (Mk. 3:14; Ps. 69:20), to be hungry and tired (Mt. 4:2; Jno. 4:6), to be alone (Jno. 16:32),
and to be heartbroken (Ps. 69:20).
There can be no doubt that the Lord was a man of fellow feeling. He was "in all things ... made like unto his brethren"
(Heb. 2:17), he was "from among (his) brethren" (Deut. 18:18) and was truly of "the seed of Abraham" (Heb. 2:16), "of
the seed of David according to the flesh" (Rom. 1:3), and thus was descended from Adam (Lk. 3:38).
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SOME PROBLEMS
From time to time some brethren, whilst giving ready assent to this teaching, have held back from its deeper implications.
All of the experiences we have described were possible because Christ was mortal. This being so, would he not also share
those things which the Spirit has expounded in such expressions as "I know that in me (that is, in my flesh,) dwelleth no
good thing"; "a law, that, when I would do good, evil is present with me"; "another law in my members, warring against
the law of my mind" (Rom. 7:18,21,23)? All of these things are summed up in such well-known words as, "God sending
His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh" (Rom. 8:3); and, "He hath made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin" (2 Cor.
5:21).
We have all inherited the downward pull of the flesh towards sin and death. Indeed, this has been the great dilemma of
mankind, the impasse from which man had no escape. All men have cried, with Paul: "who shall deliver me from the body
of this death?" (Rom. 7:24).
It appears to have been from a mistaken regard for the person of Christ that some brethren have shrunk from applying
these words to Jesus; or, if they have applied them, they have sought to redefine 'sinful flesh' by saying that we do not
inherit a bias toward sin. We believe that this is to misunderstand both the nature of Christ and the nature of his atoning
work. It is to confuse the character of the Lord Jesus Christ with the background against which it was achieved. In fact, it
diminishes the magnitude of the victory of Christ and the glory which now attaches to him.
On the other hand, there have been those who wholly accept the teaching concerning 'sinful flesh', and are prepared to
say that the Lord fully shared this infirmity; but they want to go further and say that all mankind is subject to some
additional condemnation or uncleanness simply because of the flesh we bear; and that this would rest also on Christ. The
Truth is set out in our Statement of Faith:
Clause V. —That Adam broke this (Edenic) 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".
By birth we suffer from no legal impediment or guilt other than that which we physically inherit. This was true also of
Christ.
ERROR COMPLICATES DOCTRINE
All erroneous teaching complicates doctrine and makes even the refutation of it a matter which is far from easy. The
truth is simple: as a result of his transgression Adam was condemned to die; his "very good" nature became evil. We
physically inherit the results, but not the guilt, of that condemnation. When we sin we come under personal
condemnation, and deservedly so. The condemnation in our physical natures cannot be removed by baptism, by faith, by
law or by anything other than a change to immortality at the hand of Christ should we be found faithful. The
condemnation because of sin, however, can be removed by forgiveness through faithful baptism into the death of the
Lord Jesus.
Sinful flesh is flesh inherited from the sinner, Adam. It is flesh in which the consequences of his sin are working towards
death, and in which "the motions of sins" (Rom. 7:5; RV, RSV, NIV, sinful passions) are at work. The promptings and
urgings of the flesh are not themselves sin until they are yielded to, and then they bring forth sin. This is the difference
between temptation and actual sin (Jas. 1:14,15). Every man before and since Christ has sinned; that is, has been
overcome of sin and is personally a transgressor.
WHY WAS CHRIST VICTORIOUS?
If this is so, and it is, how was it possible for Christ, who was fully of our nature, to be different from all other men by
remaining sinless? Did he do what other men could have done had they gone about it the right way? In other words, was
the difference in Christ solely a difference in what he achieved but not in anything else?
The answer is that no man other than Christ could attain unto perfection. Christ was provided to do what no one else
could do. The hopelessness of man is set out in a variety of places. Take, for example, the stated truth: "For what the law
could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending His own Son . . . " (Rom. 8:3). The law was holy, just and
good, but it could not work salvation because of the weakness of the flesh. This must be true of any law. There was not
a law which was ordained unto life: "For if a law had been given that could impart life, then righteousness would certainly
have come by the law" (Gal. 3:21, NIV). Man could not keep law, and therefore righteousness could not come by law.

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Harry Tennant

P a g e | 443

DIVINE BEGETTAL
We have now come to the heart of the matter. Salvation came from God. The Lord of the vineyard sent His only Son. This
was the only way. Here are the critical Scriptures:
"God sending His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh" (Rom. 8:3); "God sent forth His Son, made of a woman,
made under the law" (Gal. 4:4);
"the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us, (and we beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of
the Father,) full of grace and truth" (Jno. 1:14);
"The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee, and the power of the Highest shall overshadow thee: therefore also that
holy thing which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God"(Lk. 1:35).
THE UNIQUENESS OF CHRIST
No other child has ever been born in this way; Christ was God's only begotten. The Holy Spirit was the power which
overshadowed Mary and caused her to conceive (Mt. 1:20). The Son of God did not exist before he was born of Mary; he
was born of her. He was "made under the law" and not outside of or above it.
Nevertheless, he was truly God's Son; God was his Father. It was for this reason that he is said to have come down from
heaven. There would have been no Son of God had not God moved. His Word, His Divine intent hitherto made known in
mighty promises, was now made operative by His Spirit, and Christ was conceived, "not... of the will of man, but of God"
(Jno. 1:13).
It must be made clear that Jesus was not called Son of God because of things external to his person, the circumstances
around him, for example; he was Son of God in his actual being because he was begotten of the Father by the Spirit.
There are those who would wish to call him Son of God because of his response to the Word of God, and because of
God's care for him in his Divine education and the circumstances of daily life. Certainly these things were special, but they
were not what was meant by the words, "therefore also that holy thing which shall be born of thee shall be called the
Son of God" (Lk. 1:35). There had never been such a child from conception to birth.
HOW CAN THIS BE?
Others have wanted to define precisely how Christ was the Son of God, and have entered into genetic explanations to
make their case. This is to presume that we have knowledge which in fact has not been vouchsafed to us, and any such
speculation or supposed under- standing has no sure foundation.
Brother Roberts wrote wisely when he said: "When we are asked to sanction some definition of 'how' (as a matter of
literal, scientific, metaphysical process) this dayspring from on high hath visited us, we are at once in the region of the
incomprehensible and impracticable; for not only can we not know, but even if we could, it would be of no practical value.
It is not the comprehension of Divine modes, but the doing of His will that commends us to God. We cannot know the
Divine modes. When He works, it is sufficient to believe that He works. It is bootless to trouble ourselves as to the 'how'"
{Seasons of Comfort, exhortation entitled "Crotchets"}.
A BETTER QUESTION
We are, however, entitled to ask a different question: not how did God work the miracle of the birth of Jesus, but why
did He do it? The answer is that it was the only way in which to provide a man who could and would conquer sin. There
had to be help from God in order to provide a deliverer and redeemer.
This, too, has caused some to stumble. In seeking to ensure that the Lord Jesus was truly one of us they have found it
difficult to consider how he could have been helped. If he received help by virtue of his being God's Son, they say, how
then could he be truly like us? Once again Brother Roberts's advice not to seek to find out 'how', but to accept the fact
of the case, is sound and helpful.
We are told that he was "the son of man whom Thou madest strong for Thyself" (Ps. 80:17), "a body . . . prepared" (Heb.
10:5). Isaiah adds: "the spirit of the LORD shall rest upon him . . . and shall make him of quick understanding in the fear
of the LORD" (11:2,3).
Jesus was helped by his birth, and by the blessing of God during his life, to bear a burden which no other man could bear.
He was not a substitute for us in his life, any more than he was in his death. He was not doing what anyone else could
have done had they gone about it the right way; he was doing what no one could possibly have done, and in that he
needed help. The help he received did not remove in any way the fact that Jesus was like unto his brethren. It provided
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him with the means whereby, despite being like us, he could overcome the mastery of sin in human flesh, if he submitted
himself by the surrender of his own human will.
In ways beyond our experience he knew altogether what was in man, and that included a knowledge of himself as man.
His mind was the battle ground between the law that was in his members and those things which were of his Father.
These were not two separate persons within him, two separate parts; they were ingredients of his one nature. The stress
he bore is beyond our comprehension. Something had to yield, and in the final agony of bloodlike sweat he said: "not my
will, but Thine, be done" (Lk. 22:42). He refused to yield himself unto sin, and instead committed himself totally to his
Father.
The Christ who surrendered was the whole man, the "I myself", as Paul describes himself, victorious over sin. John does
not write that the Word was made flesh, and we beheld the glory of God; he wrote (of Christ) that "we beheld his glory,
the glory as of the only begotten of the Father" (Jno. 1:14). God's glory was made manifest in the Son, who was made in
our nature.
A FINAL QUESTION
There is one further aspect to consider, and it is vital to our own salvation. What is the Lord's nature now? He now bears
the "name which is above every name"(Phil.2:9); "All power... in heaven and in earth" (Mt. 28:18) has now been
committed to him; "all things" are "in subjection under his feet" (Heb. 2:8), for "God... hath highly exalted him" (Phil. 2:9).
Certainly he is the Lord the Spirit, and he is a partaker of the Divine nature, but he is also man made perfect, man clothed
upon with immortality; and he is still, even after his glorification, called "the man Christ Jesus" (1 Tim. 2:5). The victory of
Christ is complete: first over sin whilst he lived, and then over death and corruptibility by dying sinless, rising again, and
receiving immortality from his Father.
We are left to wonder at the wisdom and knowledge of God. The Lord God has perfected a son of Adam, even though
the first Adam brought all men to sin and death; and He has perfected it righteously in accordance with His own
judgement on the heinousness of sin. He has accomplished it in grace and love. He brought redemption despite our
unworthiness and without compromising His utter abhorrence of sin. The one who redeemed us was the one who
condemned sin on its own ground, even our sinful nature. Christ was one of us in nature, but was altogether not of us in
his sinlessness. Thus he was the perfect Son of God and the perfect Son of man. Christ the righteous, the Holy One of
God, commended the love of God to us as sinners, and by his redeeming work we now have hope of life everlasting.
Harry Tennant, The Crisis of the Cross of Christ – Why Did Jesus Die?, The Christadelphian Magazine
and Publishing Association Ltd (UK), pp. 8-18
… We have already learned that the death of Christ was not a tragic accident despite God's own will, but, rather, that
everything that happened was according to the will of God. It had been recorded beforehand by the prophets in the Old
Testament, and was fully understood in detail by Christ himself. We are still left, however, with the question as to why
events so terrible were part of God's required purpose. What was that purpose and was there no other way in which it
could have been accomplished? (page 8)
WHAT DID JESUS SAY?
The human heart is said by Jesus Christ to be the origin of evil. No scapegoat is suggested, no blame placed elsewhere: it
rests squarely on the shoulders of men. The heart of man is evil:
"For from within, out of the heart of men, proceed evil thoughts, adulteries, fornications, murders, thefts,
covetousness, an evil eye, blasphemy, pride, foolishness: all these things come from within, and defile the man."
(Mark 7:21-23)
Other scriptures say the same thing and explain why we are apt to blame others or make excuses for our wrong doings:
"The heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately wicked: who can know it?" (Jeremiah 17:9)
"Let no man say when he is tempted, I am tempted of God: for God cannot be tempted with evil, neither does
he tempt any man; but every man is tempted when he is drawn away of his own lust and enticed. Then when
lust hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin: and sin when it is finished, bringeth forth death." (James 1 :13-15)
It is interesting to note that these words echo the Lord's words about the origin of evil-man's own heart. Surely, that
agrees exactly with our own experience.
But where did our evil hearts come from? This a fair and searching question. Obviously, we can say that we are what we
are from our parents and they from their parents and so on. What does the Bible say? There is no mention of the evil
heart of man until after Adam and Eve were expelled from the garden of Eden because of their sin. Sin brought evil
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consequences. Later on, when the world had become filled with wickedness prior to the coming of the Flood, the scripture
says:
"And God saw that the wickedness of man was great in the earth, and that every imagination of the thoughts of
his heart was only evil continually." (Genesis 6:5)
This is exactly what Jesus said. Man's heart is responsible for all the wickedness in the earth. Once this basic Bible teaching
is understood and we cease to lay the blame elsewhere, we are ready to begin to understand the crisis of the cross.
(pages 9-10)
DID JESUS EXPERIENCE THE SAME TROUBLE IN HIMSELF?
At first, we feel it is almost blasphemous to frame such a question. How could this be true of Christ the sinless One? Was
Christ sinless because there was no possibility of his being otherwise? Was he free from the temptations we experience?
In other words, Was his nature different from our own? Jesus was brought into the world by the power of the Holy Spirit
by which Mary of Nazareth conceived:
"The angel said unto her (Mary), The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee, and the power of the Highest shall
overshadow thee; therefore also that holy thing that shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God."(Luke
1 :35)
Jesus was born of a divine Father and a human mother, whose genealogy went back to Adam (Luke 3:38). This unique
combination produced a baby by the usual nine months' development which, in that respect, was like other babies. Jesus
needed parental care and had to learn as he grew. He was not born with a fully matured mind:
"Jesus increased in wisdom and stature, and in favour with God and man." (Luke 2:52)
Was Jesus naturally obedient to God? Here is the earlier question in another form. Was Jesus different because he had
no propensity for disobedience? What does the Bible say?
"Though he were a Son, yet learned he obedience by the things which he suffered." (Hebrews 5:8)
Jesus "learned obedience". There is no mistaking what the verse says, and the lesson is repeated elsewhere:
"Being found in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, and became obedient unto death, even the death of the
cross." (Philippians 2:8)
This verse is even more instructive. It tells us that the secret of Christ's victory at Calvary was that he humbled himself
and became obedient. The implication of these verses is that Jesus could have been disobedient and proud. In other
words (dare we say it?), he was tempted to sin like the rest of us. The Bible says this clearly:
"We have not an high priest which cannot be touched with the feeling of our infirmities, but was in all points
tempted like as we are, yet without sin." (Hebrews 4:17)
In other words, the greatness of Christ was not that he could not be tempted to sin, but that having been tempted
altogether like us he never gave in: he was totally victorious.
We have yet to find out why Christ had to learn wisdom instead of being naturally endowed from his birth, and why he
had to be tempted just as we are. How did those things contribute to our salvation by the cross of Christ? (pages 10-11)
LIKE HIS BRETHREN
Here are two of the important verses on this subject:
"What the law could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending his own Son in the likeness of
sinful flesh... condemned sin in the flesh."(Romans 8:3)
There was no way in which man could be righteous by his own works. From our own experience, we know that to be true.
In our helplessness God sent His own Son.
The second verse is in the letter to the Hebrews which, in describing Jesus, says: "Behold, I and the children which God
hath given me" (2:13). Christ was unmarried and therefore had no children. Who, then, are "the children"? They are
God's children, given to Christ. God's children are those who believe His promises and seek to be obedient to His
commands. By natural birth they are Adam's children. Speaking of these, the passage continues:
"Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same;
that through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil; and deliver them who
through fear of death were all their lifetime subject to bondage." (Hebrews 2:14-15)
Notice an outstanding truth which we have come across before, namely, that Jesus was altogether of our nature. It is
repeated five times in the above quotation: he, also, himself, likewise, took part of the same. "The same" refers to flesh
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and blood: he was flesh and blood like those he came to save. Secondly, he had to die. He came to die. His mighty work
of salvation was accomplished "through death". (pages 11-12)
WHERE DID DEATH COME FROM?
Death was the consequence of Adam and Eve's disobedience in the garden in Eden: "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" (Genesis 3:19). They became mortal creatures, and finally they died - "For the wages of sin is death" (Romans
6:23), as the Apostle Paul tells us.
Death was therefore God's answer to sin. Sinners cannot live for ever, God will not allow it. Adam was not executed but
he was henceforth different because death worked in his body and would finally cause him to die. Also, sin had become
part of his thinking and would always affect him and all his descendants.
Paul describes this condition. He talks of wishing to serve God but finding that the wish to do good was challenged within
him by a natural urge to do otherwise:
"I delight in the law of God after the inward man: 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. O wretched man that I am!
who shall deliver me from the body of this death? I thank God through Jesus Christ our Lord." (Romans 7:22-25)
Adam's sin brought death into the world and the legacy for his children is mortality (death at work in us) and a natural
urge to do 'our own thing' whatever God commands. (pages 12-13)
THE DEVIL AND DEATH
We learned from the verses from Hebrews that "the devil" has the power of death. But how can this be? It was God who
brought death into the world because of Adam's disobedience. How then could the devil be said to have that power?
Look at these phrases from scripture and see whether you can make sense of them: "The wages of sin is death" (Romans
6:23). "The sting of death is sin" (1 Corinthians 15:56). "He that hath the power of death, that is, the devil" (Hebrews
2:14). Three things emerge from these verses: sin brings death, sin is the sting of death, and the devil has the power of
death. Man committed sin and brought death into the world. This is exactly what Paul says:
"By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that all have
sinned." (Romans 5:12)
The devil is therefore sin at work in us and is expressed in the world around. Sin's work brings death. The Bible quotations
we have just looked at make no sense at all if the devil is a supernatural being, as some believe. The "devil" is personified
in Scripture, but is not a living person: there can be no rival to God.
How did Jesus deal with the devil? The Bible has already given us the answer-Jesus was flesh and blood in which death
works and where sin is produced, and Jesus shared that nature with its evil potential.
This is the key to Christ's redemptive work. The bliss of Eden was destroyed by Adam's sin, and Adam's life was slowly
but surely destroyed by death. Sin reigned like a king over all Adam's descendants, none was free from sin and all would
die. How could the vicious circle be broken and thereby bring deliverance from death? Redemption and salvation could
come only from God. But how could it come righteously from God? in other words, how could God's righteousness be
vindicated in providing a Saviour, whilst sin was not ignored but truly condemned?
"He saw that there no man, and wondered that there was no intercessor: therefore his arm brought salvation
unto him; and his righteousness, it sustained him." (Isaiah 59:16) (pages 13-14)
THE STRONG MAN OF SIN
To all appearances, sin was unassailable within its fortress - all mankind. God created man in the first place and it was not
His purpose to abandon man to his misery but instead to provide a wonderful Deliverer. Sin was to be defeated on its
own territory. Jesus said, "No man can enter into a strong man's house, and spoil his goods, except he first bind the strong
man; and then he will spoil his house" (Mark 3:27). That was the key: to enter the house of the strong man of Sin and
bind him, and then spoil his goods.
The strong man's house was human nature in which sin had reigned ever since Adam sinned. How then could sin be
bound within its own house? It was done by Christ entering the strong man's house. He was born of a human mother and
thereby shared her-our-nature. This meant that he would inevitably suffer temptation like all men; and, by sharing Mary's
nature, flesh and blood, Christ would himself be mortal; death would be at work in him.
This was the greatest battle in human history. Other battles have been between sinners of one kind and another and
every victor was himself in the end beaten by the last enemy, death. But this battle was to be astonishingly different.
Temptation and Sin were to be defeated on their own ground! In the very nature which resulted from Adam's sin, Sin
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was to be crushed and mortally wounded. A seemingly mysterious word of prophecy spoken by God in Eden after Adam
and Eve had sinned was thus realised:
"I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy head,
and thou shalt bruise his heel." (Genesis 3:15)
Having no human father, Jesus was truly the seed of the woman. Sin was mortally crushed by Jesus through his
sinlessness, but in that process, Christ himself died. The last enemy, death, appeared to have the final triumph.
But the sinless Jesus had not personally earned the wages of death, "it was not possible that he should be holden of it
(death)" (Acts 2:24). Jesus had a will of his own which would have preferred not to tread this path of ultimate suffering.
But he did not say, I will not submit to death. But, rather, "O my Father, if this cup may not pass away from me, except I
drink it, thy will be done" (Matthew 26:42). "Thy will be done" were words he taught his disciples in the Lord's prayer
(Matthew 6:10). Now he took the lesson to himself, magnificently. (pages 14-15)
BUT, AGAIN, WHY DEATH?
In the Middle Ages, theologians sought to resolve this problem by regarding the death of Jesus as a kind of commercial
transaction in which Christ took upon himself the penalty of death due to us, so that we might be free. This is known as
the theory of substitution.
This theory is deeply flawed. How could a righteous God make an innocent man die instead of someone to whom death
was due? God would then have been unrighteous. In any case, to whom was the life of Jesus 'paid'? and how could he
rightly receive it back by being raised from the dead? would not that nullify the 'transaction'? By twisted thinking, some
theologians said that the price was paid to the devil (in their eyes a personal devil with great power) but, God 'tricked'
the devil whereby the body of Jesus was retrieved from his clutches! You will see that such thoughts deny the
righteousness and justice of God.
The Bible makes it plain that all that happened was out of God's love. There was no savage hatred, no calculated cruelty,
but perfect love. It was not only God's love for a world in the grip of sin and death, but also love for Jesus. Jesus said:
"Therefore doth my Father love me, because I lay down my life, that I might take it again." (John 10:17)
There were two remarkable elements in the life of Jesus. First and foremost was the sin-free life which he led in
submission to the will of his Father. Second, and strangely, he was son of Mary and therefore mortal. He had a dying
nature by which he could and would die, when, paradoxically, he had done nothing worthy of death. It is that amazing
combination which provided the clue to the meaning of the crisis of the cross.
"That he (Jesus) by the grace of God should taste death for every man." (Hebrews 2:9)
So, in the death of Jesus we find both the love and grace of God! This was no terrible accident, the day when everything
went wrong. Instead it was the triumph of God; a day of great victory. The saving break-through was made when sin and
death were put to flight. Jesus did not die instead of us but he died on our behalf. (pages 15-16)
THE BI-FOCAL PERSPECTIVE
The root of temptation lay in Jesus - as in all of us - in the nature he inherited from his mother. As Paul said, he had a "law
in his members, warring against the law of his mind" (Romans 7:23). The only way to eliminate that law was to die, not
simply by growing old and dying, but by the deliberate choice of death, the total rejection of the seat of rebellion by
willingly dying. That was the Great Triumph, the Ultimate Victory. The Cross was not a defeat, it was the final mastery,
the complete vanquishing of Sin.
All who looked on Jesus saw a crucified, dying man put to public shame and unspeakable ignominy. But, was that all the
picture? Is rejection by humankind and the degradation of the Son of God what it was all about? Not at all! Far from it!
Look more closely and see the surpassing beauty of what was done. God was served to the limit by the sacrifice of God's
own Son, so that the way of salvation could be opened for us all.
In his sacrifice it was not just his body that Christ was rejecting, for his body was fearfully and wonderfully made. It was
that inner fault-line, inherited from Adam, from which sprang temptation and the possibility of rebellion against God,
that was lamented. Jesus gave himself so that the fault- line might be removed. The fault-line was righteously there
because of Adam's sin and God's condemnation of it. It was now to be righteously removed by Christ's sinlessness and
his resurrection, and by the consequent God provided bestowal of immortality. (pages 16-17)
VICTORY THROUGH RESURRECTION
The first battle had been won, but it was at the cost of his own life. The gates of death closed on Jesus Christ of Nazareth.
But the tomb of Joseph of Arimathaea in which Christ was buried became the gateway to life. As the scripture says about
Christ in the tomb:
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"God hath raised (Jesus) up, having loosed the pains of death: because it was not possible that he should be
holden of it." (Acts 2:24)
If death was for sinners, then resurrection was for the righteous Servant of God - God's only begotten Son, who became
the firstborn from the dead to enter immortality.
Sin was slain for ever and death itself was conquered. Christ who shared our nature, shared it to the full by sharing death
with all mankind. But there was a marvellous difference:
"Now is Christ risen from the dead, and become the firstfruits of them that slept. For since by man came death,
by man came also the resurrection from the dead. For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made
alive." (1 Corinthians 15:20-22)
The two mortal enemies of man - sin and death - have been conquered by Christ and now he says:
"I am he that liveth and was dead ... And I have the keys of hell and of death." (Revelation 1 :18)
Look at these words quoted at Pentecost: "Because thou wilt not leave my soul in hell, neither wilt thou suffer thine Holy
One to see corruption" (Acts 2:27). Hell is the grave where we see corruption after death, but it was not to be so for
Christ. His body was the place of his victory over sin and his righteousness was vindicated by his Father, preventing
corruption taking hold on him. Therefore He brought him out of the grave, as the Lord himself had said (Matthew 16:21).
He would be raised again the third day, and will live for ever because he is now immortal:
"Our Saviour Jesus Christ... hath abolished death, and hath brought life and immortality to light through the
gospel." (2 Timothy 1 :9-10)
Why did Jesus die? The death and resurrection of the Lord Jesus Christ was the way God chose to uphold His righteousness
and show mercy through forgiveness. … (pages 17-18)
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Michael Ashton [1990s]
A. On Creation
Michael Ashton, Letters to the Editor, The Christadelphian, vol. 134, 1997, p.469
Dear Brother Ashton,
I write with regard to Brother Fryer’s review (November, page 417) of A Drama of Creation by Brother Alan Fowler. The
book suggests that the Genesis creation account is a drama and Brother Fryer rightly characterises this approach when
he writes of Genesis 1 being “metaphor and idiom”. But is it right to regard Genesis 1 as simply metaphor and idiom? Is
Genesis a script for a drama as the book claims?
The reasoning which Brother Fowler uses to justify claiming “we should not interpret the chapter as a literal record of
creation” does not withstand scrutiny. For example, concerning Genesis 1:22 he states: “We do not suppose that God
actually spoke to the fish and fowl, but if this is the language of drama then it makes sense” (page 12). But why should it
be supposed that God did not speak to the fish and fowl? In Mark 4:39 the Lord Jesus “said unto the sea, Peace, be still”
and in Mark 11:14 he said to a fig tree, “No man eat fruit of thee hereafter for ever”. Are these literal accounts or do we
suppose that Jesus did not actually speak to the sea and the tree?
At the same time as describing Genesis 1 as dramatic idiom and metaphor, Brother Fowler calls the fossil record “a
petrified history of life on earth” in “God’s stone-book” (page 19). But the fossil record is not a book. It is not an historical
account. At best it is a collection of jumbled, corrupted data about the death-state of previous living things awaiting a
history and interpretation to be attached to it. The history which is traditionally ascribed to the fossil record has not been
written by God but by man.
When considering Genesis and science we should conform science to the Bible. The Genesis account of creation is a plain
record of what took place. We should not be tempted to reduce it to idiom and metaphor simply to conform to the
current scientific theories of the day.
Your brother in Christ,
N. A. BERNARD
Pembroke Dock
Dear Brother Michael,
With regret I must dissent from the views of Brother John Fryer concerning the merits of Brother Alan Fowler’s book A
Drama of Creation. The two verses in Genesis 3 brought forward as permitting us to interpret creation as mere drama
require amazing elasticity to convey what Brother Fowler wants them to mean. To believe that the command to “be
fruitful and multiply” is the language of drama, and that because Adam was fashioned from dust he could not have been
in the likeness of the elohim, are but flimsy grounds for the conclusion that the earth must be very old or that we must
concede evolution because the fossil record in Brother Fowler’s opinion is as much a divine record as the Scriptures.
The Scriptures do not teach that the earth was created from ‘nothing’: they say that the earth came to exist by virtue of
what “God said”. As Hebrews 11 confirms: “The worlds were framed by the word of God”.
Brother Fowler rightly points out that the fossil record gives no support for “major evolution” and quotes Popper in
declaring that “major evolution cannot be regarded as scientific theory, but is a metaphysical research theory”. In fact
Popper went much further: “Scientific theories are inventions not discoveries: they are like nets to catch the world; small
fish slip through the gaps and the nets cannot hold the big fish”; from which he concluded: “Science requires continual
revision and rejection and revising of its theories”. This hardly inspires confidence in the currently fashionable idea that
there have been rapid bursts of hypothetical evolution and macromutations, or that the fossil record is just as much a
divine revelation as the Genesis record.
With love in the Hope of Israel,
ERIC CAVE
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Beverley, E. Yorks.
The evidence of God’s dealings with mankind, past, present and future, has been revealed to us in His Word, which is why
it is so important that we rightly divide the word of truth (2 Timothy 2:15). God’s visible creative works, according to that
word, reveal His majesty and power—“his eternal power and Godhead” (Romans 1:20). Those works will not explain about
the act of creation, as it is “through faith we understand that the worlds were framed by the word of God, so that things
which are seen were not made of things which do appear” (Hebrews 11:3). We need therefore to treat with great care the
account of matters which, by their very nature, were not witnessed by man, but which have been revealed for “instruction
in righteousness”. Many aspects of the natural world challenge the commonly held view of evolution: yet it is through the
pressure of this theory that so many now accept unquestioningly the need for many millions of years for the earth’s
development. As the case for an old earth is at best “not proven”, we do not need to reconcile the account in Genesis with
theories which are being constantly revised. Thankfully the word of God stands sure.—EDITOR
Michael Ashton, “The Beginning”, The Christadelphian, vol. 136, 1999, p.104
GENESIS is often styled “the seed bed of the scriptures”, and so it is. How much poorer would be our understanding of
the purpose of God if this account was missing from our Bibles. This, coupled with the fact that its opening chapters deal
with events which by their nature cannot be independently verified, has made it an account of deep fascination to many
people. To a greater or lesser extent, every individual would like to know more about the origin of man and the universe.
Living in the present scientific age, where it is not acceptable to admit lack of knowledge, there is a yearning for explicit
information about the source of life in the beginning.
It is very unlikely, however, that the Book of Genesis was written to satisfy that need. The objective of many parts of
scripture is different from the one a human author would select. The gospels, for example, were never intended to be a
biography of the Lord Jesus Christ, “But these are written, that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God;
and that believing ye might have life through his name” (John 20:31). The Acts of the Apostles is not an account of the
work of the Apostle Paul, but an explanation of how the gospel message spread from Jerusalem to Rome.
God the Creator
The opening chapters of Genesis contain information which records the Creative work of God by His Spirit, but they do
not explain precisely how long ago it occurred, nor in modern scientific terms how it was accomplished: “Through faith
we understand that the worlds were framed by the word of God, so that things which are seen were not made of things
which do appear” (Hebrews 11:3). We are told about the introduction of human life and the test to which it was put; and
the consequences of failure, both for our first parents and for all their descendants. Built into the account is information
concerning God’s redemptive work which will ultimately be completed through the involvement of His Son, our Lord
Jesus Christ, and all the other information is subservient to this. We could not, therefore, understand the gospel records
properly if we did not know Genesis. The prophets’ words too would be hollow indeed if we knew nothing about man’s
probation and the ravages of sin and death.
So important are the first pages of the Bible that a wrong understanding of their teaching has serious and potentially
calamitous consequences. If scripture generally has to be approached with care, how much more is this true of the
Genesis account. The situation is made more difficult because of the many different theories regarding each of the main
subjects of the opening chapters: the origin of matter, of life itself, and then of man; where death came from; and why it
is that men and women commit sin. There are as many theories, it seems, as there are theorists in these areas.
The Scriptures Our Guide
Thankfully, we are not left to the whims of theorists whose work is usually influenced by the thinking of their day. The
only way properly to understand the message of Genesis is to be guided by the other inspired scriptures which comment
on it. Any other approach is fraught with difficulty, especially one which depends on what the scriptures do not say, or
on what they may infer. All the major Biblical doctrines are clearly and positively revealed in its pages.
Apart from the revelation in Genesis itself, what do the scriptures reveal about the beginning of life? Some words of the
Apostle Paul to the philosophers of his day form a useful introduction:
“God that made the world and all things therein ... is Lord of heaven and earth ... he giveth to all life, and breath, and all things;
and hath made of one blood all nations of men for to dwell on all the face of the earth ... they should seek the Lord ... For in
him we live, and move, and have our being ... we are the offspring of God.” (Acts 17:24–29)

There are some important statements here which confirm the message of Genesis. Paul told the Athenians that:
• all the material world was made by God
• He is the author and sustainer of life
• He peopled the world with a race of individuals who all descended from one original source
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Men and women should “seek the Lord”, who intends to fill the earth with His glory.

B. The First Man, The Origin of Sin, Death and the Devil (BASF 3-6, 8-10, 12)
Michael Ashton, He Himself Hath Suffered, Being Tempted, The Christadelphian, vol. 125, 1988, pp.385386
THESE words of the Apostle written to the Hebrews bring forcibly home the fact that our Lord throughout his life struggled
against sin—as also his brethren do. But there the similarity ends, even though it is consistently emphasised in Scripture,
for he “was in all points tempted like as we are, yet without sin” (Hebrews 4:15). This emphasis makes it all the more
remarkable that false ideas regarding the nature of Christ and his liability to temptation troubled the infant church from
the earliest days, and today form the major difference between the teachings of the established churches and the truth
as revealed in the Scriptures. From his origins, even though there was a uniqueness in both parents, the fact that he is
the “only begotten son of God” led many to adopt wrong ideas about his nature, and eventually to espouse the
blasphemous teaching that he is ‘very God’.
The temptations, and their nature, show how adrift from truth are these conclusions, but they also serve to instruct about
the crucial aspects of our Lord that made him at the same time able to sympathise fully with those he came to save, and
to overcome temptations when all before and since have so manifestly failed.
The subject is always a valuable one to consider, but it has an appositeness just at present because of the release in many
Western countries of a film entitled “The Last Temptation of Christ”. Reaction to the film has been swift and vocal. Many
ordinary folk have been rightly shocked that a film can be produced and circulated which shows the Son of God, not as
he is depicted in the Gospels, a man speaking with authority, perfect and righteous in all his ways, but worried and
uncertain, totally lacking in confidence, especially regarding his own place in the purpose of God. Worse than this, the
film sensationalises and concentrates on scenes of sex and violence in ways that trivialise, and thus wholly undermine,
Christ’s work as Saviour. For these reasons, even if there were no others, we should all be prepared to speak out against
the film; against those who made it, and those who show it.
The reaction of others towards the film should, however, cause us to consider carefully the grounds for criticism by us of
other aspects. Much criticism has been based on the premise that there was no way that Christ could have been tempted
when he was on the cross, his divinity (it is claimed) would free him from this. Nothing can be farther from the record of
Scripture. The temptation immediately to establish the kingdom did not pass when “the devil left him” in the wilderness,
or when he declared in the garden, “Thy will be done”. Instead there is clear evidence that the temptations encountered
so dramatically in the wilderness were all repeated throughout his life, and especially during his final agony on the cross.
Not allowed to dwell in his mind
In this one fact, but in this one only, the idea expressed in the film is correct. But it is also hideously wrong when it expands
this aspect to suggest that the temptations that had finally to be repulsed by Jesus were allowed to dwell in his mind. Can
we honestly believe that the one who said as a guide to all who would follow him, “Whosoever looketh on a woman to
lust after her hath committed adultery with her already in his heart” (Matthew 5:28), could allow such a thought to be
turned over and over in his own mind, even if it was eventually cast out?
The great message of the wilderness temptations to those who wish to develop the mind of Christ, is that the temptations
as soon as they were received were immediately repulsed by comparing them with his Father’s express will. Each of us
knows that the longer we consider a temptation, the more opportunity we are providing to justify a wrong decision, and
that once a temptation has been succumbed to, it is harder to resist the second time, and increasingly so every time, until
in the end there is no battle, and sin has won completely.
Jesus never allowed this process to start in him. Because he shared our nature, and its proneness to sin, he was not free
from temptation, but he did free himself from the cumulative effect of wrong and sinful decisions. The consequences of
sin so completely enmesh us that, left to ourselves, we can never be free from them. He, certainly, was like us, but we
prove time and again how unlike him we are.
“Resist the devil”
These incidents of temptation are therefore vitally important, teaching us a true perspective of ourselves and of our
Saviour in such a way that we both honour him and his work, and also are caused to reflect upon how necessary it is for
us to attempt to resist each temptation which would cause us to sin. In a clear reference to the temptations of Christ,
James records this Godly advice: “Resist the devil, and he will flee from you” (4:7).
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Unless, as the Apostle John says, we believe “that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh” (1 John 4:2), this is an aspect of his
life as it is faithfully recorded in Scripture that is illogical. Even journalist critics, attempting to analyse the reaction to the
film, have appreciated this point. Though not fully understanding the real nature of Christ, the film critic of the London
Times wrote, “Only if we believe that he assumed human form and feelings, with all the frailties and doubts and difficulties
and vulnerability to pain, can the suffering and sacrifice be comprehended” (September 8, 1988).
The film is also ambivalent when it comes to the source of temptation. Because the nature of the Saviour is not fully
appreciated, no clear impression is given of how temptation occurs. This is again an illogicality. The beautiful simplicity
of the Scripture record, which states clearly that man’s sinfulness is attributed to his own weakness, and that left to itself
his nature is self-destructive, shines like a beacon in comparison with the film’s confused picture of fallen angels, even of
unfallen ones, tempting Christ to sin.
While it is true that the elements of temptation can be contained in objects, people, and even abstract concepts that lie
outside the person, the root of temptation, and the reason for its compelling force, is within man himself: “The lust of
the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life” (1 John 2:16). “Lust ... lust ... and pride”. Merely by the emphasis
in the words used under inspiration, a consideration of temptation drives a man to examine himself. Adam and Eve were
beguiled from the beginning and sought to lay blame on a third party: it was “the woman whom thou gavest”, said Adam;
it was “the serpent (who) beguiled me”, said Eve.
When Jesus was tempted, there was clearly no opportunity for him to seek to lay this sort of blame. He was in the
wilderness, and alone. To show the intimate connection between temptation and a nature related to sin and death, it
was “the devil” that tempted him. Described later in Scripture as having “the power of death” (Hebrews 2:14), because
death resulted from sin, the absolute correspondence between the physical nature of Christ and those he came to save
is thus declared most evidently by the temptations he endured. So, like us, “he suffered, being tempted”.
“Able to succour them that are tempted”
Or, perhaps it was insufficiently like us? Because it is easier not to resist temptation, we do not suffer in the same way he
did. What other man or woman, seeking to do in the face of extreme testing only those things that are right in God’s sight,
sweat “as it were great drops of blood” (Luke 22:44)? Would that we could see temptations as clearly as he did, and seek
to repel them in the same fashion. Then indeed we also would suffer and “take up (his) cross, and follow” him.
Our perplexities do come as a result of frailties, doubts and difficulties, and vulnerability to pain. We thank God that,
though His Son shared with us these things, he never succumbed to them, and is therefore “able to succour them that
are tempted” (Hebrews 2:18), as a faithful high priest in the presence of his Father.
Tecwyn Morgan, Studies in the Statement of Faith, Clauses III & IV, 1991, pp. 20-24 (originally published
in The Christadelphian in 1990).
Concerning Mortal Man
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 Corinthians 15:21,22;
Romans 5:12-19; Genesis 3:19; 2 Corinthians 5:19-21.
IV—That the first man was 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. “– Genesis 2:7; 18:27; Job 4:19; 33:6; 1 Corinthians 15:46-49; Genesis 2:17.”
BEFORE we can appreciate that Jesus Christ is the answer to our deepest needs, we need to recognise what those needs
really are. Failure to get a clear understanding of this has led to many past errors. Thus the Statement of the faith which
was once for all delivered unto the saints” (Jude 3, RV) opens with a foundation statement about the Bible, states the
vital truth about God (Clause I), and is about to outline that concerning the person and work of the Lord Jesus (II, VIII, IX
and X), when time is taken – in Clauses III-V – first to define the problem Christ came to solve.
Man is Mortal
Passers-by have perhaps smiled as they walked by ecclesial notice boards bearing the words “Man is Mortal”, thinking it
a strange belief to want to publicise. But it remains a vital truth. We have long thought it necessary to point out that the
immortality of the soul is derived from pagan, especially Greek, sources. For this wrong view of the human condition has
triggered wrong beliefs about heaven-going: if souls are immortal, the righteous must go somewhere after death! And it
then follows that there must be somewhere less pleasant for the unrighteous, who are doomed to live for ever in
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imagined torment, just because of the unhappy logic of the initial error. Hence people have had to invent hell fire, and
then a Devil to supervise these torments.
By contrast, the teaching of Scripture is both clear and fair. When we die we return to dust; there we lie unconscious, as
though we were in a dreamless sleep. Some people are destined to remain for ever in that death state: they could be
described as dead in the dust, or as asleep perpetually. Jeremiah (51:39) uses that language of the Babylonians who were
destined to die as a result of the Persian conquest of the city. The Psalmist (49:19,20) says of all without “understanding”
that they will perish as though they were beasts; “they shall never see light”.
Others have the hope of being rescued from the bondage of death. Their sleep in the dust is to end in an awakening.
Daniel (12:2) contains the promise that “many of them (not ‘all’) that sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake”; that was
the Psalmist’s personal hope (17:15) and it was the clear teaching of the Lord and his apostles. Isaiah brings both
prospects together. Contemplating the dominion of God, he recalls others who have sought to exercise rulership. Of
those “lords”, who are now extinct, he says:
“They are dead, they shall not live; they are deceased, they shall not rise: therefore hast thou visited and
destroyed them, and made all their memory to perish.” (26:14)
“Both their memory and, in many cases, the remembrance of others about their existence has ceased. The majority of
people who have died are now as if they never existed: they know nothing, and we know nothing about them. But a
minority are known to God; they died in the hope of resurrection at the coming of Christ and Isaiah said of them:
“Thy dead men shall live, together with my dead body shall they arise. Awake and sing, ye that dwell in dust: for
thy dew is as the dew of herbs, and the earth shall cast out the dead.” (26:19)”
“As in Adam . . .”
These are the facts of our situation, but what of the underlying reasons? How do we come to be so placed? What is our
position before God, and what is expected of us if we are not to “perish, but have everlasting life” (John 3:16)?
It is a matter of historical record that God created Adam from the dust of the ground and breathed into him the breath
of life (Genesis 2:7), whereupon he became a “living being”. Having been made “in the image of God” (1:27), he was “very
good” (1:31), as was all God’s creation. This condition of being was clearly not the same as perfection, else there would
have been no scope for expansion and further development; but neither was he flawed in any way, nor was the earth in
which he lived. He and Eve had every opportunity and blessing that they needed, including the challenge to develop
mentally and emotionally.
God put them to the test, by introducing the law of the Tree, so that their affections and desires could be developed, and
then demonstrated. The tragedy was that they first learned to love themselves above all else. Thus Eve wanted what she
saw: she would not wait for the eternal realities (2 Corinthians 4:18). The Tree was desired as a source of wisdom without
effort; it offered God-likeness outside of the discipline of law (Genesis 3:6). And while its very existence had provided the
pair with a knowledge of right and wrong, after eating of the fruit they had experience of what evil meant, and the taste
was bitter indeed. Now they were to discover that God’s Word was irrevocable law, and that the warnings He had given
were not idle threats, but intended for their good, to keep them from evil.
Eve did not originate the idea that she should eat of the tree. The record is quite clear that she was prompted to
experiment by the subtle, guileful serpent, who deceived her (Genesis 3:1-5; 2 Corinthians 11:3). The temptation came
from without, not within. The implication is that it would never have occurred to her to eat of the fruit, had it not been
suggested.
And, just as the serpent put the idea into her mind, Eve put the idea – or rather the fruit – to Adam “and he did eat”. She
ate while under the influence of the serpent’s deception; Adam ate wilfully (1 Timothy 2:14). It seems that he deliberately
chose to stay with her, rather than choose separation. In so doing, he declared a preference for human companionship
rather than Divine fellowship and so became the author of human misery. He might have been able to act as Eve’s saviour
or redeemer, had he remained in the Garden. Banished, they became partners in sin and inevitably victims of death
“As by one man . . .”
Scripture does not merely record Adam as a sinner, or even as the first wilful sinner; it declares him to be the father of
sin and death, who begat many sons after his fallen likeness. He alone came from dust by the actual act of creation, but
in that we are bound up with his fate we too can be considered, figuratively, to be “of the dust” (Genesis 18:27; Job 4:19;
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33:6; Ecclesiastes 3:20; 1 Corinthians 15:47,48). When Paul says “as is the earthy, such are they also that are earthy”, he
is not merely referring to our eventual fate. He is declaring that from birth onwards we are inevitably identified with
Adam; he belonged to the earth and so do we, by nature. Without rebirth our condition is one of “corruption” and
“dishonour”; we are “natural”, “earthy”, “flesh and blood” (verses 42-50). Faced with the prospect of this existence only,
we are thus “most miserable” (verse 19).
From the outset, Adam’s transgression was seen as something with far reaching significance: it was not simply that it
introduced death into the world. Mortality was a physical consequence of Adam’s sin. We shall later consider the moral
implications. Death had been the deterrent that God presented to Adam: “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” (2:17). That came to pass. On the
day of the transgression Adam was assured that he would die (3:19), for when God’s judgement was delivered there was
no possible doubt about the eventual execution of the sentence. From then on there was no doubt about Adam’s death,
which eventually came when he was 930 years old (5:5).
The curse placed upon him has two interesting aspects in this respect. First, death is the last thing to be mentioned.
Second, it is manifestly clear that God expected Adam to live for a long time before his death”
“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”
(3:17–19).
It has been argued that in those words God was anticipating the outcome of sacrifices that were to be offered that day
for Adam and Eve (3:21), and was therefore able to ignore the death sentence that would otherwise have come into
immediate effect. But the more likely explanation is that the earlier warning, “in the day that thou eatest thereof thou
shalt surely die”, did not mean summary execution on the day of the transgression – that would have ended human
existence almost before it had begun and would have made barren any process of salvation. Rather, God’s words
indicated the beginning of a process of death: that Adam would become a dying creature, from that day on. There is an
interesting parallel in 1 Kings 2:37-42, where Solomon had placed Shimei under a prospective sentence of death, which
was eventually fulfilled.
After his sin, Adam’s condition was different from his earlier created state, which was described as “very good”. He now
knew and felt the corruption of mortality. He was physically flawed, where previously he had not been.
Tecwyn Morgan, Studies in the Statement of Faith, Clause V, 1991, pp. 24-29 (originally published in The
Christadelphian in 1990).
God’s Sentence on Mankind
This is how the Statement of Faith explains what happened:
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.– Genesis 3:15-19,22,23; 2 Corinthians 1:9; Romans 7:24; 2 Corinthians 5:2-4;
Romans 7:18-23; Galatians 5:16,17; Romans 6:12; 7:21; John 3:6; Romans 5:12; 1 Corinthians 15:22; Psalm 51:5;
Job 14:4.
THIS accords with the wide ranging effects of the curse we have already noted: there was much more involved than
simply the passing of the death sentence upon Adam himself. For example, Eve was not expressly told that she would
die, yet she did. Adam was obviously a representative man for the purposes of the judgement on sin, as he had been for
the act itself – a sort of federal head, a representative, for all mankind. And the sentence was universal: the curse
permeated the whole of God’s created earth, man’s existence and nature included.
This is how the apostle Paul understood the position, as he explained it in his letter to the Romans. There he explains
how all have come under the dominion of sin (3:9-18); how all, save Christ, have failed to achieve perfect obedience
(3:23,24); and how all this came about because of Adam’s transgression:
“By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that all have
sinned . . . death reigned . . . even over them that had not sinned after the similitude of Adam’s transgression . . .
Through the offence of one many be dead . . . for the judgment was by one to condemnation . . . For by one
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man’s offence death reigned by one . . . judgment came upon all men to condemnation . . . by one man’s
disobedience many were made sinners” (5:12–19).
Death gained control of the world, claiming all earth’s creatures as its victims, and condemning them to suffer its
dominion. Paul makes it clear that Adam was not subject to death before he ate of the tree, though that obviously does
not mean that he was then immortal, else he could never have died. Death came because of sin and it was “passed on”
to all men down the human chain. As a result of Adam’s sin many have therefore subsequently died because:
a.
b.

they inherited Adam’s dying nature and,
they too have sinned.

We die because our nature is such that we cannot live for ever. When we commit sinful acts and deeds which demonstrate
our wilful association with Adam we show that God has justly condemned mankind to death.
As Romans 5:19 makes clear, “as by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall
many be made righteous”. Because of Adam’s disobedience we became sharers by birth in all the results that came by
his transgression. By contrast, because of the obedience of Jesus we can be accounted righteous, by faith and through
baptism. It all turns on the Federal Head we choose to be our ultimate representative. We necessarily start in Adam, but
are urged to choose Christ, and to associate with him.
All Creation Cursed
Paul sees the full effects of the Adamic curse as permeating the whole of human existence. In Romans 8:18–23 he
describes those effects as blighting all creation:
“I reckon that the sufferings of this present time are not worthy to be compared with the glory which shall be
revealed in us. For the earnest expectation of the creature waiteth for the manifestation of the sons of God. For
the creature (the creation) was made subject to vanity, not willingly, but by reason of him who hath subjected
the same in hope, because the creature itself also shall be delivered from the bondage of corruption into the
glorious liberty of the children of God. For we know that the whole creation groaneth and travaileth in pain
together until now. And not only they, but ourselves also, which have the firstfruits of the Spirit, even we
ourselves groan within ourselves, waiting for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of our body” (Romans 8:18–
23).
At some length, Paul had spelled out, in Romans 7, how he was himself subjected to frustration, from the very core of his
being and, as 8:23 makes clear, this working of sin “in his members” (7:23) was his post-baptismal experience, not that
of his previous Pharisaic life. In summary, Paul’s letter to the Romans supplies a full analysis of the origin, the effects and
the conditions of sin. It attributes them to Adam’s initial act, showing that a belief in the special creation of this “son of
God” answers the otherwise unanswerable moral issues of life.
A Sentence Which Defiled . . .
We are now a dying race: that is an inescapable part of our experience. Death is “a physical law of our being”. But in what
sense can the sentence that was passed upon Adam be regarded as something that “defiles” us? Does this terminology
imply that we are to blame for the nature we bear, that we are in some way guilty before God from the beginning of our
conscious existence?
In addition to the physical condition of his body, making the grave his certain destiny, Adam’s sin also created in him
something which affected all his future actions. Once he had made a wilfully wrong choice, his “knowledge of good and
evil” was awakened. Before, he had known what “evil” was by definition – it was the breach of God’s Law. After, he knew
about evil by his experience, and it left a bitter after-taste. He could never again have the guileless innocence that existed
when he was created. He was immediately ashamed of his actions; they “hid themselves from the presence of the LORD
God amongst the trees of the garden” (Genesis 3:8), and this separation from God featured in all of his future life.
Henceforth temptation would arise both from without and from within. Just as mortality became the experience of all
human life, the inner tendency or propensity to please self rather than God was also passed on to all his descendants, for
Adam’s knowledge of good and evil was inherited by all his children: now it is invariably the case that, “every man is
tempted, when he is drawn away of his own lust and enticed” (James 1:14).
For these reasons Scripture styles the nature we bear “sinful flesh”. It has been inherited by all mankind, as Scripture
testifies frequently. Consider these passages:
“The heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately wicked: who can know it?” (Jeremiah 17:9).
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“And (Jesus) said, That which cometh out of the man, that defileth the man. For from within, out of the heart of
men, proceed evil thoughts, adulteries, fornications, murders, thefts, covetousness, wickedness, deceit,
lasciviousness, an evil eye, blasphemy, pride, foolishness” (Mark 7:20–22).
“Behold, I was shapen in iniquity; and in sin did my mother conceive me” (Psalm 51:5).
“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 . . . O wretched man that I am! who shall deliver me from the body of this
death?” (Romans 7:18, 24).
“For the flesh lusteth against the Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh: and these are contrary the one to the
other: so that ye cannot do the things that ye would” (Galatians 5:17).
“Every man is tempted, when he is drawn away of his own lust, and enticed. Then when lust hath conceived, it
bringeth forth sin: and sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth death” (James 1:14, 15).
It is important to recognise that we are not to blame because of these tendencies: they are inherited, and not our fault.
In the same way, we die because our bodies have an inbuilt obsolescence; we are dying creatures from our birth onwards.
The sentence of death that was first passed upon Adam will be carried out on us too, in due course, for we are mortal.
Paul is careful to observe that “by one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin”. This is the physical result of
Adam’s sin. But then he goes on to deal with the moral dimension. He adds that “death passed upon all men, for that all
have sinned” (Romans 5:12).”
He does not only say that we die because Adam sinned, though one consequence of Adam’s sin was, as we have seen,
that we inherit a body which is mortal: we are dying creatures from our birth onwards. If we died merely because of
Adam’s sin, that would be unjust and incompatible with a righteous God. Paul’s argument therefore proceeds to explain
that we prove the justice of God’s sentence on mankind when we in turn, in our day, choose the option Adam chose in
his: to abandon God’s holy law and follow Sin’s wicked ways. We therefore come under the jurisdiction of Death (as
though it were an overlord!) by virtue of our own choice, and suffer the inevitable consequences, for “the wages of sin is
death” (6:23).
This is a subject that needs further examination in the light of the life and experience of the Lord Jesus Christ, who “did
no sin”, though he was “made in all points like as we are”. He too inherited mortality and that meant that he could be
put to death; he was raised from the dead because he had lived a sinless life. Thus the physical and moral aspects came
together in his experience also.
But in our case, it remains true that “all have sinned, and come short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23). We follow the
promptings of our nature, incline towards those things that “be of men” (Matthew 16:23); we love the world and all that
is in it, “the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life” (1 John 2:16), instead of the things that are of
the Father. As a result, we fall victim to the way of the world; we become subjects in the kingdom of Sin and Death – “I
was alive without the law once: but when the commandment came, sin revived, and I died” (Romans 7:9). Thus it is that,
left to ourselves, we can only have expectation of an eternal habitation in the dust of the ground.
The Divine Initiative
The nature of man was, and is, such that there has never been any prospect of our being able to rescue either ourselves
or our brothers from the prison house of death. The ransom is too great to pay (Psalm 49:7-9), the task is insurmountable.
By thus submitting to the urgings of our sin-prone condition, we are shown to be “children of wrath”, “alienated and
enemies in (our) mind by wicked works”, separated “from the life of God” (Ephesians 2:3; Colossians 1:21; Ephesians
4:18). Continually exposed to the temptation to sin, we are in need of redemption by Divine intervention.
Just as the desperate consequences of the sentence passed upon Adam, which have been inherited by all his descendants,
have two aspects, physical and mental, so there are two aspects to our redemption. We can transfer from Adam to Christ
now, by renewing our minds after the pattern of the Son’s. But fully to restore the relationship with God terminated by
Adam’s sin, our lowly bodies must be transformed – as was the Lord’s, for “flesh and blood (with its enduring propensity
to sin) cannot inherit the kingdom of God” (1 Corinthians 15:50). There must be a transformation in the way we think: no
longer like Adam, but like Christ. Then, when Christ returns, we can be “clothed upon”; “this mortal (shall) put on
immortality” (2 Corinthians 5:2; 1 Corinthians 15:53). In short, we must all be changed, within and without.”
New World . . . New People
The inner transformation begins prior to our baptism and is destined to reach its consummation at the Coming of Christ
when those “in Christ”, whether living or dead, hope to be changed outwardly also (1 Corinthians 15:51). That will be the
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time when the Edenic curse is also lifted, at least in part, at the establishment of the Kingdom. Those who believe will
then enter that long awaited New World for New People.
Such a prospect is only possible because God has exercised an initiative. He has sent His Son to redeem us from the
dominion of Sin and Death, and to bring us into His Kingdom. That is the subject of the Clauses we are to consider next.
Michael Ashton, Studies in the Statement of Faith, Clause II, 1991, pp.31-32
The Son of God
It was right and good to call the angels who rejoiced at creation “sons of God” (Job 38:7), as it was also to speak of Adam,
the culmination of that creation, as “the son of God” (Luke 3:38). But neither the angels, nor Adam and Eve were
“begotten” as was Jesus. The closeness and sensitivity of the relationship between the Lord God and the maid of Nazareth
does not diminish, rather does it give greater emphasis to the importance of this phrase to the nature of the Saviour. He
was begotten the Son of God. His relationship to his Father thus began earlier; at conception, when “the Holy Spirit” came
upon Mary, and “the power of the Highest” overshadowed her. She was told by the angel Gabriel: “That holy thing which
shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God”. She was given the information that Jesus was a son from the moment
of conception, and that he was “holy” when he was begotten; separated right from the beginning for the special task of
reconciling mankind to God. These unique characteristics mark him out from every other being, human or angelic:
“For unto which of the angels said he at any time, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee?” (Hebrews 1:5).
Further, these special arrangements for God’s Son are an implicit proof of what is written about the desperate need of
mankind, and about man’s hopeless plight. Man is both dying and sinful, for “the wages of sin is death” (Romans 6:23).
Each man, having produced sin in his life, has shown the righteousness of this condemnation, and his utter inability to
redeem himself. There would have been no need for the unique provision of Jesus if mankind, given sufficient time, could
have produced its own saviour. God knew it could not, and the begettal of Christ was thus absolutely crucial to the success
of his mission—the Saviour had to be the only begotten Son of God.
“Begotten by the Holy Spirit . . . without the intervention of man”
Adam transmitted to all his posterity a mortal and sinful inheritance when he “begat a son in his own likeness” (Genesis
5:3). Jesus, as God’s only Son, bore the imprint of his Father, and this relationship was his unique inheritance. Man was
specifically not involved. Only in this way could the child in Mary’s womb be the Saviour of man. Others can become the
sons of God, but they have to be begotten by the word of truth (James 1:18) as a result of willing and faithful submission
to its precepts; Jesus was a Son from the womb.
His begettal by the power of the Holy Spirit gave Jesus qualities that can only be described as divine. He was his Father’s
Son, and shared many of His characteristics. He knew His Father’s will instinctively, where the rest of mankind needs to
learn it, by laying “precept upon precept”. it was therefore due to his Sonship that Jesus repelled with a ready recourse
to his Father’s Word each temptation as it arose. Faced with similar circumstances, his brethren struggle long and hard
before fully recognising the way God wishes them to follow. Nor do they always take heed to His will when they finally
decide how to act.
This unique quality that marks Jesus out as God’s Son was shown prophetically when Isaiah recorded about the Christ:
“The spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him . . . and shall make him of quick understanding in the fear of the Lord” (11:2,
3). A recent Jewish translation of this passage gives greater emphasis to Jesus’ instinctive understanding: “He shall sense
the truth by his reverence for the Lord” (The Tanakh). David, writing words that only Christ could truly speak, explained
how this responsiveness to God’s will was assured: “I was cast upon thee from the womb: thou art my God from my
mother’s belly” (22:10).
Michael Ashton, Studies in the Statement of Faith, Clauses VIII, IX, X, 1991, pp.35-39
Jesus had not only a closeness of relationship to his Father, born out of his unique Sonship, but “he took on him (the
nature of) the seed of Abraham” (Hebrews 2:16). He was therefore both Son of God and Son of Man at one and the same
time in the unity of his nature. His character displayed his unique relationship to God, but like all who are “made of a
woman, (he was) made under the law” of sin and death (Galatians 4:4). It is not helpful when attempting to understand
Jesus’ nature to separate these two aspects of his being. Jesus was a whole and complete character. He brought his
closeness to God to bear upon the problems all human beings receive as sons of Adam, and overcame them. He could
only do this if he truly shared these same characteristics. The established church’s view of Jesus as a divine being in an
envelope of human flesh (what they define as the Incarnation) utterly fails to provide an answer to this need.
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The uniqueness of Jesus’ conception helps describe how provision was made for his victory over sin and death. No other
explanation fulfils all the requirements. We have seen how it explains his Sonship, for he was begotten by the power of
the Spirit. But through Mary he was also heir to all that comes to the children of Adam: he shared their condemned
nature, and knew the impulses to sin which every man and woman has to face.
After the first temptation awakened within mankind the knowledge of good and evil, promptings to sin arose both from
without and from within: “Every man is tempted when he is drawn away by his own lust, and enticed” (James 1:14). Jesus,
the writer to the Hebrews recorded, “was in all points tempted like as we are” (Hebrews 4:15). For him also, therefore,
temptations came both externally and internally. These have been carefully recorded, lest anyone should doubt the
reality of Jesus’ sharing his brethren’s condemned nature. Two examples from the end of his life illustrate this well. When
he was on the cross giving his life in obedient service, he was taunted by the crowd: “If thou be the Son of God, come
down from the cross” (Matthew 27:40). How easy it would have been to rationalise the decision to do as they asked.
Such a magnificent declaration of the power he had from God would surely convince the most hardhearted in the crowd!
But, as on all previous occasions, the temptation was not allowed even a foothold in his consciousness. As soon as it came,
it was repulsed.
A little earlier, his internal agony is recorded so that we can appreciate how he struggled against all the desires that arise
from flesh. When praying earnestly in the garden, Jesus said: “O my Father, if this cup may not pass away from me, except
I drink it, thy will be done” (Matthew 26:42). No one suggested this to him at this time. The disciples were asleep; they
could not even watch with him for one hour! Significantly, immediately before he offered the prayer, he had said to them
something which was as true for him as it was for them: “The spirit indeed is willing, but the flesh is weak” (verse 41).
Jesus’ victory over sin, though it was made possible by his Sonship, was not therefore a foregone conclusion. He was not
just acting out a part so that his Father’s honour could be satisfied, or so that He could not be charged with injustice.
God’s condemnation of Adam’s race was wholly just. Adam sinned, and brought upon his descendants as well as upon
himself the punishment God had declared. His sin centred upon his choice to forsake communion with God for shortterm gain. God had asked for willing obedience to a simple command, but Adam and Eve though they knew better. Each
subsequent generation, faced with similar choices in life, has followed where they led, confirming the justice of God’s
sentence.
But then the Son was born. Into a world of darkness and death came the light of life!
“God with us”
As a descendant of Adam; Jesus was mortal and subject to every temptation that is common to man. He was thus like all
who have ever lived. But unlike them he was wholly devoted to his Father’s will. Jesus saw each temptation for what it
really was, the urge to take a path which would lead him away from God’s glory. Where all who have sinned “have come
short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23), Jesus showed his worthiness to share it. His reactions to every situation were
able to teach men and women what God wishes from them. Having in the midst of mankind someone who always did
the Father’s will was openly showing divine and eternal qualities “in the flesh” (i.e. in human nature). As Jesus had to tell
Philip, “he that hath seen me hath seen the Father” (John 14:9). The apostle Paul’s comment is forthright: “God was
manifest in the flesh” (1 Timothy 3:16). The relationship with man in Eden, hinted at when God walked “in the garden in
the cool of the day” (Genesis 3:8), existed within Jesus himself: “I and my Father are one”, he said (John 10:30). In him
God’s will was done on earth, as a pattern for his disciples to follow (Matthew 6:10).
This situation had been anticipated as a further implication of the involvement of Mary in God’s purpose of redemption.
Isaiah wrote: “A virgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel (God with us)” (7:14). Denial of
the reality of the virgin birth—something which is common among many who yet claim to be followers of Christ—has
serious implications for belief in three crucial aspects regarding the person of the Saviour. The importance of these
qualities is shown in the Apostle’s words about Jesus: “Though he were a Son, yet learned he obedience by the things
which he suffered; and being made perfect, he became the author of eternal salvation unto all them that obey him”
(Hebrews 5:8, 9).
The means of reconciling man to God, by providing for the forgiveness of his sins and redemption from death, required
that the Saviour should have these unique qualities. In the scriptures, the fact of the virgin birth provides the only
acceptable explanation of them:
1. God was the Father of Jesus from his conception
Death had entered into man’s experience because of disobedience. The righteousness of God demanded that only
complete obedience in every department of life could be rewarded with immortality. For Jesus, who had always done
God’s will, He “loosed the pains of death: because it was not possible that he should be holden of it” (Acts 2:24). The
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possibility of such complete obedience to the Father’s will was, as has been shown earlier, due to his unique Sonship, not
just of his instruction in Godly things from his birth. There needed to be a sensitivity and awareness of divine truth in
order fully to respond to the careful rearing in God’s ways provided by the devotion of Mary. His relationship to God
formed the basis for the obedience of his life, and his subsequent resurrection from the grave.
2. Jesus shared sinful mortal flesh with the rest of mankind
But Jesus’ compliance with God’s will could not have benefited the rest of mankind unless he had overcome in himself
the consequences of Adam’s sin they struggle with every day of their lives. God had not sent Jesus “to condemn the
world”, but he had been sent to deal with the world’s condemnation. He did not condemn mankind, but he did condemn
Sin. Until Jesus lived a perfectly obedient life in God’s sight, Sin had reigned over man from the time of the first
transgression. Men and women had become so immersed in sin there seemed no way out. Their weak and dying natures
were a constant reminder that their ways were not God’s. The only way to break the cycle of disobedience—sin—death
was to achieve a victory over sin in the arena where Sin had always reigned supreme; i.e. in human flesh, whose
characteristics were the result of sin in the first place. Jesus’ relationship with Adam, through Mary, was thus the basis
for his suitability to take away “the law of sin and death”. The apostle Paul explained this work of Jesus as follows:
“What the law could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh,
and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh” (Romans 8:3).
This is an important verse, containing crucial teachings about the suitability of Jesus for the task he was to accomplish:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

The law had shown that man is powerless to achieve his own salvation. He is weak, sinful and dying.
When man had failed, God sent Jesus;
who is His own (i.e., His only) Son,
to deal with Sin—the root cause of all man’s problems.
Jesus shared the frail characteristics of mankind’s physical mortality.
Only in this way could he condemn Sin on its own territory—sinful flesh.

3. Jesus manifested to the world the glory of God
In achieving this victory, it must never be forgotten that Jesus was “God with us”. The work was God’s work; Jesus was
God’s instrument of salvation. He both provided the way of escape for his brethren, and, by personal example, showed
the way of life they should follow. Having fashioned his mind according to his Father’s word, so that all his actions were
in harmony with it, only the condemnation of sin, which he experienced in his own mortal frame, hindered him from
entering into fulness of perfection with God. He died with the words of Psalm 31:5 on his lips: “Into thine hand I commit
my spirit”, expressing his complete devotion to his Father in every aspect of his life. Perhaps he completed the quotation
as he emerged from the tomb: “thou hast redeemed me, O Lord God of truth”!
Michael Ashton, Studies in the Statement of Faith, 1991, p.97
Alongside the important position accorded in Bible teaching to the mortality of man must be placed a true understanding
of “the devil”. Because this is a subject so widely misunderstood by so-called “Christians” groups it is necessary to define
carefully what the scriptures mean. While the first part of the Statement of Faith explains the holy nature of God and the
fallen condition of man, something which became “a physical law of his being”, it would be possible to believe in the
existence of a “supernatural personal (evil) being”. This belief is roundly rejected in No. 11 [of Doctrines to be Rejected].
Michael Ashton, Studies in the Statement of Faith, Clauses XII, XIII, XIV, 1991, pp.41-45
By his obedient sacrifice Jesus overcame the power of sin in himself and showed he was deserving of immortality. As a
representative of all who are bound by mortality and temptation his victory gave hope of life to all who are prepared to
accept him as their saviour. He was sinless while all his brethren are sinners. Though tempted like us, he never failed to
follow God’s will in every aspect of his life. All the rest of mankind, however good any one individual may be, fall short of
the glory of God. How then can their sins be cleansed and sinfulness removed? To answer this question we need to
retrace our steps.
“Jesus Christ is come in the flesh”
Jesus’ descent from Mary enabled “him to bear our condemnation”, as Clause IX of the Statement of Faith declares. Six
important scriptures are cited in support of this declaration, making it even more amazing that so many who claim to be
followers of Christ should deny its truth. This heresy was anticipated by the John, who said categorically, the “spirit that
confesseth not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh . . . is that spirit of antichrist” (1 John 4:3). But if Jesus’ descent from
Mary enabled him to bear our nature and its condemnation, God’s Fatherhood enabled him “to be a sinless bearer
thereof”. We have marvelled at how he was always aware of God’s will, and discussed how this knowledge was the result
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of his Sonship—he was the only begotten of the Father, and therefore it was possible for him, as for no other, to be “full
of grace and truth”.
Two distinct, but connected, consequences had arisen for Adam’s descendants because he had been disobedient to God’s
law. They were all born dying creatures—mortality was part of their physical nature—and temptation to sin was also
constantly present with them. The two go hand in hand, for: “By one man’s disobedience . . . sin entered into the world,
and death by sin” (Romans 5:19, 12). Man can only be fully free from temptation if he is also freed from mortality. The
same was true for Jesus; he needed to be redeemed from death to be freed from the temptation to sin. His total
obedience showed him undeserving of death: “It was not possible that he should be holden of it” (Acts 2:24), or as Clause
VIII expresses it: “He obtained a title to resurrection by perfect obedience”. Yet his obedience could only be completely
shown when temptation no longer had a hold over him. So long as the possibility of failure remained, however remotely,
his obedience was not consummated until his death. Therefore, “by dying he abrogated the law of condemnation”, called
in the scriptures “the law of sin and death” (Romans 8:2). Earlier the Apostle had shown that “law hath dominion over a
man as long as he liveth . . . for he that is dead is freed from sin” (Romans 7:1; 6:7).
Jesus’ unique parentage made wonderfully possible the removal of these two consequences of Adam’s sin. As a sinless
sharer of man’s condemnation, his death allowed God righteously to abrogate (i.e. cancel) the “law of sin and death” in
his case. His perfect obedience (possible only because he was God’s only begotten Son) allowed God to raise him from
the dead. Jesus thus declared by his life and in his death that God’s condemnation of sin was wholly just. Sin had to be
destroyed on the territory it had claimed when Adam and Eve disobeyed God’s command. Only in Jesus was this
accomplished. It had been proved by declaration of God, and by man’s experience that “there is none righteous, no not
one” (Romans 3:10, quoting Psalm 14:3). When Jesus came, sharing that nature, he recognised it for what it is. He said,
“Out of the heart (out of man’s mind) proceed evil thoughts, murders, adulteries, fornications, thefts, false witnesses,
blasphemies: these . . . defile a man” (Matthew 15:19, 20). Only by entering into the experiences of all mankind could he
be their saviour, reconciling them to God.
… Having shown himself free from sin, and having been granted immortality, “death hath no more dominion over him”
(Romans 6:9). “He is able also to save them to the uttermost that come unto God by him, seeing he ever liveth to make
intercession for them” (Hebrews 7:25). As the blood-sprinkled mercy seat was a sign to the Israelites of the atonement
obtained for the nation’s sins, so the completely offered life of Jesus is “the basis” for the remission of our sins. His victory
can ultimately be ours. He is freed from sin, and no longer under death’s dominion. For Christ’s sake, and because of his
sinless life, we can become related to his victory, and not to Adam’s failure. We still bear the consequences of that
failure—mortality and temptation. But upon honest repentance, faithfully believing that what God has promised He is
able to perform, sins can be forgiven.
Michael Ashton, “The Beginning”, The Christadelphian, vol. 136, 1999, p.104
GENESIS is often styled “the seed bed of the scriptures”, and so it is. How much poorer would be our understanding of
the purpose of God if this account was missing from our Bibles. This, coupled with the fact that its opening chapters deal
with events which by their nature cannot be independently verified, has made it an account of deep fascination to many
people. To a greater or lesser extent, every individual would like to know more about the origin of man and the universe.
Living in the present scientific age, where it is not acceptable to admit lack of knowledge, there is a yearning for explicit
information about the source of life in the beginning.
It is very unlikely, however, that the Book of Genesis was written to satisfy that need. The objective of many parts of
scripture is different from the one a human author would select. The gospels, for example, were never intended to be a
biography of the Lord Jesus Christ, “But these are written, that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God;
and that believing ye might have life through his name” (John 20:31). The Acts of the Apostles is not an account of the
work of the Apostle Paul, but an explanation of how the gospel message spread from Jerusalem to Rome.
God the Creator
The opening chapters of Genesis contain information which records the Creative work of God by His Spirit, but they do
not explain precisely how long ago it occurred, nor in modern scientific terms how it was accomplished: “Through faith
we understand that the worlds were framed by the word of God, so that things which are seen were not made of things
which do appear” (Hebrews 11:3). We are told about the introduction of human life and the test to which it was put; and
the consequences of failure, both for our first parents and for all their descendants. Built into the account is information
concerning God’s redemptive work which will ultimately be completed through the involvement of His Son, our Lord
Jesus Christ, and all the other information is subservient to this. We could not, therefore, understand the gospel records
properly if we did not know Genesis. The prophets’ words too would be hollow indeed if we knew nothing about man’s
probation and the ravages of sin and death.
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So important are the first pages of the Bible that a wrong understanding of their teaching has serious and potentially
calamitous consequences. If scripture generally has to be approached with care, how much more is this true of the
Genesis account. The situation is made more difficult because of the many different theories regarding each of the main
subjects of the opening chapters: the origin of matter, of life itself, and then of man; where death came from; and why it
is that men and women commit sin. There are as many theories, it seems, as there are theorists in these areas.
The Scriptures Our Guide
Thankfully, we are not left to the whims of theorists whose work is usually influenced by the thinking of their day. The
only way properly to understand the message of Genesis is to be guided by the other inspired scriptures which comment
on it. Any other approach is fraught with difficulty, especially one which depends on what the scriptures do not say, or
on what they may infer. All the major Biblical doctrines are clearly and positively revealed in its pages.
Apart from the revelation in Genesis itself, what do the scriptures reveal about the beginning of life? Some words of the
Apostle Paul to the philosophers of his day form a useful introduction:
“God that made the world and all things therein ... is Lord of heaven and earth ... he giveth to all life, and breath, and all things; and
hath made of one blood all nations of men for to dwell on all the face of the earth ... they should seek the Lord ... For in him we live, and
move, and have our being ... we are the offspring of God.” (Acts 17:24–29)

There are some important statements here which confirm the message of Genesis. Paul told the Athenians that:
• all the material world was made by God
• He is the author and sustainer of life
• He peopled the world with a race of individuals who all descended from one original source
• Men and women should “seek the Lord”, who intends to fill the earth with His glory.
It is therefore of no surprise to find the same Apostle writing to believers in Corinth and referring to, “The first man Adam
(who) was made a living soul” (1 Corinthians 15:45). Jesus himself commented on these early events in human history
and, as we would expect, he confirmed what we have already discovered: “He which made them at the beginning (i.e.,
from the beginning of the creation, Mark 10:6) made them male and female” (Matthew 19:4).
But it is the purpose of creation which engages our attention rather than the fact that God created all things. What does
the scripture have to say about this? Paul explained that men and women are to “seek the Lord”; and this seeking is to
be their voluntary choice, not anything imposed upon them. They are to seek Him, because His glory must be manifested
throughout all the earth.
Genesis explains that God’s creation was all “very good”, and goes on to reveal that when Adam and Eve chose to follow
earthly thinking they became sinful dying creatures. The LORD God’s assessment of their descendants a few generations
later was stark: “GOD saw that the wickedness of man was great in the earth, and that every imagination of the thoughts
of his heart was only evil continually. And it repented the LORD that he had made man on the earth, and it grieved him at
his heart” (Genesis 6:5, 6).
Death Entered the World
The New Testament comment reinforces this: “By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death
passed upon all men, for that all have sinned” (Romans 5:12). What was implied in Genesis is thus stated explicitly by the
Apostle: before man sinned, death was not experienced by the human creation. Adam was not created a dying creature:
for “the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became
a living soul” (Genesis 2:7).
Mortality was therefore the direct consequence of man’s disobedience, for God said: “in the day that thou eatest thereof
thou shalt surely die” (Genesis 2:17). The certainty of these words expresses a further truth—that man’s situation was
changed both immediately (“in the day that thou eatest thereof”) and irrevocably (“thou shalt surely die”). Left to himself,
man was powerless to alter this. Obedience was harder for him as a dying creature than it was in his condition before he
fell. This caused Solomon to conclude when he was praying at the dedication of the temple, “there is no man that sinneth
not” (1 Kings 8:46).
This was also the Apostle’s conclusion, “death passed upon all men ... all have sinned” (Romans 5:12). Picking up and
extending the thought of that last phrase, he also wrote, “all have sinned ... and come short of the glory of God” (Romans
3:23).
This brings us back to the purpose of creation, and why God wishes His creatures to seek Him. In asking for their devotion,
God wants men and women to honour Him above everything else. His plan to redeem them from sin was also designed
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with this very purpose in mind: to declare His righteousness (verse 25), and to show forth His glory. This was expressed
by the Psalmist when he wrote about the excellency of God’s name and purpose, through which man was to have
dominion over the works of His hands (Psalm 8). As we have already considered, this objective could not be achieved by
God compelling man’s obedience; it had to be offered willingly.
The Test
Nothing is certain until it is tried, and man’s devotion to the things of God had to be tested. There can be no criticism
about the nature of the test. Viewed positively, it could have increased Adam’s faith, and he would have been stronger
as a result. Nor was there any great hardship involved when he was told not to eat from the tree of the knowledge of
good and evil, for, “of every tree of the garden thou mayest freely eat” (Genesis 2:16), and Eden was famed for its
wonderful trees (see Ezekiel 31:16, 18). There was plenty of food available elsewhere.
We cannot lay the blame for man’s disobedience on the serpent, who was simply given the power to speak and therefore
challenge Adam and Eve’s trust in God. It is significant that, when the Apostle Paul wrote about man’s temptation, he
explained how Eve was deceived by the serpent, yet her husband was not (1 Timothy 2:14). For if Adam did not believe
the serpent’s lie, his taking of the fruit was a completely conscious and calculated act of disobedience and defiance. There
are no extenuating circumstances to soften the blow of his failure under test, or to suggest that the promised
consequences should not follow.
Eve considered there was a chance of eating from the forbidden tree and not suffering the consequences, but Adam
knew differently. There was no surprise to him when he was informed that he would die. But we should note carefully
just what he was told. It was not simply that he would “return unto the ground; for out of it wast thou taken: for dust
thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return” (Genesis 3:19). These words were introduced by others explaining that the
whole condition of his life and his environment were to be completely different from those he had previously experienced.
This environmental change was only partly the result of his banishment from the garden and the tree of life. More
significant was the radical change in his surroundings: “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” (verses 17–19).
Knowing Good and Evil
The two situations—life in Eden and mortality outside the garden—could hardly have been more different. Added to this
was another factor: “Behold, the man is become as one of us, to know good and evil” (verse 22). The combination of
these factors explains why God “drove out the man”. As a dying creature, living in a harsh environment and weakened
by mortality and liable to sin, it was merciful—as well as righteous—to place a barrier between the man and the tree of
life. Access to the tree would only prolong the inevitable conclusion, and this was unacceptable to a righteous God—His
provision for man’s future life was to be based on grace and not on man’s grasping for something which was not rightfully
his.
Subsequent generations proved the rightness of God’s judgement, for all Adam’s descendants missed the mark and fell
“short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23). Like him, after he was cast out of the garden, they were dying creatures sharing
a condition which originally arose through disobedience. Our physical state is called by the Apostle “sin’s (or sinful) flesh”
(Romans 8:3) primarily because its condition arose through Adam’s sin.
This common heritage of the human race is explained in Genesis when we are told that Adam at the age of 130 years,
“begat a son in his own likeness, after his image” (Genesis 5:3). And the New Testament comment continues the idea
when we read, “That which is born of the flesh is flesh” (John 3:6). Like begets like. Adam’s new condition was shared by
all his descendants, without exception.
The description of that condition as ‘flesh of sin’ is helpful in two respects. First, as we have seen, it expresses the truth
about its origin; but secondly it explains that there is in every individual a predisposition towards sin. This predisposition
is so strong that every child born to two human parents sins. Weakness of mind or body results in temptations constantly
arising and diverting attention from the need to “seek the Lord” and His glory.
Knowledge of this condition can produce different results depending on the individual. Some people can be turned away
from God completely, wondering how a God of love can allow evil in His world. In others is produced total dependency
on God’s mercy. The apostle Paul was in this second group. Facing persecution himself, he was able to say, “We had the
sentence of death in ourselves, that we should not trust in ourselves, but in God which raiseth the dead” (2 Corinthians
1:9).
The divine provision which sustained Paul through all his difficulties had been prepared “from the foundation of the world”
(1 Peter 1:20; Revelation 13:8). Adam and Eve’s nakedness was covered, as were the sins of their descendants, when an
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acceptable sacrifice was offered. But all this was of no ultimate value without the obedient life and willing sacrifice of
God’s Son. His necessity was declared when the way to the tree of life was guarded and maintained by cherubim and a
flaming sword. All the sacrifices under the Law, the feasts, the tabernacle and the priesthood—they all pointed to him.
He was the gift of God to a dying race.
“Like unto his brethren”
So when the Apostle explains the Lord’s victory, he starts by showing the relationship between Jesus and Adam’s race:
“Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same; that
through death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil” (Hebrews 2:14).
“The children” are flesh and blood, dying creatures, caught in the web of sin and unable to free themselves from its
“power”. The wonder of the work of God through His Son is that Jesus fully shared that condition in order to battle against
sin on its own territory. This was the greatest battle that has ever been fought, and the most important result was at
stake—the redemption of the world.
We can marvel at how the Lord managed at all times to resist the temptations which assailed him; temptations just like
those to which we so often give way. But the scriptures reveal how he was “in all points tempted like as we are, yet
without sin” (Hebrews 4:15). Whereas all other descendants of Adam fall short of the glory of God, Jesus did not. He
shared their nature, their environment and their experiences, but he always sought his Father’s house. His was a constant
and a daily battle fought on the battlefield of a nature which Jesus shared with us.
Unless Jesus fully experienced the condition of the rest of mankind, he could not “destroy him that had the power of
death”. Born of a human mother, the Lord was a dying creature, living in surroundings which provided a constant
reminder of sin. But there was more involved, even than that. Jesus was not an interested spectator of the problems
which affect his brethren and the rest of the world, he was a full partaker, living under the effects of that which “had the
power of death”. The Lord was therefore aware at all times of the compelling tendency towards disobedience which leads
men and women to sin. He said to his disciples during one of the most testing times of his ministry, “the spirit indeed is
willing, but the flesh is weak” (Matthew 26:41). And he gave his disciples a practical exhortation of how that weakness
can be resisted: “Watch and pray, that ye enter not into temptation”.
Throughout each phase of his battle against Sin, Jesus called on His Father for help: “not as I will, but as thou wilt” (verse
39). The salvation of the world rested completely on his success or failure. Anything less than Jesus’ complete
identification with the problems experienced by the rest of mankind would make his work a masquerade or a sham.
Hence Paul was inspired to record with what might otherwise appear extravagant explanation, that Jesus was tempted
“in all points” like his brethren; that “he also himself likewise took part of the same” nature as them; and that through
his death—the death of a mortal, yet sinless, man—he destroyed the devil.
A New Creation
The truth of this simple and straightforward teaching is confirmed in an important passage in Colossians 1, which reflects
the opening message of Genesis, and speaks of the New Creation in Christ:
“Who is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of every creature: for by him were all things created, that are in heaven, and that
are in earth ... all things were created by him, and for him: and he is before all things, and by him all things consist ... For it pleased the Father
that in him should all fulness dwell; and, having made peace through the blood of his cross, by him to reconcile all things unto himself ...
And you, that were sometime alienated and enemies in your mind by wicked works, yet now hath he reconciled in the body of his flesh
through death, to present you holy and unblameable and unreproveable in his sight.” (Colossians 1:15–22)

With an understanding of the wonder of God’s gift in Christ, we should join with the Apostle and say, “Thanks be to God,
which giveth us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ” (1 Corinthians 15:57).
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Appendix 1: Chronology of Events Regarding Bro Lovelock
Date

Event

Late 1964

Caxton Hall Bible Classes: Bro Ralph Lovelock spoke on “The Origin of Man”. His notes were
subsequently published18. Some of his key teachings in conflict with the BASF are as follows:
• The state of 'very good' . . . was not a condition of creation before the fall of man, but is the end of
God's, work when salvation has been effected in man (Study 2, p.4). There is therefore no reason
for rejecting the plain teaching of the Bible that creation is all one divine activity, which is still in
progress, and will not be completed until all is indeed very good and evil, including that of death,
has been abolished (Study 4 p.3).
• Genesis does not tell us how God created in the beginning, but we have every reason to view the
gradual development which characterises growth as overwhelmingly probable on the basis both of
Biblical analogy and human observation (Study 2, p.7). We are not therefore told how God created
man and woman, but their formation is described in figurative or symbolic language to teach
fundamental lessons … (Study 4, p.8).
• The first chapter of Genesis … is describing the vastly extended appearance of life over at least 600
million years, and possibly for more than twice that period (Study 3, p.9).
• If God has chosen the mechanism of genetic mutation as His means of creating some thousands of
varieties of each individual species, it is at least possible that He produces species by the same
means (Study 3, p.10).
• God … ‘interfered’ with the course of nature to produce by natural means that which was more than
beast …the words about formation from the dust indicate that the method of creating man was
similar to that of creating beasts; … new types appeared only occasionally, when God can be thought
of as ‘interfering’ in nature just as he did to produce man; we noted … the probability indicated by
the geological records that some form of divinely designed and directed variation was responsible
for that creation of beasts. It is in no way a contradiction of the Genesis record therefore, but rather
it may be considered at least probable from references in other parts of the Bible, that this was the
manner used by God to create both beasts and man (Study 4, p. 10).
• So far as biological classification is concerned modern man goes back some 35,000 years at least. …
We can therefore be certain that for centuries before the time of Adam, the earth abounded with
creatures which could not be distinguished from him in outward form (Study 3, pp.5-6).
• One man was taken by God and made the beginning of those who were to receive the divine
revelation; the term ‘adam’ may well stand for the race in Genesis and the man who was placed in
Eden was so called because he was the representative before God of that race (Study 6, p.7). It
would place the first man in Eden as a selected and divinely modified member of a race already
numerous on the earth" (Study 6 p.11).
• The fact that we have all descended from Adam does not necessitate, from the usage of these terms
in the Hebrew scriptures, that there was only one pair of human beings who had been in Eden from
whom we have descended by birth. It does necessitate that there was just one pair of human beings
through whom God commenced His relationship with man and through whom all mankind has
become related to God, and to condemnation through sin; it is significant however that although
Paul traces sin, the rebellion against God, to that one pair, because only through relationship with
God may sin be committed, nevertheless he emphasises that all have sinned - that we are each justly
condemned for our own sin - “death pervaded the whole human race, inasmuch as all men have
sinned”. Once we realise that the Bible account will allow of this understanding, and does even
suggest it by phraseology, many of the difficulties raised by geology vanish (Study 6, p.8).
• Just as Jesus was a representative man before God, and in him all will be made alive, so the one man
in Eden was representative of the race before God, and in him all have found death (Study 6, p. 7).
• The fact that the record speaks quite naturally of the serpent as a “beast of the field” does not
necessitate that a literal serpent was meant. The Bible in many places speaks of a ‘devil’ in a way
which implies a personal being, and in more than one place names the serpent of Eden as being, in
reality, the devil. Thus, for example, Jesus says (Jn. 8:44) that “he” (the devil) “is a liar and the father
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Event
of lies” … We have confirmation in the Genesis record that ‘serpent’ was used symbolically, for when
the prophecy was made that the seed of the woman should bruise the serpent’s head after being
bruised in the heel by that serpent’s seed, we feel certain that a literal warfare between Christ and
a mere serpent or brood of serpents was not intended. But if in this, the most important reference
to serpent, the term is used of that which is not a literal serpent, there is at least a strong probability
that the other references are also symbolic. This is made as certain as may be by the fact that it was
the tempter who was addressed - “I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between
thy seed and her seed: it shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel”; thus whatever is
meant by the antagonist of the Christ, is meant of the tempter, for they are identical, as witnessed
by the repeated ‘thy’. We meet the end of this warfare in Rev. 20 where again it is described as “the
dragon, that serpent of old, the Devil or Satan” (Study 5, p. 10).
• Unless we are prepared to admit, against the clear evidence of the rest of the Bible, that a
supernatural personal tempter was present within, or in the form of, a serpent, and was so
addressed, there is no alternative to understanding the serpent to be figurative, and not literal. …
That which was condemned, and that which was to be the protagonist in the great warfare, was that
which lay behind the temptation in Eden, that which has dogged man from that day to this, not a
supernatural angel in rebellion against God, but the personality of man as suggested in the passages
we have already considered. This means that it was the rebellious personality of man which was
condemned in Eden and which lay behind the temptation from the serpent. The divine judgment on
Adam, the one who fell, is quite distinct from that upon the serpent, the one who tempted, and
under the figure of the serpent the ‘satan’ within man was condemned (Study 5, p. 10).

• The greatest problem arising from this aspect of Eden is not the symbolic nature of the serpent, but

how Adam could have been surrounded by such an evil human environment as is consistently
symbolised by the serpent in all later passages of the Bible (Study 5, p. 10). … the serpent … which
we saw was used figuratively, refers to the members of the race who surrounded Adam and were
not in contact with God (Study 6, p. 8).

Apr 1965
May 1965

May 1965
June 1965

June 1965

July 1965
Aug 1965
Aug 1965
Sep 1965
Sep 1965

Bro Lovelock confirms BASF 4 & 5 as a good summary of Bible teaching, and that the Bible
does not contain error. (Appendix 3B)
Christadelphian Magazine Committee Statement appealing for moderation and confirming
a) no one should advocate views contrary to BASF; b) we should accept a brother at his word
when they express their agreement with the BASF; c) the Ecclesial Guide (32, 35-43) is the
procedure to follow when difficulties arise. (Appendix 3A)
Bro Ralph Lovelock’s notes advertised on the back cover The Christadelphian Magazine.
Letter signed by 74 brethren - supporting the Magazine Committee’s Statement in May,
emphasizing that when views are maintained contrary to the BASF the responsibility of
exercising any discipline rests with individual ecclesias, and proposing the development of an
acceptable method of inter-ecclesial communication during such times of difficulty.
(Appendix 3A)
Letters to the Editor - one letter questioned aspects of the Magazine Committee’s Statement
and its decision to advertise Bro Lovelock’s notes. Another letter appealed for genuine
honesty, and to avoid the “double speak” of saying one fully agrees with the BASF while
writing and saying things which clearly cannot be harmonised with the BASF. (Appendix 3C)
Letters to the Editor - one letter emphasized the importance of the 1957 Reunion Agreement
which includes accepting all clauses in the BASF without reservation. (Appendix 3C)
Bro Sargent critiques Bro Lovelock’s notes. (Appendix 3B)
Letters to the Editor - Some letters protesting the Magazine Committee’s lack of initiative and
ongoing advertising of Bro Lovelock’s notes. Other letters emphasizing the importance of
individual ecclesial decisions. (Appendix 3 C)
Bro Lovelock responds to Bro Sargent’s critique. (Appendix 3B)
Letters to the Editor - letters supporting Bro Lovelock, letters opposing Bro Lovelock’s preAdamite views, letters opposing any “committee” resolution. (Appendix 3C)
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Date

Event

Oct 1965

Watford Ecclesia Initial Correspondence: confirming that discussions with Bro Lovelock were
ongoing and asking for patient consideration from all. The ecclesia affirmed their belief in the
total inspiration of the scriptures and in all the doctrines defined in the BASF, and if, after full
consideration, they become convinced of anything that is unquestionably unscriptural in the
content or intended implications of Bro. Lovelock’s notes, they would unhesitatingly
repudiate it. They stated that Bro Lovelock has always been willing to clarify his views, and
never had any desire to propagate his views in a dogmatic or contentious manner. Bro
Lovelock was a signatory to this letter. (Appendix 2A).
Letters to the Editor – letters supporting Bro Lovelock, letters from Ecclesias making
reaffirmation statements against Bro Lovelock’s views, letters pointing out the transient
character of evolutionary science and all the assumptions that it is based upon. Also an
important letter from the Birmingham (Central) Ecclesia conveying the results from a survey
of 152 ecclesias – that showed no clear mandate for any course, and certainly not for the
formation of a committee. (Appendix 3C)
Letters to the Editor – letters pointing out: the problems with evolutionary science; that Bro
Lovelock is clearly teaching evolution, denying that Adam was the first man and that death
came through the transgression of Adam and Eve; that Bro Lovelock’s notes have done
incalculable harm to the faith of many, and that Bro. Sargent’s critique has done much to
mitigate this harm; and the danger of trimming our beliefs and doctrines to accommodate a)
those who have “lost their faith” within the brotherhood and b) those without who don’t
agree with our doctrines. Bro Sargent noted that Bro Lovelock agreed with the affirmations
contained in the Watford Ecclesia’s Initial Statement in October. (Appendix 3C)
Bro Lovelock resigns from the Committee of the Christadelphian Publishing Association.
(Appendix 3D)
Editorial By Bro Sargent – opposing division with all its evil, expressing regret that opening up
the pages of the 1965 Christadelphian for discussion did not have the desired effect, and that
the 1966 volume will focus on positive upbuilding. (Appendix 3E)
Birmingham (Central) Ecclesia, Resolution - reaffirming their belief in the fundamental
doctrine that Adam, the first man, was the subject of a deliberate act of Divine creation, that
Eve was created out of his person to be his wife, and that they were not derived from a race
of existing creatures. (Appendix 3E)
Editorial By Bro Sargent – noting that the resolution passed by the Birmingham (Central)
ecclesia is “one of many communicated by ecclesias up and down the country, and from
overseas”. Bro Sargent indicated that the general position taken has been clearly
communicated, that each ecclesia should deal with any problems in their own midst in the
proper spirit and manner, and that he will not allow further ecclesial resolutions to be
included in the intelligence section of the Christadelphian. Bro Sargent expressed that we
should allow for different views on the age of the earth and days of creation, but stated that
the important doctrine of the atonement was largely lacking in the ecclesial resolutions – the
introduction of sin and death into the world and the bond between Genesis and Christ.
(Appendix 3E)
Watford Ecclesia Interim Statement: detailed discussions with Bro Lovelock were still
proceeding. (Appendix 2A)
Watford Ecclessia Withdrawal Statement: Full background and scriptural rationale on their
sad decision to withdraw fellowship from Bro Lovelock. (Appendix 2B)
Watford Ecclesia Supplementary Statement: responding to content of two articles in the
Endeavour magazine, including Bro Lovelock’s criticism of the proceedings at Watford ecclesia
since the beginning of their discussions. (Appendix 2C)

Oct 1965

Nov 1965

Dec 1965
Mar 1966
Apr 1966

Apr 1966

Jun 1966
Dec 1966
Feb 1967
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Appendix 2: Watford Ecclesia Statements Regarding Bro Lovelock
A. Initial and Interim Statements in October 1965 and June 1966
Watford Ecclesia, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, October 1965, pp. 468-469

WATFORD ECCLESIA
A STATEMENT FROM THE ARRANGING BRETHREN
The Arranging Brethren of the Watford Ecclesia have received a number of communications and enquiries from ecclesias
and individual brethren and sisters on the subject of bro. Ralph Lovelock’s talks and published notes on The Origin of Man.
We appreciate the concern of the community that Watford should faithfully discharge its ecclesial responsibilities in the
situation which has arisen following the publication of the Notes, and we issue this statement in the hope that it may
help to relieve that concern.
First, it should be made clear that bro. Lovelock’s talks were not given in Watford, and the Watford Ecclesia was in no
way concerned in the sponsoring either of the talks or the published notes. Moreover, at no time has the subject-matter
been delivered to the Watford brethren and sisters in any of their meetings. Our initial interest in the matter was
therefore no different from that of any other group of brethren and sisters, but we came to feel a special concern in it
when we realized that a number of brethren and sisters and ecclesias were disturbed by what were felt to be the
implications of views propounded by an elder of our ecclesia.
We hope the Brotherhood will accept our assurance that from the moment we became aware of this situation, we have
thought and worked with a single desire to seek by all righteous means to preserve the unity of the Brotherhood in all
the principles of faith which form our common bond, and to maintain the integrity of our own ecclesia. We determined
to do nothing in haste or without earnest consideration, or in any other spirit than that of our Lord Jesus Christ. This has
meant that in the view of some persons and ecclesias we have appeared to be moving too slowly, or not at all; and some
have concluded that we have given ecclesial assent to bro. Lovelock’s thesis, and even to unscriptural ideas which are
thought by some to be involved in it. This is not the case.
As soon as we received the first letter expressing concern over the published notes, bro. Lovelock was approached by
three of the undersigned in a direct, brotherly manner, and the matters causing concern were discussed at considerable
length. The outcome of this meeting was the letter which bro. Lovelock wrote to the Christadelphian (April 1965)
expressing his unqualified adherence to certain articles of faith, his loyalty to which had been called in question.
This letter, however, did not allay all fears, and did not prevent the circulation of certain material and rumours; and we
have latterly been much pre-occupied and exercised by the situation that has resulted. Because we felt that the problem
had become a community matter as well as an ecclesial one, we gave our support to the proposal that a Commission of
Brethren should be chosen to look into this and other problems at present confronting the Brotherhood. But we would
assure all that are concerned about the situation that we are in any event continuing and shall continue, our efforts to
resolve the problem in a peaceful and constructive manner. We hope that this letter will be a positive help towards that
resolution, and to this end we ask the Brotherhood to accept the following assurances which are given without
reservation by every one of the undersigned:
(1) We believe in the total inspiration of Scripture and in all the doctrines defined in the Birmingham Amended
Statement of Faith, and will do all in our power to preserve the unity and peace of the Brotherhood on these
foundations.
(2) We share the concern of the Brotherhood as a whole in the present situation, and are mindful of our special
ecclesial responsibilities resulting from it.
(3) We are still giving this subject our earnest thought, and are willing to consider any soundly-based scriptural
objections to what appears in the “notes”. If, after the fullest consideration, we should become convinced of
anything unquestionably unscriptural in the content or the intended implications of bro. Lovelock’s notes, we
shall unhesitatingly repudiate it.
(4) Whilst bro. Lovelock has always been willing, and continues to be willing, to explain and clarify the views
(confessedly tentative) expressed in his notes, he has never had any desire or intention of propagating them in
a dogmatic or contentious manner; and he is intensely distressed that an enterprise which was undertaken out
of a desire to help faith should in any way have disturbed the faith of some.
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It is our earnest prayer that patient consideration and wise counsels may prevail over precipitate action, whose effects
might seriously cripple, if not in the end destroy, the community in which we have all received so many blessings from
the Lord. To this end, therefore, we re-affirm our support for the suggested Commission, whilst continuing to do all in
our power to relieve the existing tension. We trust that as a united community we may soon be able to direct all our
energies once more to the positive things of our faith and fellowship.
The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be upon us all.
Sincerely your brethren in him, the Arranging Brethren of the Watford Ecclesia.
MAURICE CLARK
CYRIL COOPER
DAVID DEAN

PETER EGERTON
WALTER JOHNSON
RALPH LOVELOCK

GEORGE SALISBURY
NEVILLE SMART
HARRY TENNANT

Watford Ecclesia, The Christadelphian, vol. 103, June 1966, pp. 276-277
AN INTERIM STATEMENT
In The Christadelphian of October, 1965, the Arranging Brethren of the Watford Ecclesia made a statement in which they
sought to reassure the community concerning their attitude to the issues and anxieties raised by bro. Ralph Lovelock’s
notes on “The Origin of Man”. In the course of this statement a promise was given that we should continue our earnest
investigations with a view to resolving the problems before us in a peaceful and constructive manner.
We are deeply grateful for the spirit in which the brotherhood at large has received our statement and for the Christian
patience it has been prepared to show during this further period of enquiry. We have well understood also the feelings
of some ecclesias and individuals who have written or spoken to us in a Christ-like manner of their anxieties in regard to
the matters we are concerned with: we have been very ready to assure them of our continuing preoccupation with these
things. In some other quarters, however, a very different attitude has been manifested: from these have come
suggestions that the October statement was a challenge to the community, that the Watford Ecclesia is doing nothing
about the present situation, that it is dangerously “liberal” in attitude, and even that it is deliberately evading the issue
and “dragging its feet” in the hope that the present tensions will die down without its having to commit itself in any way.
These suggestions emanate from a very few sources, but some of them have been given considerable publicity, and in
view of the harmful effects they might have among those who are already worried by the problems currently affecting
the brotherhood, we have thought it wise to make this interim statement on the situation at Watford.
We have, in fact, since the time of our last statement, been continuing most earnestly our examination of the notes and
of the issues arising from them. We have spent much time in seeking to determine the precise nature of bro. Lovelock’s
views as expressed in the notes; and we have become aware of certain important implications lying behind them which
we have felt it necessary to examine closely. This examination is still proceeding, and although we hope it may soon be
concluded it cannot be hurried if we are to discharge faithfully our obligations in Christ to both bro. Lovelock and the
community. We have had many meetings together, including long discussions with bro. Lovelock; and much has also been
done through written correspondence. It is unlikely that any beyond ourselves can ever know the full story of our earnest
efforts to resolve the problems with which we are faced: the constant preoccupation of many months, the long hours of
meditation and discussion, the intensity of thought and prayer, the heart-searchings we have known. All this we willingly
do in the hope of arriving at last at a solution in which Christian truth and Christian love shall be reconciled; but we feel
that our hands would be strengthened, our hearts lifted, and our way made clearer before us if we could know that in
this hour of our need the prayers of the whole community were lifted to God on our behalf, on whom seems to have
fallen for the moment the care of many churches.
May the grace of our God be upon us all.
Your brethren in love, (Arranging Brethren).
MAURICE CLARK
DAVID DEAN
GEORGE DRIVER

PETER EGERTON
WALTER JOHNSON
NEVILLE SMART

HARRY TENNANT
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B. Withdrawal Statement in December 1966
The Christadelphian, vol. 103, December 1966, pp. 543-547

STATEMENT FROM THE WATFORD ECCLESIA
The time has now come when we are able to make known our findings in connection with brother Ralph Lovelock’s Notes
on “The Origin of Man”. It will be recalled that the Notes arose from a series of addresses delivered to the Central London
Bible Class in the autumn of 1964. None of the Watford arranging brethren attended the full series of talks; the subject
matter has not been expounded in our own ecclesia, and little knowledge of it was apparent in our midst for some time.
It was not until the Notes and reports on them began to gain currency throughout the country and the world that
controversy began to arise. This reached such proportions, and enquiries from other ecclesias addressed to our recording
brother manifested so much concern, that we were constrained to give the subject our very close consideration.
Throughout this consideration we have endeavoured to follow the following principles:
1. We have strongly deplored the extremists in various ecclesias whose words and behaviour have been
schismatic rather than Christian.
2. We have examined the matter purely from the point of view of its scriptural implications and in relation to
our common basis of faith.
3. We have sought to reach conclusions in the spirit of the Lord Jesus Christ and not on the grounds of
expediency or in deference to the more vociferous elements of our community, of whatever colour their views.
This has not been easy to do and we freely admit that there have been times when our own inadequacies have made us
despair of accomplishing our task. Wherein we have fallen short we trust brethren and sisters will accept our assurance
that it has not been due to lack of desire or of effort.
We began our examination by reading the Notes and then discussing them among ourselves. From this there emerged
certain points which we took up in discussion and correspondence with brother Ralph. It took some time for us to
ascertain precisely what was involved: we were new to the subject, whilst Ralph had been immersed in it for many years.
After some time we agreed that we had reached a clear understanding of our respective positions. Brother Lovelock’s
views stem from his study of the subject of salvation and atonement, and from his wide reading of scientific writings
concerning the origin of man and of other works on the relation of science to Scripture. We are satisfied that Ralph’s
position has been conscientiously reached and is sincerely held. His reading has made him aware of a number of scientific
problems and he knew that some brethren and sisters, particularly younger ones whose training and occupation brought
them into contact with this field of knowledge, were troubled in trying to seek a reconciliation of science with Scripture.
We wish to make it perfectly clear that we are not closing our eyes to the problems that confront us when the theories
of modern scholarship are compared with the understanding and interpretation of the early chapters of Genesis
commonly accepted among us, although we would emphasize that there is by no means complete agreement among
scientists themselves concerning the ideas they advance, and a so-called fact of one generation may sometimes become
merely the fancy of the next.
At the same time, we are strongly of the opinion that the problems that undoubtedly exist should be frankly admitted by
us as a community, for we do naught but dishonour to the word of God by pretending that these problems are not there.
Our Brotherhood bears a responsibility to those in search of Scripture truth, and especially to those of tender years, to
turn its attention to the solving of these difficulties in an atmosphere of calm, sincere, conscientious study, unhindered
by the rumours, mistrust, suspicion and hasty judgments that have been all too prevalent among us in recent times.
Ralph had reached conclusions which were satisfactory to him and proved helpful to others who heard them. Very broadly
these views are based on the following thesis:
That a race of man-like creatures existed prior to the coming of Adam. These creatures were man-like in everything except
that they had no knowledge of God, and consequently no relationship with Him. Adam was formed, in a way not described,
from these creatures and became representative of them. God gave Adam special qualities (powers of leadership and
longevity) and a revelation. Adam sinned and was expelled from the garden to die. He made known his way of life to the
surrounding man-like creatures and they thereby became men. Adam’s descendants and the man-like creatures were
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able to intermarry, and from these sources the world was populated (that is, through Adam’s direct descendants, through
the direct descendants of the man-like creatures, and through intermarriage between the two).
Ralph has made it plain that these views are conjectural, but he is satisfied that they are the best explanation known to
him of all the facts in his possession.
Obviously, this new way of looking at the origin of man involves a re-interpretation of certain parts of Scripture (for
example, of Genesis, chapter 1–3; Romans, chapters 5–7; Acts, chapter 17; and 1 Corinthians, chapter 15), and a fresh
look at the view generally held among us concerning the origin of all men in Adam and the origin of sin and death in him.
The examination of this approach and its further implications has unremittingly engaged our attention for some
considerable time. Every effort has been made to bring the two views together, but we have been forced in the end to
recognize our failure to do this.
As one approach to the solution of the problem, we proposed to brother Ralph:
a. That we would make known to the community the problems which he saw as between science and the
Scriptures, and ask for the help of competent brethren in resolving them:
b. That he should abandon the relationship he had conjectured between Adam and the man-like creatures, and
thereby the application and interpretation of Scripture involved in it.
A small group of us in conjunction with Ralph spent some time examining in detail these proposals and their implications.
We found no way of making them work: Ralph felt unable to abandon the conjectures, which are the best way in which
his mind is satisfied at the present time. This was disappointing to the arranging brethren who felt, and still feel, that
something along these lines would provide the solution best fitted to help with the scientific problems whilst preserving
harmony amongst brethren. We well understood that Ralph could not be expected to say he did not believe what, in fact,
he did believe; on the other hand the arranging brethren were equally unable in conscience to find Ralph’s explanations
acceptable to them.
It must be understood that it has not been our intention during our discussions to wipe the whole slate, as it were, clear
of problems. We conceived it to be our task to address ourselves to one particular problem, namely, to decide whether
the views advanced by our brother could be reconciled with Scripture teaching concerning Man, his nature and his
redemption, with especial reference to the teaching of the Apostle Paul upon these subjects. With that aim before us,
we submitted to Ralph, near the end of our discussions, a proposed Joint Statement which we felt to be the only suitable
basis on which we could continue to work and worship together. This Ralph was able to accept only in part. This statement
follows as an appendix to the main statement.
We then proceeded to consider the next step, and this was by far the most difficult question to decide. Simply put, the
courses open to us were these:
1. To do nothing apart from reporting to our ecclesia.
2. To do nothing apart from reporting to the ecclesia and the brotherhood.
3. To declare that we did not accept Ralph’s views, but that we did not regard them as involving fellowship.
4. To declare that we did not accept the views and that failing some significant modification in them we must,
with the utmost reluctance and grief of heart, withdraw our fellowship from Ralph.
We could not in conscience take courses (1) and (2) because we had promised to make recommendations to the ecclesia,
and because we had promised through The Christadelphian to give a clear answer to the Brotherhood on the question of
whether or not we found Ralph’s Notes compatible with Scripture. We were therefore constrained to consider very
seriously the third course: whether we could express disagreement with Ralph’s views but still continue in fellowship
with him.
In arriving at our decision on this issue we had to determine whether the two views:
a. were in fact two possible interpretations of Scripture;
b. could live together among us to the benefit and edification of our body and consistently with the truth as it
is in Jesus so far as we are able to understand it.

By One Man – Supplementary Material

Appendix 2: Watford Ecclesia Statements

P a g e | 471

In answer to the question, “Are the two views possible alternative interpretations of Scripture?” we recognized that, in
theory, it is possible to make the words of Scripture mean what Ralph’s theory requires them to mean, although in our
view not without considerable strain of the verses immediately concerned, and with destructive implications for our
attitude to Bible teaching in general. Ralph’s interpretation produces a basically different picture of the position of man
in relation to his sinful state and the redemption offered him through the atoning work of Christ. We believe that the
Genesis record and the New Testament comment upon it in Romans 5:12, “As by one man sin entered into the world,
and death by sin”, and 1 Corinthians 15:22, “As in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive”, teach our descent
from one man. The genealogy of Christ in Luke 3 goes back to Adam in the same way that the Genesis record leads
outward from him. Ralph cannot accept that all men have their origin in Adam, whilst we feel unable to set our belief on
one side, or to say that it does not matter whether we believe it or not. This would be the implication for us were we to
accept Ralph’s views.
The theory concerning the relationship between Adam and the antecedent and concurrent homo sapiens race requires
that our need of redemption from sin is irrespective of our descent from Adam, an idea which is irreconcilable with our
understanding of Scripture.
Ralph’s reply to these objections is that our ideas are limited to a “nineteenth century theology”. Maybe so, but the
question must surely be asked, should we be expected to jettison the clearly expressed teaching of Paul, which lies at the
very basis of our faith, merely in order to accommodate the ideas put forward concerning the race of man-like beasts or
beast-like men about whom Scripture is absolutely silent?
The arranging brethren were unanimous in their agreement that they could not accept this position; and this decision
largely controlled their answer to the second question that they have had to ask themselves: “Could the two views live
together among us to the edification and well-being of the community?”
In coming to a decision upon this question we have looked first at the effect of Ralph’s views upon ourselves, and then
at their likely effect upon our brethren and sisters. We must record that the months in which we have applied ourselves
to the consideration of Ralph’s Notes have been spiritually barren for all of us, and we would not wish others to be forced
through the same experiences. One or two of us who have followed out the consideration of Ralph’s views with deep
personal involvement have experienced all the threats of agnosticism and destruction of faith which have made us certain
that the two views cannot exist side by side in our own minds. In particular we have felt that to accept the kind of
approach to Scriptural interpretation that is involved in Ralph’s exposition would be to leave ourselves at the mercy of
any other passing wind of doctrine that drew its sanction from a theoretically possible but otherwise unnatural meaning
imposed upon a passage of Scripture.
We could not, therefore, accept the suggestion that both Ralph’s views and the views of our community might be able
to live together without destroying the distinctive character of the latter. We are satisfied that the end of such a course
would be the end of us as a community, because nothing could prevent a drift to the churches around us, or, for some, a
drift to agnosticism. We could, therefore, only recommend to the ecclesia that brother Lovelock’s views, as outlined
above, be rejected as contrary to our common faith and understanding, and as ultimately destructive of the well-being
of the Brotherhood in true faith and fellowship.
Having reached this decision we were led to contemplate the fourth course of action referred to above, namely to
recommend to the ecclesia that, failing some significant modification in Ralph’s views, we reluctantly and sorrowfully
withdraw our fellowship from him. We shrank from this consideration because the spirit of our communion together and
our very real personal links with Ralph were deeply involved. We were aware, however, that over recent months, from
one cause and another, our fellowship with Ralph had suffered considerable interruption and strain. Clearly this situation
could not continue without producing a serious decline in our spiritual growth and common bonds. In our desperate
anxiety to repair the breach we have even considered that Ralph might be asked to remain amongst us but not to be an
active member in public duties. This, however, was an untenable solution: it denied to Ralph the freedom to express what
he believed to be true, and for us it nullified the principles stated in the Appendix. To our great grief, we were forced to
face the fact that brother Lovelock’s approach to, and understanding of Scripture on these important subjects were not
in accord with those commonly and traditionally held amongst us.
We think that a careful reading of this report will suggest that throughout our discussions, every opportunity has been
offered to Ralph to retract from the position originally occupied by him at the time of the publication of his Notes. But
only those few brethren who have, during the past twelve months, devoted many hours each week to the solving of this
problem can have any conception of the continual heart-searching efforts that have been exerted in the hope that some
satisfactory outcome might emerge. Time after time we appealed to Ralph to modify his views, and in a final effort to
break the deadlock, we put to him the question, “Is your conjectural understanding of the origin of man a worthwhile
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exchange for the unhappiness apparent in your immediate brethren and the strain produced in your fellowship with
them?” Ralph’s reply was that the fault lay in our inability to receive new and improved ideas.
We could not therefore see any way in which this unsatisfactory and fruitless position could be resolved except it be by
our going our separate ways before God, deeply as such a conclusion moved and distressed us.
After earnest prayer and much heart-searching, the arranging brethren were therefore driven reluctantly but
unanimously to recommend that our ecclesia withdraw fellowship from brother Ralph Lovelock.
Your brethren by grace in the bonds of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ,
MAURICE CLARK
CYRIL COOPER
DAVID DEAN

GEORGE DRIVER
PETER EGERTON
WALTER JOHNSON

NEVILLE SMART
HARRY TENNANT

APPENDIX
STATEMENT FOR JOINT AGREEMENT BY ALL ARRANGING BRETHREN
1.

We believe that Adam was the physical progenitor of the whole race with whom God’s redemptive purpose is
concerned.

2.

Whilst we do not claim to know in literal detail either the time taken or the methods used by God in creating Adam,
we believe that Adam came into being as the purposed result of God’s creative activity, and that he was distinct in
kind from the animal world, the fishes, the birds, and the beasts of the field, this distinctiveness of kind being
indicated by the scriptural record that “God created man in His own image”. We understand this to involve that
man, unlike the animals, was endowed with moral and intellectual faculties enabling him to receive and respond to
divine revelation.

3.

We believe that, possessed of this moral and intellectual capacity, in the beginning Adam was placed in Eden under
a law, disobedience to which would bring death into his experience; that he disobeyed this law and was in
consequence condemned to die; and that he was expelled from the Garden of Eden, henceforth to experience
sorrow, hardship and pain.

4.

We believe that the disastrous consequences of Adam’s transgression were not restricted to himself, but affected
all his descendants, so that:
a. the death which Adam came to know became the natural lot of all his descendants;
b. We inherit from Adam our own predisposition to sin—a predisposition which is transmitted to us from Adam
the sinner as a “law” bound to our physical bodies from which, with Paul, we cry for deliverance; and
c. We die, therefore, because we inherit Adam’s sin-stricken and dying nature, and we confirm death as our
proper individual due by each yielding to the sinful impulses transmitted from Adam to all his descendants.

5.

We believe that we can be delivered from this situation and reconciled to God only through the saving activity of
God Himself through His son Jesus Christ; and that Jesus opened the way to this deliverance:
a. by sharing the nature which we all inherit from Adam (including its predisposition to sin and its mortality);
b. by resisting unto death the power of sin in that nature; and
c. by offering his body upon the Cross once for all as a propitiation for the sins of all men.

6.

After the fullest consideration, we find ourselves unable to reconcile with these beliefs a theory which involves that
Adam and his descendants preached the revealed God to a race of man-like creatures who were not men, but
became men on contact with the revelation, were able to inter-marry with Adam’s descendants, and together with
Adam’s descendants, became the forerunners of the human race as we know it. We have to reject this theory
because:
a. it presents a fundamentally different view of man, and of the human situation before God, from that outlined
in paragraphs (1) to (5) above; and
b. it is not taught in Scripture and can only be accommodated to Scripture teaching by interpretations likely to
undermine foundation truths of our faith.
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Intelligence, The Christadelphian, vol. 103, December 1966, p. 569
WATFORD. — Christadelphian Hall, Langley Rd., Nr. Watford Junction. 11, 6.30; Supp. Memorial Service, 1st Sunday,
4.30.—With the deepest possible regret we have to announce that we have withdrawn fellowship from bro. Ralph
Lovelock, for reasons which are fully set out in other pages in this issue. We look back upon several years during which
we have benefited from bro. Ralph’s ministrations and his ever-willing help and co-operation in every section of our
ecclesial activities, for which we are deeply and sincerely grateful. It gives us all the greater sorrow that bro. Lovelock’s
undoubted gifts and many diverse qualities are to be denied us. Bro. Andrew Twelves and sis. Anne Warrington were
married on Oct. 8, and have transferred their membership from Reading to this ecclesia. We trust they will find happiness
among us, as well as a fruitful field for their labours.—CYRIL COOPER.

C. Supplementary Statement in February 1967
The Christadelphian, vol. 104, February 1967, pp. 83–85
WATFORD ECCLESIA
A SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT
When the Arranging Brethren of the Watford Ecclesia published their Statement in the December Christadelphian they
were hopeful that no further public communication would be necessary. Nor have they any intention of using the pages
of this magazine for recurrent comment on reactions to their Statement. They feel, however, that the contents of two
articles in the current issue of the Endeavour magazine are so misleading as to be likely to cause some bewilderment and
distress of mind to many who read them and who are anxious to arrive at a just appraisal of the situation. They would
therefore, though with considerable reluctance, make the following observations on the articles concerned.
Of the two, the more painful for us to read was Bro. Lovelock’s account of proceedings at Watford since the beginning of
our discussions with him. Throughout these discussions and in our public pronouncements on them both to our ecclesia
and to the community we have done our utmost to be scrupulously fair to bro. Lovelock, and have gone to extreme
lengths to prevent the discussions from being marred by personal issues: when we have been distressed at times by bro.
Lovelock’s attitude or by the tone of his correspondence with us we have steadfastly refused to allow such things to affect
our judgment of the actual issues before us; when, on the other hand, we have at any time sensed that bro. Lovelock was
in the least aggrieved by anything he saw, or fancied he saw, in our attitude to him we have, in the spirit of Matthew 18,
used all our resources of humility and brotherly love to reassure him concerning our motives and intentions. It was at all
times our earnest hope that our discussions might bring us all to an agreed position which would allow bro. Lovelock to
remain with us as an active member of the community.
It is, therefore, very distressing for us to read, in bro. Lovelock’s letter to the Endeavour magazine, an account of the
course of our discussions which must give many the impression that we were intent from the start on finding some means
of disfellowshipping him, and that our conduct of the discussions was unfair, shifting, and dishonest. Bro. Lovelock’s letter
contains no fewer than ten significant misrepresentations of the issues between us, of our conduct in regard to them,
and of the course of events through which they were finally resolved. It would be a lengthy and distasteful procedure to
have to deal with every one of these in detail, and we hope brethren and sisters will be prepared to accept our united
assurance that in all our dealings with bro. Lovelock we have sought to act in honesty and in love; that we have always
been willing to discuss with him any aspect of the situation which he might choose to raise; that at no time have any of
us attributed to him views which he does not in fact hold; and that we have not intended to add to the B.A.S.F. — only
to clarify its commonly accepted meaning in places where we found bro. Lovelock giving assent to the same words as
ourselves whilst meaning something significantly different. (Bro. Lovelock seemed at the time as anxious as we that any
agreement between us should be one of real meaning and not of words only.) We would only add two points of detail,
as examples of one kind of misrepresentation that occurs in bro. Lovelock’s letter. First, none of us has said that bro.
Lovelock has “no qualifications in science”—only that he has no specialist qualification in those branches of science which
are the subject of his notes, and that some who are specialists in such studies are by no means in agreement with his
thesis. And secondly, none of us has said that bro. Lovelock “would shortly be denying that Jesus was the Son of God”:
the point made at our ecclesial meeting (and that by no means “immediately before the vote was taken”) was that the
method of scriptural argumentation and interpretation used by bro. Lovelock to support his thesis was one which, if
allowed, could be used by others to undermine such basic doctrines as the necessity for responsible adult baptism by
immersion, the Sonship of Jesus, and even ultimately the physical resurrection of Jesus from the dead; and this indeed
we all believe to be the case.
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We turn now to the article headed “The Watford Statement”. This article is unsigned, and we must take it therefore to
be the work of a member of the magazine’s editorial committee, and to be an expression of editorial views.
For an article which apparently seeks to serve the cause of true science and which seems to be urging us to an impartial
examination of “scientific knowledge” and its implications we find it strangely partial and unscientific in content: with all
respect to its author we cannot but deplore its unfair use of words and phrases taken from our Statement out of context,
its question-begging argumentation, and its emotionally prejudiced use of language. Thus our comment that we were
“new to the subject” (where in the context the subject is clearly bro. Lovelock’s own particular thesis) is interpreted as
indicating our general ignorance of the “scientific knowledge” which is said to be “vital to our ability to grapple with the
problems of the twentieth century”. (Most of us have been aware since childhood, and very keenly aware at some stages
of our spiritual growth, of the problems posed by “scientific knowledge”—and have been grappling for a long time with
problems appreciably more fundamental to faith than these.)
Again, our withdrawal of fellowship from bro. Lovelock is described as an act of “expedient disfellowship”. Nothing could
be further from the truth: we can all testify before God that no consideration of expediency was ever allowed to divert
us from our fixed resolve to pursue the issues before us on their own merits and with all the humanity we could bring to
the task; and it is hard to see how an impartial reading of our Statement could suggest that expediency played any part
in our decision. We find it difficult to imagine a more unwarranted and insidious suggestion than this.
Yet again, we find our months of patient examination and discussion of the very serious issues raised by bro. Lovelock’s
views labelled with the emotionally-loaded word “inquisition” — which again is grossly unfair to both our intentions and
our procedure.
It is distressing to find an article which purports to be a serious review of our Statement littered with unfair and
irresponsible distortions of this kind, and we do not propose to examine any more: they give us little grounds for faith in
the writer’s ability to analyse this or any other case with an impartial regard for truth and with Christian humility. We
have, however, one or two further points to make.
One arises from the writer’s statement that bro. Lovelock’s view “is acknowledged to be ‘conjectural’”. It is of course
made abundantly plain in our Statement that the crucial link which bro. Lovelock makes between Adamic man and homo
sapiens is a conjecture. It ought perhaps to be known that bro. Lovelock nevertheless regards our own theological position
as “untenable” in the light of “continually mounting evidence from many (extra-biblical) sources”. But in any event the
mere fact that a view is conjectural is not in itself a reason for finally tolerating it: it all depends on what it is conjectural
about. If, for example, one of our brethren came forward with a conjectural view the implications of which were that
Christian baptism does not necessitate total immersion, and after months of discussion maintained the right to continue
holding and expounding this view as a conjecture, we should have no alternative in the end but to withdraw from him:
no community can enjoy any sort of meaningful fellowship with those who deny the truths which give it its distinctive
existence. We believe that the implications of bro. Lovelock’s conjecture fall into this kind of category.
A further point we would make concerns the writer’s charge that the arranging brethren at Watford are lacking in
maturity and not to be trusted in their judgment because they confess to experiencing “all the threats of agnosticism and
destruction of faith” in the course of their examination of bro. Lovelock’s views, and because (he alleges) “they have not
thought their way through the subject”. The paragraph in which this charge is contained is a particularly unworthy
compound of muddled thinking, arbitrary (and unjustified) assumption, and misapplied quotations from our Statement,
and we have no desire to elaborate upon its errors of fact and logic. We would only assure our brethren and sisters that
we spent countless hours thinking our way through the total implications of bro. Lovelock’s views; and that it was not out
of fear (as the writer suggests) but through the processes of reasoned thought that we ultimately came to the conclusion
that these views and the kind of argumentation by which they were supported were ultimately destructive of significant
faith and conducive to either a very vapid Christianity or eventual agnosticism. From the evidence of the article under
review, and from what appears to be the drift of the leading editorial article in the same issue, we fear that those who
guide the policies of the Endeavour magazine are themselves in no little danger of losing sight of the things we
distinctively stand for as a community and of eventually becoming lost in a kind of generalized Christianity which lacks
the positive vitality and robustness of true fellowship in the Lord Jesus Christ.
May we conclude by saying that we should deplore as much as the writer of the article before us any tendency in our
community for our action to be “seen as a precedent for any group of prejudiced brethren (with no clear idea of the
issues) to cast out of the church” those who seek in a properly Christian spirit to solve the problems that have disturbed
our community. The whole course of our discussions has underlined the necessity for us as a community to have very
great humility before the whole of God’s revelation in view of its variety and range from Genesis to Revelation, lest we
impose on any one part of it aims which it may not have had. At the same time we believe that a humble recognition of
the problems that exist and an honest endeavour to resolve them will only serve their intended purpose if they are
associated with a lively awareness of the positive truths we stand for as a community and which are the foundation and
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inspiration of the fellowship we share with one another in Christ Jesus. The best hope for our community lies in the
renewal and deepening of this awareness among us and in our vigorous communication of it to the world about us.
It is not our intention to comment on any future reactions either to our original Statement or to this supplementary one.
We hope we have said sufficient to reassure our brethren and sisters as to our honest endeavour, informed judgment
and good faith in the sad and heart-searching task which it has fallen to our lot to discharge.
Your brethren by grace in the love and fellowship of our Lord Jesus Christ,
MAURICE CLARK
CYRIL COOPER
DAVID DEAN

GEORGE DRIVER
PETER EGERTON
WALTER JOHNSON

NEVILLE SMART
HARRY TENNANT
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Appendix 3: The Christadelphian Magazine Regarding Bro Lovelock
A. The Christadelphian Magazine Committee in 1965
Christadelphian Magazine Committee, A Time To Speak, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, May 1965, pp.
220-221
A UNANIMOUS STATEMENT FROM THE CHRISTADELPHIAN MAGAZINE COMMITTEE
Evidence has been growing for some time that the Brotherhood is disturbed and perplexed by differences of opinion
which have emerged on problems of Scripture interpretation, particularly in the early chapters of Genesis. Signs of schism
have appeared in some quarters.
Views now being openly ventilated have not hitherto been freely discussed among us. No one would wish a state of
affairs to persist in which sincerely held opinions were discussed only in private for fear of consequences. A body which
lives by censorship of every questioning voice will not exist long as a living force. Equally no one would wish views
fundamentally at variance with our position to be propagated without regard to proper loyalties.
It would be easy to enumerate examples of Scriptural interpretation where considerable differences of opinion exist, and
upon which, if sectional views were pressed, the brotherhood could divide, though the great majority might feel that the
differences were not such as to warrant ecclesial action.
What principles should guide us in these difficult times?
(1) We should remember that doctrine and life are indivisible. Christlike doctrine demands Christlike behaviour.
Offence and division spring from a breakdown in Christlikeness in one or both of its parts.
(2) We should know that as members of the Christadelphian body none of us has license to advocate views which
are contrary to the Statement of Faith.
(3) In the sphere of doctrinal belief we should require no more of any brother than the Statement of Faith itself
requires.
(4) We should assume each other’s honesty. If a brother gives assurances that he accepts the Birmingham Amended
Statement of Faith or its equivalent we should believe him. Where difficulties arise, the Brotherhood should
follow the courses clearly laid down in paragraphs 32 and 35–43 of the Ecclesial Guide.
Acceptance in the love of Christ of these principles should ensure that brethren on the one hand do not unwarrantably
conduct inquisitions and, on the other hand, that they do not presume on the tolerance of the Body. Disregard of these
principles could lead to strife and division.
For all these reasons we are pledged to discuss in these pages the problems which at present concern the Brotherhood.
A beginning has already been made in the articles of brethren A. D. Norris and F. T. Pearce, and other articles are to follow.
Meanwhile we again urge a counsel of patience. Premature action, if indulged in by individual brethren, or ecclesias, or
groups of ecclesias, could easily result in compelling brethren and sisters uninformed on questions which are at issue, to
take decisions of far-reaching and perhaps disastrous consequences.
Let us not imagine that conviction is always synonymous with truth, or zeal with righteousness. Neither tolerance nor
intolerance necessarily arises from right views rightly held. Let us all acknowledge our human limitations when
confronted with the majestic works of God. Let us face our problems with maturity and firmness, heeding the exhortation,
“In malice be ye children, but in understanding men.”
For previous references in The Christadelphian to the matters covered by the above statement, we refer our readers to
the September 1964 Christadelphian (page 414) and also the October 1964 issue (page 463). Meetings which had taken
place between appointed members of the Committee and arranging brethren of the Shirley ecclesia and also with
brethren representing the Endeavour Committee, were referred to in these issues. The hope was therein expressed that
these meetings would bear fruit in due course in helping to resolve present problems. Arising out of the meeting with
the Endeavour representatives, a statement that they wished it to be known that they hold all the fundamentals of the
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faith which form the basis of fellowship of our community was received from their Committee and published in the
Christadelphian for November 1964 (page 509). On the same page a letter from the recording brother of the Shirley
ecclesia also appeared with a brief editorial comment.
In seeking these interviews, the Committee of the Publishing Association were endeavouring to put into practice the
principles set out in the above unanimous statement. They will endeavour always to maintain these principles in the
belief that only by so doing will the brotherhood be protected from the consequences of ill-advised action. They believe
also that a very large majority in the brotherhood support and will continue to support them in the pursuit of this policy.
74 Brethren, Present Anxieties, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, June 1965, pp. 268-269
Dear bro. Sargent,
The undermentioned brethren, having seriously considered the present situation in the Brotherhood, would be grateful
if you would allow space for the following statement to which they all subscribe. They write in a purely personal capacity,
their aim being to assist in the consolidation of our community in the things of the Truth.
1.

We wish to give our wholehearted support to the appeal made by the Magazine Committee in the May
Christadelphian for charity and moderation to be exercised when points of dispute arise in the Brotherhood. We
feel that brethren in Christ should be able to discuss, in patience and love, interpretations of the Scriptures which,
being loyal to our position, may yet be unfamiliar to us, in the sincere desire that our understanding of the Word
of God may grow.

2.

For our part we wish to affirm our undeviating support for a vigilant maintenance of our belief in the entire
inspiration of the Holy Scriptures, and our loyalty to the doctrinal basis of the Christadelphian Community. We
recognize that, where views are maintained which are contrary to these foundations, it becomes the duty of
ecclesias to exercise discipline, lest our heritage should be lost.

3.

Nevertheless, we regard division in the Body of Christ as an evil to be avoided by every proper means possible,
and we do not believe that wholesale division is a suitable method of maintaining the purity of the Faith. Even
when the issues are clear cut in the minds of the active contestants, they are seldom so to those others who are
called upon to make decisions. Innocent people suffer through no fault of their own, the name of the Truth is
brought into ill-repute, and like-minded brethren and sisters find themselves driven against their will into opposite
camps. It is our view that ecclesias themselves should exercise whatever discipline may be needed, and that in all
normal circumstances others should accept loyally the decisions reached, dealing with any differences which arise
in the manner set out in the Ecclesial Guide.

4.

At the same time, we recognize that inter-ecclesial communication at times of difficulty presents a special
problem, and we feel that thought should be given to the development of an acceptable method of consultation
which makes it possible for ecclesias to work together without losing their independence. We hope that
discussions at present going on may lead to some constructive suggestions to this end.

In the meanwhile we would specially appeal to each brother and sister to give earnest, personal priority to the Word of
God, that our faith may be robust to withstand error, and gentle to correct and instruct us all in righteousness,
remembering that “the fruit of righteousness is sown in peace of them that make peace”.
Sincerely your brethren,
BERT ALLSOPP
N. E. ARNOLD
A. F. ASHTON
H. ATKINS
J. A. BALCHIN
T. J. BARLING
W. F. BARLING
C. E. BENNETT
C. H. BLAGBURN
K. G. BLAKE
M. F. BRAKE
J. G. BUCKLER
C. T. BUTLER
JAMES CARTER
C. CLAMP

A. CLIFTON
B. T. CLINKARD
P. B. CLOUGH
C. COOPER
L. F. COX
H. P. CHRISTMAS
JEREMY CRADDOCK
J. H. CREDGINGTON
G. DAVIES
L. E. DAWES
ROBERT DAWES
H. D. DEARDEN
J. M. W. DRAKES
G. T. FRYER
G. GORE

G. D. GILLETT
W. W. GILLINGHAM
H. K. HALLAM
P. G. HANDLEY
A. HAYWARD
R. H. W. HEATH
V. G. HOLDERNESS
HUGH HOOD
A. F. JANNAWAY
P. KINGSTON
A. MACPHERSON
C. MASON
A. L. MILLER
C. MITCHARD
F. E. MITCHELL

C. MORGAN
A. H. NICHOLLS
A. D. NORRIS
J. B. NORRIS
H. OSBORN
D. D. PALMER
F. T. PEARCE
W. H. PHIPPS
T. PRITCHARD
MELVA PURKIS
THEO PURKIS
D. G. PURKIS
A. C. RAINEY
P. W. REYNOLDS
N. RICHARDS

L. W. RICHARDSON
A. V. ROWLANDS
F. D. SOFFE
E. G. SPEAKMAN
A. W. TAUNTON
H. TENNANT
H. H. THOMPSON
E. H. THORNELOE
G. T. THORP
H. A. TWELVES
A. E. WALKER
P. WATKINS
S. G. WEBB
H. A. WHITTAKER
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B. Correspondence Between Bro Lovelock and Bro Sargent
Ralph Lovelock, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, April 1965, p. 177
Dear bro. Sargent,
My attention has been drawn to a number of statements which have been made concerning the Notes of the Caxton Hall
Lectures on Genesis, chapters 1–11. These statements appear to arise from a complete misunderstanding of the Notes;
and to allay possible fears of those who have seen the statements but not the Notes, may I please make the following
points:
a. It is not true that I reject Statements (4) and (5) of the B.A.S.F., but on the contrary I believe these two
statements to be a good summary of clear Bible teaching;
b. It is not true that I believe the Bible to contain error, nor that I have suggested that the Genesis account is not
historical.
Both these points are specifically stated in the Notes themselves. I hope that these assurances will reassure those readers
who did not attend the lectures where these matters were fully discussed and expanded.
Sincerely your brother,
Ralph Lovelock.

LG Sargent, The Origin of Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, August 1965, pp. 340-346
“It cannot be too strongly emphasized that only the content of the Bible is authoritative.” So says the writer of The Origin
of Man, the notes summarizing studies given to a London Bible Class in the autumn of 1964. All who know bro. R. T.
Lovelock will be convinced of his sincerity in so writing, of his devoutness, and of his genuine desire to provide help for
those who are troubled at the relation between religion and modern science: the doubt must be whether he has
succeeded in his aim, or indeed, whether he has approached it in a way which could hope to succeed.
These notes have aroused keen and sometimes bitter and highly emotional controversy; and it is for that reason, and not
with any view to giving them further publicity, that they are here considered. I express a personal view, and shall therefore
write in the first person and over my own signature.
The words above are quoted from the prologue, in which the writer says he will “seek to ignore all the suppositions which
have built up in our own mind a detailed picture of earth’s earliest ages”, and endeavour to “return to the brief records
in Genesis to analyze exactly what they do state and necessitate”; and to place alongside the witness of the Word of God
“the facts of the new discoveries divorced from the theories built upon them by agnostics” in the belief that then “the
problems are seen to melt away . . .” The first doubt is how far “facts” can be divorced from theories even by those who
have scientific training (as bro. Lovelock has), and indeed what “facts” mean in a scientific sense. The doubt grows in
reading the book; and with it a doubt of the wisdom of offering at all what he admits is “a mere human structure . . .
(which) may well have to give way in its turn to align with further facts . . .”
Inspiration
Discussing inspiration, bro. Lovelock affirms his wholehearted acceptance of 2 Peter 1 : 20–21, but he argues from
variations in parallel passages in the Gospels and from the use of the Septuagint Version in the New Testament that “the
sense rather than the actual words is preserved by inspiration”, and that we “are not intended to erect an argument on
a word”. A good deal could be said on the instances he gives, but however these variations may be explained it must be
recalled that resting an argument on a word is precisely what Jesus and Paul do. Apart from the Lord’s use of Psalm 82:6
(“I have said, Ye are gods”), we may instance Paul’s characteristic way of building up an argument on the repetition of a
word from a quotation, as, for example, the word “hearing” (akoē), taken from Isaiah 53 : 1 (“report”), in Romans 10.
Indeed, any close expositional study of scripture is bound to turn on the precise words used, and the shades of meaning
conveyed by the choice of this rather than that alternative.
One would like to discuss the application of every quotation in this first chapter. Do we, for instance, interpret figuratively
“the sun shall be darkened” (Matt. 25 : 29) because “reason” tells us so or because the use of the heavens and earth in
Old Testament prophecy demands it?
The main function of the chapter, however, is to prepare for the mode of interpretation to follow: and the conclusion is
arrived at in three stages. (1) Micaiah’s satirical vision of the council in heaven is intended to teach, not that God sent
lying prophets, but only in the most general way that the prophets of Ahab were speaking lies which should lure him to
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ruin (but the close parallel with 2 Thess. 2 : 11–12 is missed); (2) by analogy with this, the colloquy with the Adversary in
the prologue to Job is a purely symbolic picture of a council in heaven (which I doubt); (3) that by further analogy with
Job the first eleven chapters of Genesis constitute a symbolic prologue based on historical fact. Summarized in that way
(which I believe to be not unfair), the conclusion built on a succession of analogies is breath-taking. It is supported by the
argument that the “world” which was destroyed by the Flood was so different from the “present heavens and earth”
which succeeded that we “must expect that these early records will have a strangeness and ‘other-worldness’ about
them, and will not be capable of yielding to a detailed analysis on the basis of present thought and customs”. This
argument is rather difficult to follow in the light of later contentions which limit the extent of the Flood and the
completeness of the destruction of human life. More important is the fact (with which bro. Lovelock will agree) that here
we have the foundation for all subsequent revelation of the saving hope of the Gospel: is the foundation so shadowy and
elusive, so difficult to distinguish between fact and symbol? It was after all meant for us as well as for them. That prophets
(as bro. Lovelock points out) reflect in their style their own personalities and circumstances cannot justify such a farreaching speculation.
Growth, Spiritual and Natural
The basis of the argument in the rest of the book is found in the second chapter, which leads up to a comparison between
spiritual growth and growth in nature, and argues from this that creation is a continuous process, a revelation of the
active Word of God going on from the beginning to the consummation of God’s purpose.
The argument rests, therefore, on an analogy from the spiritual back to the natural: and apart from the question whether
the process itself is legitimate, it must be asked whether there is a sound basis for the comparison in an accurate
description of spiritual life. The answer must be that it is partial and one-sided. Biological metaphors for the spiritual life
are many, and include birth and death. One passage quoted to illustrate growth (1 Peter 2 : 1) follows directly on one of
the most powerful descriptions of the new birth (1 Peter 1 : 22–25). Begettal is the beginning of a new life, and birth is
the coming into existence of a new individual; and in spiritual birth there is no biological continuity—it is an act of God.
But that which is called “birth” can also be called “death”: “For ye died, and your life is hid with Christ in God” (Col. 3 : 1,
R.V.). There is neither growth nor continuity in death: whatever decline leads up to it, when it comes it is abrupt and total.
But the new birth can also be called “resurrection”—“you hath he raised”—after the pattern of the resurrection of Christ
and by the “working of the strength of God’s might” (Eph. 1 : 19–20).
Such are the dangers of reasoning from analogy: like allegory, it can be illuminating where the basis of the comparison is
already accepted, but it is not logically admissible in seeking to establish a ground which remains to be proven. And where
the analogy rests on a metaphor it is insubstantial indeed.
Use of Scripture
Bro. Lovelock’s is a serious scripture study, and he brings to bear a wealth of quotation, but it seems as though almost
every passage is viewed in a mirror which reflects it with subtle distortion. In Eph. 4 : 13, for instance, the immediate
point is the building up of the infant church to maturity by the ministry of men with gifts of the spirit (gifts which we
would all agree were to be withdrawn when revelation was complete). The contrast which the Apostle draws is between
a developed church which is one in its Lord, and inchoate individuals who are like children each in a cockle-shell boat
blown about by “every wind of doctrine”. It is true that “the measure of the stature of the fulness of Christ” is an ideal
only to be fully reached in the coming age, but this does not justify an interpretation which would imply continuity of
growth into immortality (and if that is not what bro. Lovelock means, it is what he might easily be taken to mean). The
greatest fact of life in God is resurrection after the pattern of the greatest fact in history: and, even though Paul shows
that raising to life can only be understood in the light of a sowing in mortality, resurrection itself, the actual “standing up
again”, is clearly an interposition of Divine power at a point in time. On the third day the tomb was open and the rocky
couch forsaken: there was a point in time when it became useless to seek the living among the dead.
The Meaning of “To Create”
The chapter opens with a discussion on the Hebrew root translated “create” in which the prophets are quoted to show
that creation is viewed as a process, and this, it is argued, may be a guide to the meaning of the word in Genesis. To take
one instance, Isaiah 65 : 17–18: “For behold, I create new heavens and a new earth . . . I create Jerusalem a rejoicing, and
her people a joy.” This is quoted to show that this creation has been proceeding since the days of Abraham. Yet while the
purpose of God which is thus to be fulfilled has been at work in all ages, the event itself is to come cataclysmically with
the return of the Lord, and it will be so complete that “the former things shall not be remembered nor come into mind”.
John borrows these words of Isaiah when he sees “the holy city, new Jerusalem, coming down from God out of heaven,
prepared as a bride adorned for her husband”; and nothing could more vividly symbolize an act of intervention from
outside the earth in contrast to a process within it. It is of this that God proclaims: “Behold, I make all things new.” We
must not confuse the preparation for an event with the event itself.
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The fact is that the working of God combines both the slow and unseen process and the swift, dramatic intervention: it
is the latter which is the manner of God’s great, crucial acts, whether in the Flood, in the Exodus, at Sinai, in the
resurrection of Christ or in resurrection to come, and it is this aspect which bro. Lovelock underrates. That creation could
be of this kind is shown by the use of the word in Num. 16 : 30: “If the Lord make a new thing (Heb., create a creation),
and the earth open her mouth, and swallow them up . . .” With such a catastrophic use of the word in the mouth of Moses
himself, one almost feels as if the ground had opened and swallowed up this thesis (though not, pray Heaven, its author!).
The natural emphasis of the word bara is upon newness; it carries the implication of discontinuity rather than continuity;
and though this does not in itself tell us the manner in which God worked in creation, at least it does not favour the idea
of a continuous process.
That the works of creation were spread over vast periods of geological time we have no need to dispute, though the
summary of the evidence in the third chapter takes no account of the difficulties in the geological evidence even for the
succession of the strata, or of the inconsistency with which the age of rocks is determined by the fossils they contain and
the age of the fossils by the succession of the strata. What is disturbing is the acceptance almost without argument of
the supposition that species have developed from one another (the word “evolution” is avoided). One of the greatest
difficulties in the way of evolutionary theory is smoothly passed over in the following sentences: “Many millions of years
pass with only continuous minor variations within the existing species, and then, suddenly, a burst of entirely new forms
will appear and, after a period of establishment, begin their long period of variation within the species. So definite is this
record that it has given rise to the term ‘explosive evolution’ in the standard textbooks.” This is nothing less than an
admission that the attempt to trace the origin of species is met with a succession of gaps, and in the “standard textbooks”
the gaps are filled with words—a proceeding logically no better than and spiritually inferior to that charged against
Christians of filling gaps with God. There is no evidence that any such “explosion” occurred, nor has it been established
how it could occur, since the vast majority of mutations are degenerative and even lethal.
It was in reference to this that Professor W. R. Thompson, F.R.S., wrote in the preface to the 1956 edition of The Origin
of Species, that Darwin “was not able to produce palaeontological evidence sufficient to prove his views, but that the
evidence he did produce was adverse to them; and I may note that the position is not noticeably different today. The
modern Darwinian palaeontologists are obliged, just like their predecessors and like Darwin, to water down the facts with
subsidiary hypotheses which, however plausible, are in the nature of things unverifiable.” Later he says: “To establish the
continuity required by theory, historical arguments are invoked, even though historical evidence is lacking. Thus are
engendered those fragile towers of hypotheses based on hypotheses, where fact and fiction intermingle inextricable
confusion.” I can only deplore that an esteemed brother should offer with such assurance what an eminent biologist
could describe as “fragile towers of hypotheses”. The fact is that the geological evidence would well accord with
successive acts of creation: by what means we do not know, except that there is no evidence of continuity with earlier
forms of life. That these should be followed by periods of development and adaptation would not, to me, present any
problem.
Continuity or Discontinuity?
Discontinuity, one would think is the particular mark of the account of the creation of man in Genesis 2: the man specially
formed, the Garden specially prepared, his companion specially provided because no other was found as “an help meet
for him”. One does not need to picture the Lord God actually moulding a figure in clay to see this speciality as the purpose
of the narrative. Yet bro. Lovelock brings it all within a continuous process by interpreting it symbolically. True, he says
there was a specific act of God in producing the man from an earlier form of life in a way which he compares with the
Virgin Birth: but apart from this there is no reason to understand from the narrative “any difference in manner of
formation from that in which the beasts were formed”. As to man being formed of the dust, this teaches that “man was
taken from the common source of life and that his origin was lowly and common”. Though the Scripture shows that the
mode of formation of the woman was such that Adam was able to distinguish her from all other creatures by saying, “This
is now bone of my bone, and flesh of my flesh”, bro. Lovelock can say: “Whatever the details behind the taking of woman
out of man, this phraseology was used, not primarily to describe, but prophetically to prepare the mind of man, in
contemplation, for the later and greater phase of the creation of Man and the Church.” To most of us it will seem only
possible so to read the narrative if one comes to it with a mind conditioned by prior assumptions. It is characteristic of
this mode of thought that symbol or allegory should be based upon itself.
Allegory or History?
An example of the peculiar twist of mind which this induces is seen in the reference to the Lord’s teaching on divorce. To
most of us it seems plain that in saying “From the beginning it was not so” Jesus is appealing to the recorded facts of
creation as revealing the Divine intention for man and setting the standard: this is how God made them, and the pattern
for all time was shown in one man and one woman cleaving to one another as one flesh. Yet bro. Lovelock argues that
since with two persons alone there could be no adultery the account in Genesis took this form for the purpose of teaching.
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There is a certain naive ingenuity in the argument, but it results in the fact being dissolved into a lesson instead of the
lesson resting solidly on the facts.
Yet this kind of allegorical view is difficult even for the author to maintain: when in the next chapter he has some good
things to say on the significance of Eden, one would scarcely realize that he was not treating it as fully history. Yet even
here there is a twist, small in itself, but significant: according to this it is “in the eyes of man, blinded by deceit of evil”
that the tree appeared desirable; Adam proved unequal to the struggle, and “he stretched forth his hand, and ate”.
Where does Eve come in“let alone the serpent? “Adam was not deceived: but the woman being deceived was in the
transgression” (1 Tim. 2 : 14). Is this slip a symptom of the ambiguity, the uneasy wavering between the actual and the
pictorial, which throws a mist over the interpretation of these chapters?
Early Man
It is in the chapter on “Chronology” that we come fully to grips with the effort to reconcile the Biblical account with the
archaeological evidence. Let two things be granted. First, that bro. Lovelock accepts fully the Biblical evidence as to
chronology, after allowing for the uncertainty which results from the divergence between the Massoretic and Samaritan
texts and the Septuagint. Secondly, that there is abundant evidence of early “man” at a time which certainly appears to
be far beyond the limits allowed by Bible chronology. This must be admitted even after discounting the slender and
uncertain remains claimed for a still more remote antiquity, about which there have been such notorious blunders and
even downright fraud. There is a problem here, but is the solution offered genuinely reconcilable with Scripture?
Bro. Lovelock’s solution is that Adam was “a selected and divinely modified member of a race already numerous in the
earth”, that he was selected by God to be His witness to this race, and given such extra powers as marked him out as a
leader and assured the successful spread of his way of life. Adam, like Christ, was a “representative man”, and this did
not exclude the incorporation among his descendants of those who were not physically of his race.
Against this we have the words of Paul at Athens: “He made of one every nation of men for to dwell on all the face of the
earth” (Acts 17 : 26, R.V.); and as was recently pointed out, while this can mean “of one man” or “of one race”, it cannot
mean anything else. Nor can there be any doubt that Paul was referring to the Biblical account of man’s creation in
Genesis 2, and it is not enough to say that the whole race is from one pre-Adamic interbreeding stock.
Against this bro. Lovelock would stress the representative character he attributes to Adam, and would appeal to 1 Cor.
15 : 45–49. But Paul’s contrast of the first Adam and the last surely only strengthens the case against his view: “For as in
Adam all die, so in Christ shall all be made alive” (verse 22). Can there be any doubt that Paul means we are “in” Adam
as mortal sinners because we inherit our nature from him, but we are “in” Christ on the spiritual basis of faith and
obedience in baptism, so that in him “there is neither Jew nor Greek, bond nor free, male nor female: for ye are all one
in Christ Jesus”? Paul’s argument is “first the natural, then the spiritual”, and the very point of his teaching is that in the
spiritual relationship the bounds of race and even of sex are transcended. It is simply not relevant to argue back from this
to the natural, and suggest (as bro. Lovelock does) that because “aliens” may be incorporated into Christ “aliens” from
the Adamic race might be assimilated into Adam’s descendants. And only with a wrench from anything which Paul could
conceivably have meant himself can it be reconciled with Paul’s teaching on the coming of sin and death into human life,
and the consequences for the whole race which followed from Adam’s transgression. “By one man sin entered into the
world, and death by sin, and so death has passed upon all men, for that all have sinned.” What happened to any preAdamic race, we cannot know; that there may have been such beings has never been denied; what we cannot admit is
that they could have had any part in the Gospel of salvation as preached to the race of Adam.
The point which has been discussed is another example of the fallacies which pervade this work—arguing back from
antitype to type; confusing the symbol with the thing symbolized; depriving the symbol of its literal basis (which must be
different in kind from the thing symbolized) and then confusing the symbol with its object. To describe Christ, who comes
within the Adamic race and represents it in sacrifice, as a “representative man” expresses a truth; to apply the same term
to the one whom all scripture presents as the progenitor of the race is not a true comparison; it rests on a theory which
is against the whole tenor of the scripture message which so clearly portrays the first pair as unique and alone, and their
acts as governing the condition of the whole succeeding race.
The Flood and Babel
The further development of bro. Lovelock’s study is dependent on the line of argument so far surveyed. Whether the
Flood was universal or local has been discussed among Christadelphians, to my knowledge, for at least fifty years; what
is controversial in this book is the suggestion that only a part of the race was exterminated, and that some of homo
sapiens, both Adamic and pre-Adamic, survived. This conception of the existence of other peoples alongside the
descendants of Adam and of Noah is the basis for the whole of the argument on the distribution of peoples, the
development of languages, and the comparison of myth with revealed religion. It is developed with a wealth of learning
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in archaeology and ethnology, but one has the impression that in these fields a great deal is being stated positively which
is tentative and theoretical, and the whole construction is admittedly speculative. That archaeology presents problems,
we must admit; but it is the supposed intermingling of the Adamic strain with contemporary races outside Adam which
is so intractable to reconcile with the Biblical revelation; and Gen. 6 : 1–2 is a wholly inadequate basis for the structure
of speculation offered here.
Exposition and Science
In scriptural interpretation bro. Lovelock starts from the belief that the first chapter of Genesis surveys the whole work
of God from the beginning to the future consummation—a view which is possible but doubtful. Within this framework
he develops scripture exposition which I believe to be unsound in detail because slanted throughout by a particular point
of view. In this he finds justification for an evolutionary interpretation of creation and the history of man, and this
underlies his approach to scientific questions.
Now, it is true that there are devout Christians such as Professor C. A. Coulson who take a strictly uniformitarian view of
the universe and believe that evolution can be regarded as God’s method in creation. The objection to this does not rest
only, or even mainly, on the early chapters of Genesis. It is that an evolutionary view does not fit in with essential elements
of the Faith; where it is adopted there must sooner or later be changes in the Biblical conceptions of the Fall and
Atonement, in the nature of revelation, in the literal fact of resurrection, and in the character of the Kingdom of God. Of
this there is abundant example in the teaching of the churches around us where an evolutionary philosophy has come to
be accepted. If adopted among us I am convinced that it would in time pervade the whole of our belief and change it as
the doctrine of the Immortality of the Soul changed the belief of the early church.
Bro. Lovelock himself is strong in his faith in the revealed word and convinced that he is providing a genuine—if admittedly
speculative—reconciliation between Scripture and science which will ease the way of those who are troubled. I heartily
wish I could share his belief. His work is worthy of the kind of reasoned analysis I have attempted in seeking to show why
I cannot. Some of the attacks made upon it have not been of a kind to help the case against it in the minds of the judicious.
Yet I do believe, as I have said, that the introduction of an evolutionary philosophy among us would be disastrous, and
that, scientifically speaking, there is less justification than ever for such an attempt at a time when scientists themselves
are showing their lack of confidence, or even openly criticizing evolutionary theories. I have called it a “philosophy”, and
this it is rather than science. It developed out of a particular way of looking at the world, it served to fix this angle of
vision, and once it is accepted it penetrates every other field of thought and enquiry.
There are a great many things we do not know, and doubtless will never know fully until we can look on them with
immortal eyes. Our best help to our young people is to show them the fallibility of scientists compared with the certainties
of the Word of God, and the limitations of the scientific method, particularly in dealing with origins which cannot be
repeatable. It is the Word which is sure, and the investigations of men which are uncertain.
Ralph Lovelock, The Origin of Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, September 1965, pp. 395-401
[Bro. R. T. Lovelock replies to the article under this heading by bro. L. G. Sargent in the August issue]
In his criticism of the notes issued under the above title, bro. Sargent rightly says that they “have aroused keen and
sometimes bitter and highly emotional controversy”. Controversy which is keen and biblically directed, as is that of bro.
Sargent’s criticism, is altogether good, in that it can advance the knowledge of both parties, on the principle that “iron
sharpeneth iron”. When, however, the criticism becomes bitter it is bad, even when the ideas advanced are correct, for
the spirit is not that of Christ. In some measure we all become emotionally involved when we discuss the things which
mean most to us, but such controversy is always potentially dangerous because it leads often to bitterness in the end, as
did that of Job’s friends. The notes concerned were issued with the claim that all of the Scripture was accepted as the
authoritative Word of God, and it is scriptural teaching, and not scientific theory, which is given the pre-eminence in
every section: bro. Sargent has generously agreed that they are a “serious scripture study” and contain “a wealth of
quotation”. The basis of these few notes in reply to bro. Sargent’s criticism, and that of some others, will be biblical, and
directed towards a fuller understanding of the Word of God, and not to the advancement of this or that pet idea.
Firstly, there is the implied criticism that one ought not to attempt to cover both biblical ideas and scientific outlook, but
that we should be content with the outlook of our grandfathers. It is true that to place current ideas before those in the
Bible would be wrong, but since those same current ideas form an essential part of the working life of many of us, and
all of the life should be dedicated to God, so that our service of fellow men is offered as to our heavenly Master, it is
essential that we consider whether there can be any reconciliation between the two. What we tend to forget, however,
is that the outlook of our fathers was itself scientific in its day, as, for example, the correlation which Robert Roberts
strove to show between the Spirit and electricity, and the much wider span of secular learning that John Thomas brought
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to his discussion of the Bible. This has become so “old-fashioned” today that we forget that it was advanced in their day,
and that it was precisely because they had active minds which ranged over all the legitimate fields of human enquiry that
God was able to use them so effectively in advancing our knowledge of His Word. And, of course, since God rules over
all, there can be no contradiction between a true interpretation of His word, and a true interpretation of archaeological
discovery or any other branch of science.
Secondly, there has been criticism in several quarters that the accepted fundamentals of our Faith have been questioned.
Surely in our acceptance of the Bible as alone authoritative we ought to be continually examining all our most important
beliefs in the light of its teaching, for it was only by so doing that John Thomas found an ever increasing flood of light
upon God’s purpose. If he had been content to rest upon Elpis Israel as the whole which he could be expected to know
of the Bible, Eureka would never have been written, and the brotherhood would have been the poorer. Not only do we
fail to realize how advanced in his day was his teaching, there is much in his work which we have forgotten, and which is
questioned as heresy when we bring it to light again. For example, it has been claimed that to think of the serpent as
symbolic necessitates that Eve was capable of an inner evil urge before she fell, and that such denies an important
fundamental of our faith. In Elpis Israel, page 83, we read that the serpent’s reasoning excited within Eve “the lust of her
flesh, the lust of her eyes, and the pride of life”. It has been argued that we are committed as a body to the belief that
death was not existent in the earth before the fall, and that it came to all life because of that fall. In Elpis Israel Dr. Thomas
says that he considers that Adam and Eve, being natural bodies, would have died eventually in any case except for an
intervention of God to prevent it if they were faithful. We have been told that it is a denial of fundamentals to accept
evidence that man-like creatures were in the earth before Adam, but even 120 years ago the smaller amount of evidence
was so strong that Dr. Thomas accepted it in Elpis Israel, and sought an explanation of his own as to how this idea might
be fitted in with the Genesis account.
The Idea of “Growth”
Bro. Sargent appears to have misunderstood my use of “growth” and to think that I intended only a reference to “getting
bigger”, because he cited birth and death as exceptions outside of the concept. By “growth” the whole series of
experiences was intended, both birth and death being vital stages in the natural growth of organic systems. Natural birth
is itself a process of growth, from the vacancy of the embryo to the personality of the adult. While natural death may be
an end, a discontinuity, it is not so in every case; it can be sleep for the believer, and in this case there is a form of
continuity expressed by Jesus when he said that “all are living unto God”. It was the Spirit which chose natural birth and
death as the most fitting similes for the spiritual process, and spoke of the growth by milk of spiritual babes, and spoke
of that death of the “old man” which bro. Sargent says is another facet of birth, as a slow process, a “mortifying” and not
a sudden discontinuous cutting off. In this case, where it is the Spirit which has given us detailed analogies upon which
to ponder and from which to learn, I am puzzled why bro. Sargent should speak of the “dangers of reasoning from
analogy” because of the “ground which remains to be proven”; surely in such detailed use by the Bible the ground is
proven, and we are intended to reason from it, even being given a lead in so doing by the Spirit itself.
It is equally puzzling to be told that taking Ephesians 4 as a personal exhortation is viewing scripture “in a mirror which
reflects it with subtle distortions”. To assume that this chapter is concerned with the “building up of the infant church to
maturity” is at variance with the context. The very words of Jesus that “many are called but few chosen” would lead us
to expect that at no stage would the church, the assembly of those called, be perfect in the sense here defined—“nothing
less than the full stature of Christ”. It is a matter of history that the church never has been perfect in this measure, and
the prophecy of Jesus that the Son of man would not find faith on the earth when he came leads us to conclude that it
never will be so until he does come. To take this passage literally, it is “at last” that “we all” shall so attain to this measure.
It is not fair to criticize the notes for suggesting a “continuity of growth into immortality”, because the notes cite Paul’s
analogy in Corinthians of a sowing and reaping. Jesus also viewed this as a stage in progress, when he spoke of himself as
being sown as a grain of wheat, and of the emergence from the grave as the growing of the new sprout. Although there
is death to that sown, there is also a continuity of growth, and it is Jesus who selects this as a suitable natural analogue
of resurrection; it is Jesus also who points out that it is God who gives all growth, and there is no point in the criticism
that growth is ruled out in this case because resurrection is a direct “interposition of divine power at a point in time”.
Every single case of natural growth is just this—not a single sparrow falls to the ground unnoticed, the hairs of our head
are numbered, and it is the interposition of divine power which adds one cubit to our stature.
There is no justification for the statement that the word bara “carries the implication of discontinuity rather than
continuity”, but it is true that it carries the idea of “newness”. The only authoritative guide to the meaning of the word is
its divine use in scripture, and it is this which is quoted in the notes. To point out that the new Jerusalem and her people
are to be constituted at a future moment of time is no argument against continuity; those people have been prepared
through the ages, and it was in exact accord with this use that the notes cited the creation of man which did appear at a
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discrete period in the past as based upon an earth which had been prepared through many ages by myriads of living
forms for this new development in the purpose of God. Of course “we must not confuse the preparation for an event
with the event itself”, and the notes were not doing this, but pointing out that there has been a preparation for many of
the creational activities of God, and therefore we might expect that behind the earlier one there had been a similar
preparation.
The Geological Record
The section headed “Problems of Geology” is puzzling. It is pointed out in the notes that the record of geology is in exact
accord with the narrative in Genesis, and they record that the old ideas of evolution that life progressed gradually from
form to form is now known to be false. It is also pointed out in the notes that the evolutionist has been forced to alter
his standard texts so that if he wishes to speak about evolution, he must do so as “explosive” and not continuous. It is
also shown that the narrative in Genesis does not rule out such variation, and that biochemistry knows of no reason why
it could not have occurred. Finally, the notes record that this matter cannot be proved at the moment, and that any
theory of evolution must rest upon supposition. The only thing that can be “disturbing” about this state of affairs is that
the old enmity between the rationalist and the Christian has had its foundation removed, and it is surely the rationalist
and not the Christian who should be disturbed about it. Now that the biologist has had to adjust his ideas about the
appearance of life to those which Genesis reveals, there is surely no reason for pursuing our old quarrels, and being
disturbed because we have lost an enemy; whether he believes in a modified and “watered down” evolution or not, we
should cease to fight where the Bible is not imperilled, and seek instead to gain him for Christ, applying the principle
which Paul practised so effectively (1 Cor. 9 : 19–23).
The Historical Basis
The notes have been greatly misunderstood in the section headed “Allegory or History?” The term “man” was used, as in
the Bible, for “mankind”, and it was intended to say that both Adam and Eve were in transgression. It is equally unfair to
cite them as suggesting for one moment that there was no literal marriage of Adam and Eve in Eden; in a summing-up
the point is made that all of the early chapters of Genesis rest firmly on history. What is there said is that when Jesus cites
the passage he is taking it as a command to the future and not only a record of the past; it is obvious that not only was
there no possibility of adultery, but Adam and Eve had no parents from whom to separate when they were joined to one
another, and the command there recorded, while literally given to them, was applying to their children, and to all who
came after, and not to themselves alone, or even primarily.
The notes concerning the flood also have been misread. Bro. Sargent says that they claim that men, both Adamic and
pre-Adamic, survived the flood, whereas it is specifically stated in the notes that apart from the family of Noah in the ark,
all the descendants of Adam perished. That many of the pre-Adamites survived is firmly witnessed by archaeology, unless
we are prepared to argue that the flood was very much earlier than the Bible would place Adam. It is not consistent in us
to hail as fact the findings of archaeology which suit us, and pretend that all the rest is not there. If the flood occurred
where and when the Bible says, then archaeology shows that many homo sapiens were not destroyed by it; the notes
assume that the flood did occur when Genesis said, that all of Adam’s descendants apart from those in the ark were
destroyed, as Genesis plainly necessitates, and that therefore those who survived were pre-Adamites and not
descendants of Adam. The notes are seeking a solution which will allow a faith in the historical Genesis to be held, not
seeking to undermine it as so many seem to have assumed. It is unfair to say of the mingling of Adamic peoples with
others that “Genesis 6 : 1–2 is a wholly inadequate basis for the structure of speculation offered here”. This passage is
not cited as the main support for it, but instanced as a passage which might find an explanation in the light of it. The only
reason for facing the difficulties of this new idea is the witness of archaeology, of which it is allowed in the criticism “that
archaeology presents problems we must admit”. It is true, as claimed in the criticism, that much of the indications of
ethnology are tentative, but where one would certainly not bother to consider one or two of these indications in isolation,
when so many hundreds all concur in presenting the same picture, one has to bow to the pressure of the witnesses and
seek an explanation. The criticism says that this idea is “so intractable to reconcile with the Biblical revelation”, but such
a statement is a begging of the question here at issue. The notes attempt to show that it is not the Biblical revelation
which is at variance with the newer findings of archaeology, but the artificial theology which we have built upon that
revelation, and it is to this point that we must now turn.
I am at one with bro. Sargent when he says “the fact is that the geological evidence would accord well with successive
acts of creation”. Of course it does! And that is precisely what the notes say that it does, and precisely what Genesis says
happened. It can only be the “highly emotional” reaction aroused by the mere mention of “variation” which blinds readers
to the solid and uncompromising stand taken in the notes for the periodic creation by God of new forms of life in
successive stages of complexity, exactly as Genesis says occurred. What is also pressed firmly home there is that Genesis
does not tell us how God chose to create these new forms of life, and that in face of the Bible silence on the subject our
own guesses are as much theories as are those of the biologist. It is high time that we realized that our own puny
reasoning is as much a “fragile tower of hypothesis” as is that of the biologist; in the old days we could rightly say that
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the biologist was wrong, because his hypothesis denied the content of the Genesis account; but now that he has been
forced to modify his theory by facts until it no longer denies the content of Genesis, it is high time that we also took
account of facts in checking the accuracy or otherwise of our own hypotheses.
It must also be this emotional reaction against the idea of “variation” as the divine mode of creation which gives rise to
the suggestion that the notes argue from the analogy of growth, and on this basis alone, that creation was a “process”.
It is the many new facts now known about creation which have necessitated a consideration of this matter, and the notes
strive only to show that since much of God’s later creation is a process, there is at least no inconsistency in the idea that
God used biological variation (not mutation as bro. Sargent assumes them to mean) as His method of creation “in the
beginning”. Of course bro. Sargent is correct in saying that “the vast majority of mutations are degenerative and lethal”,
but the fact remains that mutations have been responsible for producing wheat from grass, domestic dogs of many kinds
from a few quite different originals, and our multitude of cultivated flowers from the hedgerow. It is not fair of him to
use this phrase without qualification to imply that mutation is incapable of constructive adaptation and improvement
when the world is full of its products, and this is a fact in the fullest sense of that term. So also it was not fair argument
to say that “the first doubt is how far ‘facts’ can be divorced from theories even by those who have scientific training”.
Of course one will always have one’s own pet theories to account for the facts, but that does not absolve us from the
responsibility of facing up to those facts, and honesty should have called forth the admission that many of those facts,
discovered by scientists as a result of testing theories, are sufficiently real and tangible as to have transformed our lives.
The Meaning of “Evolution”
In the notes, however, where it was discussed, the origination of the major forms of life was specifically referred to as
possibly the result of “variation”; the very matter of frequency, which is fully discussed in the notes, would preclude
“mutation” in the normal sense of that term from being the possible agent used by God, and there cannot be many
biologists today who think that mutation was the agency used in these major steps of creation. The wording of the notes,
ignored in this criticism of them, is “probability that God used an, as yet not understood, mechanism of variation to create
fundamentally new kinds of life”. Several commentators on the notes have taken exception to the fact the “the word
‘evolution’ is avoided”. This criticism is made in a context which implies that this is a deliberate hiding of a name which is
nevertheless presented in substance. The avoidance of the name was deliberate, but for an honest, and not a dishonest,
motive. The term “evolution” has become so associated in the popular mind with what was meant by it up to about
twenty years ago, that to use it in a non-technical context would have been misleading. The term is still used by biologists,
but the content of the meaning has changed almost beyond recognition, and much which my critics assume that I am
implying, although I do not say it, was certainly not intended to be understood. There are no gaps between the lines to
be filled in to my discredit. The notes are about Genesis, and our understanding of the record, and biological detail was
purposely avoided as not apposite to the purpose.
Whether we believe that a race of homo sapiens was still alive in Adam’s day or not, it is fact, as recognized by Dr. Thomas,
that they had been spread abroad on the earth for many years prior to Adam. Strong exception has been taken to the
suggestion in the notes that if a mode of variation not understood as yet was God’s method of producing other major
forms of life, it could possibly have been His mode of producing Adam. It is now many years ago that a brother well known
throughout the country was asked to express an opinion on this subject, and replied with a question—“If you were going
to make a cauliflower, would you start with a lump of soil or a cabbage?” Whatever method God did use, there were
plenty of homo sapiens in the earth before Adam, whom God could have used for this purpose had He so wished. Since
Adam was unique, an “only one”, there can be no archaeological evidence one way or the other, and since Genesis is
silent on the method, there are no grounds for certainty or quarrel one way or the other.
Different from All Others
In the notes it is shown that all creatures are spoken of as having been formed from the dust, and as returning to dust
again in death, and it was in this context that the passage quoted in the criticism that “man was taken from the dust and
his origin was lowly and common”, occurs and is intended to be understood. The notes stress particularly that man was
different from all other creatures in that he, and he alone, was made in the image of God. It is also stressed in the notes
that Eve was a special creation, taken out of Adam. There is no suggestion there that the Genesis account is other than
historical. Paul’s words are quoted that the things written aforetime were written for our admonition, and in this
connection it is remembered that God speaks to reveal Himself and His purpose, not just to recount history. Paul’s use of
the analogy between Adam and Jesus, between Adam’s bride and that of Jesus is noted, and on this basis it was pointed
out that the narrative, though it is historical, is more than history, as bro. Sargent has quoted: “Whatever the details
behind the taking of woman out of man, this phraseology was used, not primarily to describe, but prophetical to prepare
the mind of man in contemplation, for the later and greater phase of the creation of Man and the Church.” This is so
obviously the way in which the Spirit-guided Paul read and was taught of Jesus to understand the narrative, that I am
appalled when bro. Sargent comments: “To most of us it will seem only possible so to read the narrative if one comes to
it with a mind conditioned by prior assumptions.” Of course such a narrative can only be so understood upon the basis
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of prior assumptions, but when those assumptions are the ones that Jesus taught to Paul, and which he, by the Spirit,
passed on to us in his epistles, they are assumptions which we ought to take for our guidance in the reading of these
records.
It is not true to say, as in the criticism, that Acts 17 : 26 can mean “of one man” or of “one race”, but “it cannot mean
anything else”. The manuscript evidence shows that it could mean “of one blood”, for so some variants render it, and
although these containing this reading may not be genuine, at least the fact that the word “blood” was added (in
explanation) at so early an age witnesses that to those whose living language was the Greek of the New Testament the
phrase “of one” could bear the meaning “of one blood”. It is assumed in the notes that this more general meaning is at
least allowable, and its more modern rendering “of one species” is considered as a possible reading. It is also not certain
to say, as in the criticism, that “Paul was referring to the Biblical account of man’s creation in Genesis 2”; he may just as
well have been referring to the more general account in Genesis 1, and this should be allowed as a possible
understanding, even if bro. Sargent thinks the probability is otherwise. Whatever arguments are brought against the idea
that we may have descended from mixed stock, bearing the genes both of Adam and of homo sapiens around him, this
passage is no evidence one way or the other. Genesis says, and the notes insist that we accept, that Adam was
fundamentally different from homo sapiens around him, at least as different as a dog is from a wolf in body, but in mind
containing that which communicated with God, and was possessed by no other creature. So far as his frame was
concerned, however, the biological facts, not theory, are that he was of one species with the homo sapiens which
preceded him, and for that reason the passage in Acts does not necessarily deny our mixed descent.
Part in the Gospel
When the criticism passes to the citations in the notes from Romans, we are told that “what we cannot admit is that they
could have had any part in the Gospel of salvation as preached to the race of Adam”. For this statement no passages of
scripture are cited, and the only argument advanced is that the “arguing back from antitype to type” is not logically
allowable. This can only come from a further misunderstanding of the notes. They do not attempt to argue that because
the antitype was of this kind, the type must have been. All that was advanced on the basis of Romans was that if the
wording used of the antitype did bear this meaning, then the same terms used of the type could do so; it was necessary
so to elaborate the argument because some have argued that the terms used could not bear it, and to think that they did
was a denial of inspiration. The only reason for even considering this idea, was not the words in Romans, but the clear
archaeological evidence that whether we are descended from mixed stock or not, there are some races alive today who
have descended, at least in part, from homo sapiens alive before the time of Adam. Having been faced with this problem,
as are also those of our brethren who go out into the missionary field, it seemed natural to examine whether the Bible
gave any clear indication that these earlier creatures could not possibly be involved in salvation. Bro. Sargent has said
categorically that they cannot, but in the notes I have striven to show that the Bible gives us no authority to make this
judgment.
Archaeology has indicated a probability that we are descended by admixture from both, but this is not certain. Those of
us who are Caucasian, as was Adam, could be of pure and unmixed descent from him; to decide on this basis that a large
portion of mankind is cut off from salvation is a serious matter, particularly when we realize that we are not certain
exactly where the line must be drawn. Since, however, the Bible is not definite on this matter, and it is only our own
assumptions built upon its words which has erected the rule, it is much more consistent to accept the strong
archaeological probability that we also are of mixed descent, and have no right to boast over our fellows. It is in this
connection that the passage in Acts was quoted in the notes to indicate that Paul thought of all races as equal in God’s
sight, though he did recognize that some, particularly the Jew, had historical advantages of earlier familiarity with the
Word of God.
When the criticism says of this idea “it rests on a theory which is against the whole tenor of the scripture message which
so clearly portrays the first pair as unique and alone, and their acts as governing the condition of the whole succeeding
race” it is grossly unfair to the notes. If the idea, as presented in them, had denied these things, then they would be
unscriptural and at fault. There is one error in the above summary of the scripture message—it does not specifically state
anywhere that Adam and Eve were alone after they were expelled from Eden. With this exception, the notes claim clearly
that every one of the points raised above were fulfilled. The first pair were unique, their acts still govern the condition of
all mankind, and it is indeed “in Adam” that we all die. Thus this idea, as presented in the notes, does not rest upon a
theory which denies those clear points of scripture teaching, and bro. Sargent must have read them with an eye on the
points about which he was suspicious, and passed over the many places where every point in scripture teaching is
sedulously noted and retained.
In conclusion, the criticism says: “Yet I do believe, as I have said, that the introduction of an evolutionary philosophy
among us would be disastrous.” This is an honest expression of opinion by the writer, and from one so experienced as he
should be pondered seriously. It is a fact of history, however, that the religion of Jesus has never been a “safe” one, in
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which the disciple walked by circumspection, and it should be the facts of the case, and not the convenience of the
believer, which should be the governing factor. The Jews were seriously offended when the Gentiles were called, but in
the following of God’s will so it had to be. It would be equally wrong if we turned our back upon a section of our fellows
whose calling presents them with problems, because to seek them might offend our brethren and be dangerous as a
policy. We claim to have the truth, and truth should be our guide.
I do sincerely hope that brethren will not condemn my notes without carefully examining them and the evidence on
which they are based. Their whole aim is to support the Bible account in the light of the facts (not theories) which have
been brought to light by modern discovery, and so to strengthen our faith.
RALPH LOVELOCK.
LG Sargent, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, September 1965, p. 401
With brief comment on a few points the articles may be left to the judgment of readers, who are asked to re-read my
article in the August issue [see page 478]. I have striven to be fair; if I have not wholly succeeded, may it be that the fault
is not altogether mine?
Having laid the foundations in Elpis Israel, John Thomas did not question these in Eureka: he built on them. Questing in
the scriptures is not the same as “re-examining” fundamentals, and Robert Roberts was emphatic that if we were
perpetually digging at the foundations we should never build the house.
As to reasoning from analogy, it is one thing to draw an analogy from the natural order to the spiritual; it is quite another
to reason back from the spiritual to establish as a fact something which is contested. Literally, growth means the physical
development of the individual; in Scripture physical growth is used as a metaphor for spiritual development. Now bro.
Lovelock takes the spiritual metaphor, and makes it doubly a metaphor by turning it back to the physical realm and
applying it to the supposed development of species. And when “growth” is made to include death, we have a use of
language in which words cease to have meaning.
On the scientific questions perhaps others better qualified in this field than I may have something to contribute. Bro.
Lovelock admits more than once the tentative and speculative character of scientific theories, and has indicated how
much the ground has changed even in the last few years. What guarantee is there that present views will be any more
stable than those of the past? If the scientific outlook has changed so much in twenty years, what will it be in the next
twenty? Should we be trying to adapt our whole structure of thought to such shifting sands?
Of course I agree that the allegorical meaning was always in view in the historical record. If I misunderstood bro. Lovelock
in regard to his acceptance of the literal history I am sorry; but I wonder how many other readers of his notes will fall into
the same trap?
As to Acts 17:26, in my view “of one man” or “of one race” included all that could be meant by the reading “of one blood”.
Bro. Lovelock has made me imply that “a large portion of mankind is cut off from salvation”. Of course I meant no such
thing. Such an idea could only arise where it is first accepted that they are not of Adamic descent. The fact remains that
throughout revelation the only race dealt with in creation, fall and redemption is the race of Adam; and there is no
indication of the existence of any other race unless it be in a few vague hints of doubtful interpretation such as Gen. 6:1.
The conclusion must be that any beings of a creation prior to Adam indicated by archaeological remains could have no
place in redemption in Christ Jesus.
The religion of Christ has truly never been a “safe” one, but there is abundant warning in the New Testament against
running into dangers, and the history of Christianity shows the disaster which followed from disregarding them. It is
because Christianity had succumbed to the dangers of human philosophy that we as Christadelphians had to come out
from it. Truth indeed must be our aim, but Pilate’s question “What is truth?” may well apply to science as to all human
knowledge, and to court the dangers involved in it may be to yield to “the pride of life”.
[A selection of reasoned letters on the subject of these two articles will be given in forthcoming issues, though
correspondence will not be allowed to continue indefinitely. Brethren with scientific as well as Biblical knowledge, who
at the same time fully accept our fundamental beliefs, may in particular be able to help. Letters must be as brief and
succinct as possible. Many contributions intended for “Letters to the Editor” are much more diffuse than they need be.—
Ed.]
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C. Letters to the Editor in 1965
Ray Ashman, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, June 1965, p. 270
Dear bro. Sargent,
As one who in the last three days has enjoyed wonderful fellowship working with brethren and sisters at the Dudley Bible
Exhibition, I am the last to want to say anything that may add to the discordant voices being heard in the brotherhood.
But there are a few disquieting statements in the May edition of The Christadelphian that I feel cannot go unchallenged.
The unanimous statement from The Christadelphian Magazine Committee although designed, I am sure, to have a
steadying effect upon the brotherhood will, I fear, achieve the opposite.
What is intended by principle four? Does it imply that as long as “assent” is made to the B.A.S.F. a brother may believe
and propagate any view he likes and not be challenged as to his loyalty to the Statement of Faith? If so, it seems to me,
and many other brethren and sisters I have spoken to, that we are moving on to extremely dangerous ground.
Bro. Newman in his letter speaks of those who he says are becoming “agitated by expressions of opinion which to them
are unfamiliar and which they feel bound to oppose”. May I respectfully point out that these “expressions of opinions”
are not unfamiliar. What is unfamiliar is to find them within the brotherhood and not outside, where they have been
opposed for years.
Finally, may I ask whether upon reflection you regard it as wise to have given further publicity on the back cover of the
magazine to the book which is, to a large extent responsible for a lot of the difficulties which have arisen.
Sincerely your brother in Christ,
RAY ASHMAN
Langley, Oldbury.
[Many brethren in fairness to the author wished to read the publication referred to before being drawn into controversy
on it, but were unable to obtain it; hence the note when it was reprinted.—ED.]
Philip H Taylor, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, June 1965, p. 272-273
Dear bro. Sargent,
I have read with satisfaction the Committee Statement published in the May Christadelphian, and in particular that where
difficulties arise, we should follow the course laid down in the Ecclesial Guide. Paragraph 35 of the Ecclesial Guide, after
mentioning two types of dispute, stats: “No time ought to be lost in dealing with either one or the other. The longer time
that elapses in the application of a remedy, the more difficult does the application of the remedy become.” To defer a
question of withdrawal reveals that on the one hand, an ecclesia is not sure whether an issue is a fundamental doctrine
or not, while on the other hand, the brother concerned is left in a position of uncertainty which can only be injurious to
his spiritual growth.
Wrong doctrine, even when not held dogmatically or tenaciously, is still wrong doctrine; and surely it is more loving to
withdraw, with the hope that the brother concerned may repent of his error, than to allow him to hold false doctrine
until the Day of Judgment.
With regard to the question of the serpent, bro. Newman referred to the lust of the flesh, etc., as being the essence of
the Eden narrative. While agreeing that this formed an important element, I would not agree that it was the main cause
of the fall. Rather did it come after, and as a direct consequence of Eve believing the serpent instead of God. Only after
her faith had been removed, did she become a prey to the lusts which were then awoken within her heart. We, having
been born subject to these lusts, can only hope to overcome them, if we maintain our faith in God’s Word.
Jesus said: “When the Son of man cometh, shall he find faith on the earth?” This is a challenge to us living in these last
days, which we dare not ignore.
Sincerely your brother,
PHILIP H. TAYLOR.
Birmingham.
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[Bro. Taylor’s letter assumes that the “remedy” to be applied was withdrawal, but a careful reading of the Ecclesial Guide
will show a very different meaning. Bro. Roberts gives the clearest warnings against precipitate action. Ecclesial
differences, he says, “require the most careful treatment, otherwise the peace and well-being of an ecclesia is liable to
be destroyed by an unwise step inspired by motives which may be commendable enough” (par. 37). Emphasizing the
seriousness of withdrawal and its effects, he says: “It ought never to be taken until all the resources of the Scriptural rule
of procedure have been exhausted” (par. 32). Bro. Roberts himself, as he grew older, showed increasing reluctance to
see division even on matters (such as the “Responsibility Question”) where he was quite clear on the doctrinal issue: so
much so that his successor as Editor of The Christadelphian could write in the issue of May, 1900: “He disrelished extremes,
and so do we; and was consequently accounted almost apostate in certain quarters, and so are we.” The present Editor,
no doubt, could claim to be in the same succession.—ED.]
DL Jenkins, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, June 1965, pp. 273-274
Dear bro. Sargent,
When controversy is blowing, recording brethren find it necessary to know their own minds and to resist many and varied
pressures. We need to resist those who unwittingly tend to make the Statement of Faith a creed, by the jots and tittles
of which we are expected to mete out judgment. It is our duty to stress that the Statement of Faith is an agreed definition
of the faith we hold and that it is our task to avoid any departure from the faith by unbelief.
Then again, we have to resist those who fear the exercise of any ecclesial discipline, being haunted by the spectre of
division. And all the while, recording brethren of experience are most deeply concerned for the “voiceless” yet faithful,
humble brethren and sisters who remain rightly content with a real faith that what God has chosen to reveal is allsufficient.
Recording brethren and arranging brethren will do well to resist the attempts of a vociferous “tail” to wag the body.
Remaining faithful to the fundamentals of our faith, let them mark any in their own ecclesia who show signs of changing
belief or unbelief. The wise procedure is to engage such in discussion to help them back to sound and vigorous belief.
The exercised mind is always on the move, moving towards a thorough belief of conviction or moving away, even though
slowly, to unbelief. Patient discussion will either bring the reward of deepening faith or sadly manifest a growing gulf.
Whilst this is in hand, let other ecclesias forbear. We need to recognize that the arranging brethren of an ecclesia, though
faulty, are the best judges of the extent of the unbelief or departure from the faith of its own members.
Let us then honour their decision. We surely have not yet reached the stage when wisdom has so departed that, after
patiently pursuing this process, we are unable to make the necessary difference between a brother weak in the faith and
one who is bent on shipwreck and engulfing others with him.
Your brother in the Lord,
D. L. JENKINS.
Coventry (East).
Harry Whittaker, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, June 1965, p. 274
Dear bro. Sargent,
In the past few weeks I have had opportunity to discuss with a number of brethren, including not a few whose names are
familiar to your readers, the disturbing ideas of a “modernist” tendency which are being aired in the ecclesias and which
have been alluded to in your columns. I was impressed by one common element in those conversations: “They say that
they accept fully and completely the inspiration of Scripture and that they stand solidly with the Statement of Faith, and
yet they write and say things which I can’t square with such assertions.” In one form or another this was said time and
again.
So I ask: Is this an exhibition of twisted thinking, by one group or the other, or is it that we have been infected by the
“double speak” so characteristic of modern politics on both sides of the curtain? Whichever it is—and I am in no position
to offer even an opinion on this—we should at least be aware that this phenomenon is with us.
Since this is the tap-root of our present discontent, it may not be amiss to underline the reminder so valuably included in
the Statement published in the May Christadelphian—that we are commanded by our Lord to take a man at his word and
to give him the benefit of the doubt, if there be such: “And if he trespass against thee seven times in a day, and seven
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times in a day turn again to thee, saying, I repent; thou shalt forgive him” (Luke 17 : 4). Clearly this principle is one of
general application. What a man says, we must accept in all good faith.
But there is also a corresponding obligation to say what we mean and to mean what we say. We are not commanded to
let our Yea, be Nay, or our Nay Yea.
With all good wishes,
Your brother,
HARRY WHITTAKER.
Lichfield.
Edmund J. Green, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, June 1965, p. 274
Dear bro. Sargent,
In Elpis Israel, towards the end of the section “The Foundation of the World”, bro. Thomas says: “That the crisis of the fall
was the period of laying the foundation of the world, in its civil, social and spiritual relations, appears from the use of the
phrase in the apostolic writings.” Is it not significant that at a time which seems to be so near the “end of the world”, the
“foundation of the world” should become a matter of controversy? Is some serpent-inspired influence at work now,
suggesting to us that God does not mean what He has caused to be written, and so causing us to lose a simple faith in
the plain meaning of His Word?
The current theory of a hominoid origin of Adam, of such contemporaries with him, and similar survivors of the flood,
causes a meddling with and a qualifying of the most obvious meaning of many simple scripture statements.
[By way of example bro. Green quotes Gen. 2 : 7 (formed, Heb. yatsar, as a potter); 2 : 5 (“not a man”); 2 : 20 (“not found
a helper fit”); 3 : 20 (“mother of all living”); Rom. 5 : 12, 17 (“by one man”); Acts 17 : 26 (“made from one every nation”);
Gen. 7 : 21–22 (“every man”); 2 Peter 3 : 6 (“the world . . . perished”); 1 Peter 3 : 20–21.]
Does the fact that the context sometimes qualifies the word “all” entitle us to qualify such passages as the above, and to
admit that Adam was derived from an already death-stricken stock, and that millions of hominoids survived the flood?
So to interpret them seems to weaken their teaching to the point of meaninglessness. One would suggest that we must
discipline ourselves not to play havoc with interpretation, but to submit to simple faith; and that one of the needs in the
present investigation is to define the limits of permissible interpretation or we shall no longer have grounds for excluding
belief in the Trinity, or inherent immortality, and many other teachings which our spiritual forebears rejected, because
they depend upon “interpretation”.
Belief in full inspiration of the Bible is not enough by itself. Orthodox believers such as Gaussen, Pusey and many others
could hardly have been surpassed in that. We have to know and believe the truth to be saved (John 8 : 32; 2 Thess. 2 :
13, etc.).
On the scientific side, an antidote to the unscriptural theories circulating, in which “scientific” opinions are presented as
“certainties”, may perhaps be found in The Transformist Illusion by Douglas Dewar, which was discussed by bro. John
Carter in The Christadelphian for 1960, page 23. Chapter 8 and appendix iv. in particular deal with the fragmentary
supposed human and sub-human remains published up to 1951. Dewar concludes with the following remark: “In 1921
Reinke wrote: ‘The only statement, consistent with her dignity, that science can make, is to say that she knows nothing
about the origin of man.’ Today, in 1952, this statement is as true as it was when Reinke made it, and I venture to predict
that it will be as true in 2002.”
This statement is only an echo of the Word of God, through the wise Preacher: “Then I beheld all the work of God, that a
man cannot find out the work that is done under the sun: because though a man labour to seek it out, yet he shall not
find it; yea, farther; though a wise man think to know it, yet shall he not be able to find it” (Eccl. 8 : 17). Let us accept in
simple faith what He has chosen to reveal.
Sincerely your brother,
EDMUND J. GREEN.
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Francis V Morgan, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, July 1965, pp. 319-320
Dear bro. Sargent,
Although the discussion in the June issue of The Christadelphian has centred largely on the “symbolic serpent”, it is clear
that the present difficulties have opened up much deeper and wider issues, and I would be grateful if I might summarize
the questions which, I think, the brotherhood will eventually have to answer.
In the Reunion of 1957, all the participating ecclesias subscribed to the Final Statement, which said, “We agree that the
doctrines to be believed and taught by us, without reservation, are the First Principles of the one Faith as revealed in the
Scriptures, of which the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith (with positive and negative clauses, and the
Commandments of Christ) gives a true definition . . . Should any depart from any element of the One Faith” (which is, by
definition, the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith) “withdrawal shall take place after the procedure required by
Titus 3 : 10, 11, has been followed.” All ecclesias in the Reunion (Central/Suffolk Street) Fellowship are, therefore, fully
committed to upholding the B.A.S.F. without reservation and to withdrawing from any who depart from any element
thereof.
The basis for reunion thus stated was not new—indeed it perpetuated our traditional position as exemplified by a similar
statement (generally known as “The Jersey City Resolution”) which formed the basis for the reunion of certain American
ecclesias in 1952. This said, “we agree that the doctrines set forth in the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith are a
true exposition of the first principles of the oracles of God as set forth in the teachings of Jesus Christ and his apostles,
and that therefore these doctrines are to be believed and taught by us without reservation . . . any brother departing
from any element of the one Faith as defined in the B.A.S.F. is to be dealt with according to apostolic precept. If an ecclesia
is known to persist in teaching false doctrines, or to retain in fellowship those who do, other ecclesias can only avoid
being involved by disclaiming fellowship.”
The purposes of this standard of doctrine are clear. We have no wish to be bigoted, but we are anxious to preserve the
Truth as we have learned it and, above all, we have a duty to God (cf. Titus 3 : 10, 11, and 2 John verses 9–11) which
places a limit upon our “charity” in respect of doctrine.
It is now, however, being argued that the B.A.S.F. should be regarded only as a general, and fallible, summary of
Christadelphian doctrine and that unimportant deviations from it should be permitted at the discretion of individual
ecclesias. The first question therefore is:
(1) In view of the fact that a rigid adherence to the B.A.S.F. was re-affirmed as a basic principle in Reunion, is the
brotherhood still prepared to adhere to it, recognizing that otherwise it would have no settled standard of
doctrine enabling it to render obedience to God in respect of the admittance of candidates to baptism, as a test
of fellowship, and in the maintenance of our separateness?
Theoretically, at least, it is possible that there are “deviations” from the B.A.S.F. that could be permitted without serious
harm. The second question therefore is:
(2) Is the brotherhood prepared to allow the B.A.S.F. to be amended unilaterally by ecclesias in its fellowship,
knowing that by so doing, it may open the door to deviations of a much more serious character, and that the
position could be reached where a candidate might be refused baptism by one ecclesia and allowed baptism by
another; OR, is it the view of the brotherhood that relaxation of the B.A.S.F. in any respect should be permitted
only by mutual agreement between the ecclesias?
It appears to be a characteristic of some of the present difficulties that “offenders” claim to accept the B.A.S.F., but
simultaneously proclaim views that, in the opinion of most, flagrantly deny it. It is being argued that their word should
be accepted without question, although, in some cases, it is perfectly clear that “acceptance” depends upon a violent
misinterpretation of one or more clauses thereof. The third question is:
(3) Is the brotherhood willing to allow brethren to “accept” the B.A.S.F. and remain in fellowship although they
proclaim doctrines which deny the B.A.S.F. in its true interpretation?
It has long been a matter of general agreement that each ecclesia shall, as far as possible, be left to manage its own affairs
within the framework provided by the B.A.S.F. But issues are now being raised of so serious a nature that they affect the
whole brotherhood, and we have no established or adequate procedure which would enable the brotherhood as a whole
to express its judgment. (The free ventilation of an unorthodox view invites rebuttal, and the ensuing “open discussion”
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often leads to the crystallization of the different opinions. Once such crystallization has taken place, it is far more difficult
to achieve unity.) The fourth question therefore is:
(4) Is the brotherhood content with the chaos which could result if an ecclesia divided, or if one ecclesia
disfellowshipped another, or does it favour the election of some sort of committee, under ecclesial control, to
investigate difficulties remitted to it by the ecclesias as a whole, to attempt a reconciliation where that is
appropriate, and to report upon its findings with recommendations?
In any difficulty, the first step is to establish or re-establish general principles, then to ascertain the true facts of any
particular case, and finally, to settle the difficulty by application of the general principles. It appears to the writer that if
the brotherhood as a whole approached the present difficulties on the lines suggested by the above questions, it would
be well on the way to settling its problems and restoring a peaceful atmosphere.
Sincerely your brother,
FRANCIS V. MORGAN.
Solihull.
COMMENT BY BRO SARGENT
We all recognize the difficulty of present problems to which bro. Morgan refers, but is his proposed solution a sound one?
To consider first the Statement of Faith: as a summary of what we believe and the ground on which we can unite it has
for a century held together the ecclesias and their individual members. It was rightly taken as the basis of reunion with
both the Berean and the Suffolk Street Fellowships, and it was rightly agreed that it should be accepted “without
reservation.” Anything less might have produced a doctrinal chaos in which any brother could make whatever departure
he thought fit from common belief. The clause in the Jersey City Resolution on the relation of ecclesias to one another,
however, dealt with the situation then arising with ecclesias coming together in reunion. It is now proposed to extend it
so that any ecclesia which regarded another as sheltering false teaching could “withdraw” from it. The result could only
be ecclesial chaos and ultimately a new division. This was surely not the intention of the framers of the resolution.
While the Statement is a valuable instrument it is not a perfect one; it is a human endeavour to summarize the teachings
of inspiration, and cannot (or should not) be treated as though it were itself inspired. Few of us would feel that it is
completely happy in every expression. Are we to be held to account for any criticism expressed of it? Bro. Morgan himself
concedes that “theoretically” it is possible that there are deviations from it which “could be permitted without serious
harm”. Let us remember that while the B.A.S.F. has been universally acknowledged as the basis of our fellowship it has
never excluded other statements which were not in conflict with it, and there have always been ecclesias within the
Central Fellowship having statements expressed in different terms. This amounts to admission that while the B.A.S.F.
provides an essential common standard of belief it is not in itself a sacrosanct document.
When bro. Morgan refers to “the B.A.S.F. in its true interpretation” he really begs the whole question; it is an admission
that the Statement is subject to interpretation. Who determines the “true” interpretation? Who is to say that this alone
is the interpretation, and individuals or ecclesias not accepting it are to be regarded as out of fellowship? Are we to have
some kind of council to define it? If so, are we not taking the first step towards those Councils of the Church which defined
formula upon formula and imposed creed upon creed with such disastrous results? Or alternatively, are ecclesias or
individuals to set up their own idea of what it means, and demand it of others?
In pointing out the dangers of such a course one does not disregard the opposite, and very real danger, that a professed
adherence to the Statement might be used to cover almost any interpretation that someone might choose to put into it.
We know the genuine anxiety which many feel lest the Statement might be used (as the Creeds of the Church sometimes
are) to give sanction to views which have only a flimsy resemblance to the beliefs of those who framed it. So far our
ecclesial relationships have been maintained through a reasonable understanding of what the Statement was meant to
convey, and this is what is needed now. The remedy for present difficulties certainly does not lie in brethren deciding
what they believe to be the implications of the Statement, and then seeking to fasten these on the Brotherhood.
Present problems do indeed affect the whole Brotherhood, and we have reached a critical stage in our history as a
community. The future may be jeopardized not only by the feared departures in belief but by steps proposed to remedy
the danger. The formation of any kind of Council would itself be a substantial departure from the course we have followed
so far—a course indicated in the Ecclesial Guide. The minds of brethren are exercised, but proposals for meeting the
problems should receive careful and sympathetic but none the less rigorous scrutiny. However carefully it was sought to
limit the function of a council or committee to the particular emergency, there is a danger that it might establish a
By One Man – Supplementary Material

Appendix 3: The Christadelphian Magazine Regarding Bro Lovelock

P a g e | 493

precedent which would far too easily lead to some more permanent organization. If a committee makes
recommendations on doctrine, what is to happen if one ecclesia accepts them and another does not? Is A to say to B,
“We are no longer in agreement with you and must cease fellowship”? However clearly it is laid down that the functions
of such a committee are advisory only, would we not in fact have here the makings of a division? Our system of ecclesial
independence is scripturally based, and so far has served us well. Beyond doubt it is now suffering strains and stresses;
let us beware that we do not sacrifice it for something which might prove a heavy burden.
East Coventry and Castle Bromwich Ecclesias, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, August 1965, pp. 364-365
Dear bro. Sargent,
Greetings.
Arising from the correspondence received from the Shirley ecclesia and from the unanimous statement of The
Christadelphian Magazine Committee in the May issue, the following resolution was passed at our arranging brethren’s
meeting on May 7:
That we accept the wisdom of The Christadelphian Magazine Committee’s plea for patience and calm in the present
position, and for this reason we are refraining from helping forward any contemplated precipitate action.
At the same time we would stress that, in our view, the following are factors contributing to the gravity of the position—
1. The Christadelphian Magazine Committee’s lack of initiative in positively refuting modern trends.
2. The Christadelphian Magazine Committee’s apparent inclination towards such modern trends, as evidenced by the
retention on this committee of one whose publication on The Origin of Man is causing widespread offence; and
3. The Christadelphian Magazine Committee’s continued advertising of this publication on The Origin of Man (cover of
May magazine) despite their awareness, we presume, of such offence.
In our opinion, if the above factors are allowed to persist, ecclesias will find that, despite their goodwill towards The
Christadelphian Magazine Committee, they will be obliged to withdraw their support from that committee.
With our love in the Lord,
On behalf of the East Coventry Arranging Brethren.
Your brother,
LAURENCE JENKINS (rec. bro.)
Dear bro. Sargent,
Greetings.
We, the arranging brethren of the Castle Bromwich ecclesia, are most concerned about the present difficulties and the
varying opinions expressed in a volume of letters being published and circulated to the ecclesias. Like many in the
Brotherhood we have waited in vain for a positive lead from some of the more prominent brethren, who so far, with a
few exceptions, seem only to tread the paths of caution. In our view this neutral attitude, although in other circumstances
it would be commendable, is adding to the confusion and strengthening the hands of those who so unwisely depart from
the literality of the scriptures in question.
We, therefore, consider that the Publishing Committee should take a firm stand and declare positively the true
fundamental beliefs of the Brotherhood. Now is the time for a definite lead to clarify the position and thereby avoid the
necessity of much of the proposed machinery that is now being negotiated to deal with these unscriptural teachings.
Sincerely your brethren in Christ,
SYDNEY A. YEOMANS (rec. bro.)
COMMENT BY BRO SARGENT
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Publication of the East Coventry letter was deferred until there had been an opportunity for it to come before The
Christadelphian Publishing Committee. The policy of the Committee was announced in a statement in the magazine for
Sept., 1964 (page 414), in which it was said: “We would prefer in these pages to pursue a constructive course . . . From
the standpoint of a full acceptance of the Word of God as an inspired, sole and sufficient guide to the purpose of God in
the past, present and future, therefore, we propose from time to time to examine the problems with which we are
confronted. From time to time, legitimate differences in the interpretation of the Inspired Word will have to be discussed
and compared; from time to time, too, problems aroused by contemporary scientific opinions and discoveries may have
to be admitted as not completely answerable. But we hope that, throughout, such positive evidence that the hand of
God is to be found throughout the Bible, from Genesis to Revelation, will be presented as to assure us all—whatever
difficulties may remain—that ‘here is knowledge, here is wisdom: these be the lively oracles of God’.”
This policy has been followed. While circumstances prevented the publication as early as we would have liked of articles
discussing some points on which there are varying interpretations, they are now appearing. In this issue bro. A. D. Norris
writes an exposition of the literal view of the serpent in Eden. There is also a critical examination of the notes on The
Origin of Man (to which the author must of course have right of reply). The criticisms of this work are candid; the fears
as to the consequences of accepting the views advocated are expressed openly. An editorial in the April issue, 1965 (page
174) said: “If there can be mutual recognition of zeal for truth, there is hope that with discussion there might be a drawing
closer together without loss of principle. If it is to be concluded that truth itself would be compromised by yielding in one
direction or the other, then that is a judgment which must be arrived at with the greatest care and the utmost seriousness
of purpose.” This we affirm: there is no wish to surrender truth, but we must be quite sure that fundamental truths are
imperiled before we pursue extreme courses.
A series of editorial articles has drawn attention to some fundamental aspects of faith in the hope that these will be
common ground for all who hold Biblical truth. May we quote from the article on “Revelation” in the March issue (page
124): “The word given through prophets, spoken or written, was an essential part of God’s revelation. Through the
prophets the word was at work. The only way in which the sons of Adam, alienated from God, can be brought back to
God is through God’s communication to them; and that communication comes through the word in all its aspects and all
its work. The Word is the channel through which God reaches out to man in order to bring men to Himself. That word is
made available to us in the Holy Writings, and here only can we find the ground of faith and the means of life. The word
‘God-breathed’ in the writings is an essential aspect of God’s self-revelation and of His redeeming work with men.”
While there have been critics, others have expressed by letter or verbally their admiration and support for the dignified,
sober policy pursued in The Christadelphian in a time of ferment.
One brother from Australia wrote:
“I would like to express my appreciation of the standard maintained by The Christadelphian. Recent articles have
manifested a vigorous spirit of enquiry, at the same time emphasizing and reaffirming the changeless
foundations. There has been an honest facing up to problems raised by our scientific and cultural environment.
Humility is shown in the reexamination, where needed, of our traditional interpretations of prophecy and in the
brotherly admonitions occasionally administered. All in all there is an admirable balance which is very helpful to
me personally and I feel sure, to the brotherhood as a whole.”
It is our sincere hope that we may come through these difficult times strengthened and enriched as a body by the exercise
of spiritual discernment in the light of the Word of God, and in the spirit of brotherly love. Nothing would delight us more
than to fill the pages of the magazine with the great positive truths of our Faith and aid in our efforts to draw nearer to
the pattern of Christ. One is deeply conscious that the coming of the Lord may be very near, and it is a grief that energies
should be spent in controversies at a time when we may be about to stand before him to render our account. Yet there
is no quick and easy way out of the present difficulties—certainly not in cutting off without discussion everyone who
takes a slightly different point of view from our own. That is no solution, and if we read the scriptures carefully it is not
the apostolic way.
The note on the cover referred to in point 3 was inserted on the sole responsibility of the Editor for the benefit of brethren
who were anxious to get copies of the notes. There were many who wished to form a judgment upon them in view of the
controversy they were arousing, and had been unable to obtain them. While some among us appear to find no difficulty
in condemning a book they have not read, others feel an obligation to read it before entering into controversy upon it,
and it was for their benefit the note was insert.
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WL Bedwell, Present Anxieties, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, August 1965, pp. 365-366
Dear bro. Sargent,
My inability to reply in time prevented my signature being added to the letter which appeared in the June Christadelphian,
but perhaps I may be allowed to add my voice to it.
First, an appeal to those who are formulating interpretations of Scripture hitherto not generally received among us. Can
we, in expressing these interpretations, always have in mind the need to build up the community? Can we take every
care to ensure that new interpretations do not become occasions for stumbling to the majority? I appreciate the problems
and questions young brethren and sisters face, especially University undergraduates, but these are not new. Some of us
met them 30, 40 or even 60 years ago and had to come to terms with them, while acknowleding that we did not know all
the answers. It must be possible to help undergraduates and other young people without simultaneously running a
serious risk of disrupting the Brotherhood.
May I therefore plead for such interpretations to be expressed in all humility and for it to be made absolutely plain, as in
bro. Dagg’s article in the July Christadelphian, that these interpretations are in everything subject to the Word. If these
views are put forward as honest attempts to give possible explanations of Scripture to those who face problems but
without in any way diminishing its authority, a considerable step would be taken towards a modus vivendi. If the
overriding authority of the Word can be seen to be accepted, it should be possible to consider these alternative
explanations dispassionately.
An appeal to the “old-fashioned” among us must follow. If it is made plain that the authority of Scripture is not being
diminished or challenged, we ought to be able to discuss new interpretations calmly and agree that a new view may
express a possible understanding of Scripture even if we ourselves cannot accept it. We can resolve to cry treason only
when a fundamental doctrine is clearly seen to be at stake and to accept that we may have been wrong in nonfundamental interpretations, however cherished these may be in our tradition.
Bro. Gillett’s statement in the May Christadelphian on behalf of the Oxford (Tyndale Road) ecclesia refers to the need for
the brotherhood as a whole to express its view on one of these possible alternative explanations of Scripture. The
brotherhood must know more of such possible explanations before it can express its view on them and here The
Christadelphian is performing a valuable service in providing a forum for their discussion.
This discussion must ultimately be crystallized for decision by the brotherhood as a whole. How is this to be done? I share
your dislike of a council to investigate difficulties remitted to it but some method is required to enable the brotherhood
as a whole to express its views. Another suggestion has been made that a commission of twelve brethren be appointed
to study the problems facing the brotherhood and report. May I suggest that procedures used in the past for military
service and reunion could be adapted for use in the present situation? The commission, if it is to enjoy the confidence of
the Brotherhood, must be appointed by it and report back to it. This could be done through ecclesial representatives. The
commission would be charged with reducing the problems facing us to their basic fundamentals and suggesting how to
meet them. The commission may have to have more than one meeting with ecclesial representatives, but it is reasonable
to expect that, as with re-union, a satisfactory clarification and course of action would be ultimately agreed by the large
majority of the brotherhood. This achieved, the commission would disappear.
I would hope that principles would emerge to guide ecclesias. For example, the basic principles taught in the early
chapters of Genesis clearly set down would make plain the essentials to which every acceptable interpretation of these
chapters must conform but would permit more than one understanding of them provided these did not contradict the
basic principles. I believe that many brethren and sisters puzzled by the present situation would welcome such action
and it seems preferable to the chaos which would result from unilateral ecclesial action.
We need cool, collected thought as well as discussion. The commission’s work would be lengthy in view of the importance
of the issues involved. Ought we not to appoint such a commission and, pending its report, to refrain from any action
which will exacerbate the situation?
Sincerely your brother in Jesus,
W. L. BEDWELL.
Billingham, Co. Durham.
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LW Richardson, A Suggested Committee, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, August 1965, p. 366
Dear bro. Sargent,
As one of those who has advocated the setting up of a Committee to discuss differences at present troubling the
Brotherhood, perhaps I may be permitted to make one or two observations. First of all, I am aware that the idea is viewed
with a certain amount of apprehension in some quarters. Let me suggest, therefore, that the intention is not, so far as I
am aware, to set up anything like a “Church Council”. This would not be acceptable to many of us, who feel that ecclesial
autonomy is an important and Scriptural principle of our community.
What we need is some method of communication between ecclesias, enabling differences to be discussed in a mature
and Christian spirit, to promote understanding and avoid division. The committee, as I envisage it, would act in a purely
advisory capacity, and would have no executive powers whatsoever. Presumably its findings would be published in The
Christadelphian, and ecclesias would then have a lead given to them. But it would be up to each meeting to decide for
itself whether this lead was acceptable. I, personally, believe that if the committee is sound and scripturally wise, its
recommendations would be generally accepted, and would help to bring stability to the thinking of the Body, and so
preserve an enlightened unity.
The question arises, how are we going to get such a committee appointed? I would like to suggest that one way would
be for the Editor of The Christadelphian to be asked to call together a group of brethren whom he feels to be sound in
faith and gentle in spirit, to work with him on the matter. This suggestion has already been made by the arranging
brethren of the West Hendon ecclesia.
Of course, some would prefer to have an ecclesially-elected committee, but the machinery for this is cumbersome, and
the end-product may be no better, if as good, for the purpose in view. If you, bro. Sargent, were willing to take on the
task of co-opting a number of suitable brethren, I think such a committee would be generally acceptable to the
Brotherhood, and their advice would be listened to with respect. The fact that they were not elected delegates would
possibly be an advantage in view of the nature of their function, which would be to consider and advise, rather than to
pronounce or pontificate.
Sincerely your brother,
L. W. RICHARDSON.
London (West Hendon).
Mountsorrel & Glasgow Ecclesias, Fellowship, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, August 1965, pp. 366-367
Dear bro. Sargent,
The Mountsorrel Arranging Brethren, having carefully read and considered the letters from the Shirley and Glasgow
ecclesias, feel that the scriptural considerations governing fellowship and ecclesial relationships should be taken more
seriously into account, before the precipitation of action against any ecclesias or individuals. We earnestly beg all who
consider pressing for action at this time in order to attempt to force decisions on the brotherhood, to remember that
fellowship involves the following important points—among others:
1. Fellowship is oneness, partnership.
2. Our fellowship is not only with the ecclesias who accept the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith or similar
Statements but
3. “. . . Truly our fellowship is with the Father and with His Son Jesus Christ . . .” (1 John 1 : 5).
4. “He that loveth his brother abideth in light” (1 John 2 : 10).
5. We are called by God, who is faithful, to the fellowship of His Son Jesus Christ our Lord.
Having received such a great and lofty call to a communion which cannot be obtained except through the Way appointed
by God—we beg all who seek to promote action which could lead to a division in the family of God to retire from the
present lines and seek quiet meditation upon what this fellowship to which we are called is related. Fellowship is oneness
with the parties of the fellowship. If false doctrine or disobedience are involved, there are the old-established and
scriptural methods of meeting such cases. The present proposed course of action can only lead to immense damage to
the Church as the Body and the Bride of Christ and to a further setback in the work of preaching the Truth.
In enforced decisions to divide one from another, many innocent brethren and sisters suffer, the young in faith are
bewildered and weakened. The task of the faithful is hindered and the way of righteousness is evil spoken of. It is written,
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“Walk circumspectly, not as fools”. The danger to the unity of the Body is very great—let all concerned think well before
demanding others to act in a way which, once the momentum is gained, humanly we will not be able to halt.
Our prayers are that the will of the Father is sought and human wills submitted to His Word, that we may indeed attain
to the fuller fellowship of the Kingdom for which we watch and wait.
Your brethren in the Lord,
P. S. TURVEY (rec. bro.),
R. BILTON,
E. BRAZIER,
M. EDWARDS,
E. LAUNCHBURY,
D. MOORE,
R. OTTEY.
Mountsorrel.
Dear bro. Sargent,
Greetings.
The Glasgow (Christian Institute) ecclesia and presumably other ecclesias received a circular letter requesting issue to be
taken concerning a disciplinary dispute within the area from which the letter came. This has been considered by the
arranging brethren who wish to affirm their support for the traditional procedure by which ecclesial decisions should be
established. It is their firm belief that each ecclesia should accept responsibility for maintaining internal discipline and
majority decisions should be loyally abided by within the ecclesia and by all the other ecclesias, in harmony with the
requirements of the spirit of the Ecclesial Guide.
On behalf of the arranging brethren of the Glasgow (Christian Institute) ecclesia, 70 Bothwell Street, Glasgow.
Your brother in Hope,
HUGH HOOD.
[These letters may well be pondered. On one point in the Mount-sorrel letter a little clarification may help. Fellowship is
truly with the Father and the Son, and where it exists no human judgment can break it. But we also use the word
“fellowship” in a more restricted sense of those who meet upon an accepted basis of belief. This basis on which their
faith rests they believe to be the ground of the Divine fellowship, but it is subject to human limitations inasmuch as they
must judge when the basis is so far departed from that the ground of fellowship no longer exists. In this they may err,
but their human limitation does not relieve them of the responsibility to act upon sober, prayerful and scripturallyinstructed judgment. They do not, however, presume to say that their judgment is anything but human, or that the
fellowship with the Father has necessarily been broken. It is desirable to grasp the distinction between these two uses of
the word “fellowship”.—ED.]
Bro. Hubert E. Taylor, of Glenorchy, Tasmania, in a letter much too long to add to the already lengthy correspondence,
urges a return to the attitude to fellowship of an earlier generation. Rather than criticizing past contentions, we should
recognize that “these brethren were fearless and courageous in their advocacy and defence of the Truth, and we today
are in dire need of following their teachings and example”. The brethren are divided on certain issues, and to established
an artificial facade of unity is only to delude ourselves. It would be grossly inconsistent to maintain our separation from
those around us and yet tolerate false teaching in our midst.
Norman L Evans, Present Anxieties, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, September 1965, p. 416
Dear bro. Sargent,
I would like to add my support to the letter which appeared in The Christadelphian for June over the signatures of some
seventy or more brethren, and at the same time express my distrust of the suggestion that present difficulties be
submitted to a committee for resolution. I believe such a method could not settle the question. We are faced at the
moment with two interpretations of Genesis 3, each argued on a basis of Scripture. We may each have our views as to
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which of the two satisfies us intellectually; but surely what matters, and what we all accept without question is the New
Testament doctrine based on Genesis: “By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin, and so death passed
upon all men, for that all have sinned.”
The procedure of submitting this question to a committee which should “pronounce” on the correct interpretation of
Genesis 3 is open to grave objection. There can easily be more than one interpretation of a given passage of Scripture:
one appeals to the reasoning of one individual, and another to that of another, both being perfectly sincere, and satisfied
as to the correctness of the view which each has deduced from Scripture. Patient study of the Word may bring the two
together. But it is also surely the case that in the instance around which discussion now centres, the issue as between
the literal and figurative interpretations calls in question no truly fundamental teaching. Here again, Scripture is our guide
as to what are fundamentals, and we can find in the Acts of the Apostles the truths which were taught under the guidance
of the Holy Spirit, and were accepted before baptism took place. But of course, this teaching was not the end, any more
than it should be in the case of those submitting to baptism in our own day; and the Epistles were addressed to ecclesias
of baptized believers, to expand the doctrines already received, and to relate these to personal conduct, so that the
recipients might “grow in grace and in the knowledge of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ”.
It should also be said that to deal with our present difficulties by threat of withdrawal is to contravene a command that
we should refrain from threatening (Eph. 6 : 9). Thus we are called on to follow the example of Christ (1 Peter 2 : 23).
Withdrawal on the ground of heresy is surely the very last step, to be used only when there is a proven departure from a
first principle.
There may always be a temptation, when a question such as the present one arises, to say, “Let us settle this once and
for all”. Perhaps we may even seek to make our decision permanent by incorporating it in our Statement of Faith. But to
do so may wrongly estrange many of our brethren, and open the floodgates to every eccentric suggestion and
interpretation which may be put forward mistakenly as a “first principle”. Rather let us exercise patience and let the heat
of controversy die down, meanwhile devoting ourselves still more assiduously to the study of the Word. Then we may
come to see our problems in their true perspective, and save ourselves from transgression through over-hasty action.
With the signs of the nearness of Christ’s return, and the need for presenting a united front to the world so that our
preaching may be effective, we all have need, by the grace of God, to “be at peace among ourselves” (1 Thess. 5 : 13).
Sincerely your brother,
NORMAN L. EVANS.
Llandudno.
[We appreciate bro. Evans’s view, but if two or more interpretations of a passage under discussion would be compatible
with our fundamentals, it would presumably be the committee’s duty to say so; alternatively, if they felt one
interpretation not to be compatible they would give their advice to that effect. It would not, as we understand it, be the
committee’s duty to “pronounce”—as it were, ex cathedra. His appeal for peace in view of the nearness of the Lord is
heartily endorsed.—ED
Ron Storer, Pre-Adamites, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, September 1965, pp. 416-417
Dear bro. Sargent,
Loving greetings.
I have read The Origin of Man by bro. R. T. Lovelock and your reply, the latter more carefully than the former. It would
be wrong for me to anticipate what may be said in reply, and your fairness to allow a reply to appear is both admired and
respected. Nor is it an easy matter to take a different viewpoint from the Editor of the magazine which represents the
body to whom one has given one’s life-energy from childhood which too is unrepealable. My own testimony, for what it
is worth, is that it is possible to retain such a loyalty and not fear the consequences which you seem to think are to be
feared.
I suppose I was in mind in regard to the passage in Acts 17 and perhaps also in regard to the incorporation of “them of
old time” into the Adamic stock. On the former I have already written in brief and will if you wish extend this to include
both a consideration of the Hymn to Zeus, the possible background of Malachi and the Greek conception of “The One”.
With your permission I should like to refer back to Prof. Smart for his view on “the one” standing in its own right in Greek
thought. I find the Cambridge Commentary on Acts supports the view I offered. I did not know this when I wrote you.
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It is obvious that the existence of contemporaries to Adam is the point of anxiety and significance, and I do not think it
can be said “we cannot admit that they could have any part in the gospel of salvation as preached to the race of Adam”.
God could raise from stones “children to Abraham”, and graft wild into another stock.
First then Cain, significantly mentioned in the current issue. Genesis states clearly that Adam had three sons, Cain, Abel,
Seth and sons and daughters after the birth of Seth (Gen. 5 : 4). The situation of Adam’s family at the murder of Abel was
Adam, Eve, Cain and Abel. Cain slew Abel, and when his murder was brought to light, he expressed a fear “that everyone
that findeth me shall slay me”. This was not an imaginary fear. God expressed its danger by giving Cain a sign that
everyone finding him should not slay him. Thus it is quite clear that there existed contemporaries willing to avenge
murder. It will not do to say he feared his unborn brothers or sisters. The fact that Seth was given to fill Abel’s place and
Eve received him as such shows there were no other existing sons to do so. Further, Cain went out from the Presence of
the Lord and married a wife before Adam had daughters. His wife conceived and bare him a son, and says the Hebrew
text, “he was building a city and called the name of the city after the name of his son”.
For whom was he building the city and with whom was he building it? On this point R.T.L’s thesis of Adamic dominance
and for the generic reasons given I find illuminating.
This case does not stand alone. Indeed, the existence of this substratum of men occurs again and again in Scripture. Gen.
6 : 1–2, if it stood alone, would be a problem, but in sequence falls into line. The idea that it implied a racial mingling
between descendants of Cain and Adam fails to take into account that Cain went away eastward to the Land of Nod. The
obvious inference is that the Adamites were the daughters of men and the beni elohim the aborigines—the genetics was
disturbed as giantism shows. This happened in those days and also after that; Gen. 6 : 4 showing the mingling was
extended so that giants remained after the flood. To these imprisoned spirits Enoch preached and this would suggest
that a way was open to them which they rejected in his day.
The same background repeats for Abraham. He sojourns among Canaanites of Noachic descent and the Semitic Kings of
Shinar, etc., invade and smite the Rephaim (giants), Zuzim and Emim peoples; then conquering the kings of Canaan,
Sodom, etc.
The three level human background is referred to in Deut. 2 at considerable length; the clearest case of which is that of
the Noachic Caphtorim who destroyed the Arvim (Deut. 2 : 23) and dwelt in their stead — Arvim = cave dwellers (Young’s).
A similar background occurs in Job 30 : 1–14, where they are called men of “no name” unclassified as Adamic, and their
description would fit the usual picture of “cave men”.
The same background is seen in the presence of the Anakim among the Canaanites in the time of the entry into the land,
even unto the time of David who slew the Anakim Goliath.
If any of these people remained distinct from Noachic and Adamite peoples, then would not the phrase Jews, Gentiles
and Barbarians cover the position? Need we be more surprised than the servants expressed to find tares among the
wheat? Finally, in the picture of the Holy City we see the saints, the nations and without the dogs, etc. Those in heaven,
those on earth, and those under the earth, the substratum.
Finally, while I understand your concern regarding the Fall, the Atonement, Revelation, Resurrection and the character
of the Kingdom, I do not in fact share it, finding these the very coping stone which fits exactly on the broader based
picture of the past in which all nature partakes of the Fall, is recapitulated, reproduced, recreated and redeemed in the
Atonement, realized in the Resurrection and to be consummated in the Kingdom. And I find in John, Colossians, Ephesians,
etc., a largeness of heart in this matter. I write not wishing to add any burden on your time and responsibility. If any point
of significance has been brought to your notice I shall be more than rewarded for writing.
With Love in the Lord,
Ron Storer. (Mapperley, Notts)
[Why should members of a pre-Adamite race avenge a murder in Adam’s family? What concern would it be of theirs?
The difficulty arises from assuming that none of Adam’s “sons and daughters” were born before Seth, whereas all we are
justified in saying is that Seth was “appointed” in place of Abel and was designated as the ancestor of the line which
brought forth Noah, Abraham and Christ. It does not prove that there were no other existing children. No evidence is
offered that the peoples mentioned in Deuteronomy 2 were not Adamic, and Job 30 : 1–14 merely refers to a debased
social class. Other points made are equally speculative, or create needless difficulties. For example, Cain’s going to the
land of Nod (=wandering): wherever it may have been, would not have prevented his descendants wandering back and
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meeting those of Seth as population expanded. Fears as to the effect of evolutionary teaching are for the future as its
implications come to be followed out, rather than for those who advance it in the first place. That these dangers are real
is only too clearly exemplified in the churches around us, with their vapid, emasculated and humanized theology. Are we
to go the same way?—Ed.]
W. Davidson, Pre-Adamites, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, September 1965, p. 417-418
Dear bro. Sargent,
One of the problems bothering some of our young people today is, “Did Cain marry a pre-Adamite woman?” This is put
forward as though it were a modern problem, yet it can be traced back many hundreds of years in ecclesiastical history.
The Biblical argument for the existence of pre-Adamites was advanced by the Calvinist de la Peyrère in 1655 at Bordeaux,
although he eventually abandoned his ideas and turned Roman Catholic. Augustine dealt with the question around a.d.
390 when he wrote: “As there were no human beings except those who had been born of Adam and Eve, men married
their sisters; an act which was as certainly dictated by necessity in those ancient days, as afterwards it was condemned
by the prohibitions of religion” (The City of God, XV, 16).
However, the Bible argument is very strong that all men now living are descended from one couple (Gen. 1 : 26–28). Eve
is called “the mother of all living” (Gen. 3 : 20), and that Adam was the father of all living is clearly inferred (Gen. 2 : 5,
20). Paul proved to the Athenians the unity of God from the unity of the human race, “God hath made of one blood (man)
all nations of men for to dwell on all the face of the earth” (Acts 8 : 24). The common ancestry of the race is also taught
by the doctrine of the Fall: “Wherefore, as by one man sin entered the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon
all men, for that all have sinned” (Rom. 5 : 12).
Sincerely your brother,
W. Davison (Nottingham)

Three Ecclesias, Present Anxieties, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, October 1965, pp. 459-461
Dear bro. Sargent,
Greetings.
At the moment, the problems at present facing the brotherhood, do not directly affect our ecclesia. While we are thankful
to our Heavenly Father for this, the flood of correspondence and articles being circulated have not gone unheeded by
our arranging brethren.
After careful and prayerful consideration of the suggestions and recommendations which have been advanced, we have
arrived at certain decisions. For several reasons we are not in favour of the setting-up of a committee of investigation.
Briefly, there is no assurance that such a committee would be able to arrive at a conclusion. If it did arrive at one, there
is no guarantee that it would be acceptable to all ecclesias, and because of the autonomous position of individual ecclesias
they could not have a decision enforced upon them. A divided Committee would only bring about a further deterioration
in the position.
In these circumstances it was agreed to call a special meeting for the purpose of re-affirming our ecclesial position
regarding Basic Truths. At this meeting held on 18th August the following resolutions were passed by an overwhelming
majority:
(1) That the Adam of Genesis, chapters 1–4, was the first man to be created, from whom the whole human race
derives and not from a race of creatures already in existence upon the Earth.
(2) That we regard the serpent, Eve’s tempter of Genesis 3 to have been a literal beast of the field.
(3) That we refuse to have speaking brethren on our platform who are known to hold, or who advocate contrary
views.
We feel that such positive action may well encourage other ecclesias to follow suit and so put their house in order. To
this end our meeting resolved that you be requested to publish this letter in the Magazine, at the earliest opportunity. If
only the Arranging Brethren of individual ecclesias would accept the responsibility which falls upon them in this situation,
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then with the blessing of our Heavenly Father, we may well see the troubled waters subside and once again be enabled
to rejoice in the purity of the Truth which we all subscribed to at our baptism.
With our love in the Lord.
On behalf of Leicester, Abingdon Road ecclesia,
J. JARVIE.
Leicester.
COMMENT BY BRO SARGENT
A letter with resolutions in similar terms has been received from the Coventry (Grosvenor Road) ecclesia, and has, it is
understood, been circulated to other ecclesias.
The anxiety which is shown lest our heritage of faith should be whittled away by broadening interpretations is appreciated,
and there is no doubt that this is shared in a great many ecclesias. The questions arise what is the right course to take,
and on what issues. A threefold object should be in view: (1) To preserve the essentials of faith; (2) maintain a genuine
unity; and (3) to leave room for reasonable freedom of discussion on matters of interpretation.
Previous editorial comments will have indicated the kind of misgiving which these letters arouse. It is sound that ecclesias
should shoulder their own responsibilities rather than relying on any outside source to solve their problems; and it is the
right and duty of ecclesias to select for their platforms those brethren whom they feel can best serve in the upbuilding
of spiritual life. When, however, ecclesias publish decisions of the kind here indicated, both the nature of the decisions
and the fact of publication raise certain considerations.
In general, definitions which are in effect additions to the Statement of Faith adopted by individual ecclesias are to be
deplored. The possibility that the meaning of the wording of the B.A.S.F. could be made so elastic as to cover almost any
view has been recognized previously in editorial comment, and must be guarded against: but the attempt to avoid this
danger by adding a series of definitions could bring an almost equal danger in another way. Once the process of defining
has started, where will it end? Individual ecclesias might go on adding definitions every time a particular subject was
under discussion until the B.A.S.F. became a tangle of amplifications, not always well considered, and some of which
might exclude brethren whose general faithfulness was not in question. This could have the effect of repressing all
genuine thinking until our teaching could become a mere repetition lacking in the force and conviction that can only
come from personal searching of the Scriptures. I myself would say that I have gained from the discussion on the Serpent
in Eden, though the effect has been to confirm my own belief in the literalness of the narrative. It has, however, become
evident that not all the objections to the symbolic view were valid, nor are all the conclusions as to its possible theological
consequences sound doctrine. As was pointed out in an editorial last month, the primary fact is that man was temptable,
and he fell; the means of temptation is secondary, though important, and in any case Adam was not deceived, and he
yielded to his own nature. Brethren who themselves have no doubt on the subject may none the less feel embarrassment
if it is made a test which openly distinguishes them from others whom they gladly fellowship. The question of Adam’s
creation, however, must be recognized to raise much deeper issues.
This leads to the other point, the fact of publication which must influence other ecclesias. While we feel it right to comply
with the request of two of the larger ecclesias, we do so with misgiving lest the mere fact of publication should set up a
dividing line which would be a step towards division in fellowship. We do not believe that the ecclesias concerned intend
such a consequence; they may even be persuaded that their action, which deliberately stops short of raising questions
of fellowship, may have the contrary effect.
While replies to circulars sent out by the Birmingham (Central) and Glasgow (South) ecclesias have shown the genuine
and widespread concern at the present position in the ecclesial world, they have also shown a strong desire to avoid a
major division. Experience has shown not only the sorrow and heart-ache which divisions can cause; not only the
destructive bitterness which can be aroused, though this is evil enough. The prejudices, the distortions and
misrepresentations, which too often mark such crises, must surely “grieve the holy Spirit of God”, for it is not always truth
in the wider sense that prevails; and signs are not wanting that such devilish things might even now develop if “bitter
zeal” (James 3 : 14) ran its course. But beyond all this, divisions have proved their damaging effect on the Body as a whole,
which can be left debilitated by the turning of energies to internal conflict when they should be devoted to building up
in the things of the Spirit. Doubtless there have been times when division was necessary to preserve the Truth, though
almost always other factors entered in; but God grant that in the years that may remain to us we may solve our problems
and preserve our heritage without such crude and cruel surgery. We look with sinking of heart on anything that might
bring division nearer.—EDITOR.
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[A report on replies to the Birmingham (Central) circular appears in the Visitor section. Attention is also drawn to a
statement from the Watford ecclesia which appears there.]
The following further letter on the subject arrived after the above comments were written:
Dear bro. Sargent,
The Sheffield arranging brethren, supported by a substantial ecclesial meeting, feel it their duty to state their position in
relation to the present controversy concerning the Genesis account of creation.
After prayerful consideration, we are determined to uphold those doctrines and principles which have bound us together
for over one hundred years and constitute the fundamental teachings as outlined in the word of God, and further
elaborated in the B.A.S.F. which we still recognize as the basis of our ecclesial standing and from which we are not
prepared to depart.
With this object in view, the following statement of our position, will, we trust, assist in directing the minds of brethren
and sisters into the ways which will help in the stabilizing of thoughts attuned to divine ideals.
(1) We regard Genesis, chapter 3, as a statement of divine inspiration, and that the serpent was in fact a literal
serpent and the product of divine creation “more subtil than any beast of the field that the Lord God had
made”.
(2) That man as defined in Gen. 1 : 26–27 and Gen. 2 : 7 was also the direct and special product of creation, and
not a member of some existing race or order of beings, see B.A.S.F., item 4.
(3) We do not knowingly have speaking brethren on our platform who hold or advocate views contrary to the
above.
(4) We recognize the great need to hold fast sound doctrine and thereby “strengthen the things that remain”
so that when our Master returns he may find an ecclesia who in humility and steadfast obedience have
striven “to keep the faith” in these last days.
(5) We feel it is the duty of each ecclesia to deal with its problems on the basis as outlined in the final statement,
item 2, under the heading of “Fellowship”. See Titus 3 : 9–10-11 and Romans 16 : 17–18.
Sincerely your brother,
W. HARDY (rec. bro.).
Sheffield.
John Watts, The Origin of Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, October 1965, p. 461
Dear bro. Sargent,
May I offer some comments on the scientific content of those parts of bro. Lovelock’s notes and article that deal with
organic evolution?
(1) The transient character of scientific theory is acknowledged, but in practice the real nature and limitations of
science are ignored, and there is a tendency to confuse fact, inference and theory.
(2) There is a surprising failure to appreciate how difficult it is to evaluate any type of scientific data. No one man
can ever possess the background and time to be aware of and to assess critically more than a tiny fraction of the
material that lies behind the ideas he expresses. Inevitably then, the assessments are all at second hand, and
the primary assessors are all evolutionists. If bro. Lovelock is prepared to accept their evaluation of the facts, as
seems the case, then equally inevitably he can come to only one conclusion—evolution.
(3) There is a serious misrepresentation of contemporary biological thought. The foundations of evolutionary theory
have changed continuously during the past 50 years, but the general form and meaning of evolution have not.
(4) There are ambiguities and inaccuracies and a tendency to circular arguments and dogmatism. All these are
illustrated by the statement, “the fact remains that mutations have been responsible for producing wheat from
grass . . .”
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One is forcefully reminded of the first three chapters of 1 Corinthians. It was not without reason that God warned us not
to try to blend the wisdom of this age with the Word of God.
Sincerely your brother in Christ,
John Watts. (St. Albans)
PW Reynolds, The Origin of Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, October 1965, pp. 461-462
Dear bro. Sargent, We are immensely grateful for your restrained and unemotional approach to recent subjects of
controversy and now particularly for your painstaking analysis of bro. Ralph Lovelock’s Notes. I wonder if the following
summary of my own conclusions would help in their assessment.
Bro. Lovelock’s notes are literary dynamite. His closest friends should have advised him against their publication. I hope
bro. Ralph will forgive me when I say that he should have had the sense to see that they were more likely to be
misunderstood than appreciated.
The presentation of his argument is not very clear and it is easily open to misunderstanding. Sound scriptural quotation
is mixed up with fanciful interpretation. Analogies appear to be used as proofs rather than as illustrations of what has
already been proved (which is all analogies are good for). Nevertheless, I am astonished at the extraordinary charges
which are being levelled against bro. Lovelock (not—of course—by the Editor). One hears of his “believing in evolution”,
departing from the fundamentals of the Truth, teaching heresy, denying the inspiration of scripture and upsetting the
faith of young people. This is simply nonsense and we should be ashamed of it.
Bro. Lovelock emphatically accepts the inspiration of the Word. His notes are not concerned with its authority but with
its meaning. If “evolution” means some theory of the origin of man which conflicts with Bible teaching, then bro. Lovelock
neither believes nor teaches it. To charge him with heretical belief is to misunderstand the purpose and the content of
his notes and to misjudge the character of their author.
His critics really must try to distinguish between proven facts and unproven hypotheses in science and archaeology.
Examples of each are before us. The original theory of the evolutionary origin of species has stubbornly refused to be
proved by geological discovery or genetic research. On the other hand the extreme antiquity of “man” is proved by an
overwhelming flood of incontrovertible evidence. It is quite unreasonable to doubt that reasoning beings with bodies like
our own existed a hundred thousand years before Adam and Eve were created.
This fact poses a number of questions. How do these pre-Adamic “men” fit in with the enactments of creation revealed
in Genesis? In what ways did these “men” differ from Adam and Eve? Had they all died out before Adam and Eve were
created? What is the strength of the alleged evidence that their descendants exist until this day? Such questions are
asked by thousands of brethren and sisters and wondered about by many more who scarcely dare to speak. They are not
the results of doubts in the faithless; they are the inevitable outcome of literacy and common sense among believers. It
is therefore quite disheartening to find a section of the brotherhood poised like a vulture ready to swoop down and
devour anyone who has the temerity to try to tackle them.
The early chapters of Genesis present problems to the most faithful student if he is prepared to think about them. The
most sincere acceptance of the inspiration of the text does nothing to remove them. They cannot be resolved by sticking
our heads in the sand and pretending they are not there. Can we not accept bro. Lovelock’s studies as a sincere attempt
to explore some possibilities? We can question his arguments, call for the evidence behind his “facts”, or reject his
conclusions. What we cannot do is charge him with dangerous and subversive teaching which raises a question of
fellowship.
PETER W. REYNOLDS.
Darlington.
Howard Walker, The Origin of Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, October 1965, p. 462
Dear bro. Sargent,
Of all the quotations my school teachers would have liked me to remember, one remains. It is from the introductory
chapters of Mellor’s Elementary Chemistry, and it runs: “The paths of scientific progress are strewn with the bodies of
dead and dying theories.” Some fifty years later few would dispute the accuracy of Mellor’s observation. Yet how often,
by our statements and methods of thinking, do we appear to have forgotten it! How easy it is to give the impression that,
while this may be all too true in past decades, by the time we reach 1965 the “bodies” have ceased to fall.
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While the politician is never quite beyond the suspicion of colouring, or even trimming, his arguments to suit his own
particular party line, the “scientist” stands with Caesar’s wife, above suspicion. Yet the most casual reading of scientific
history will give us ample evidence of the attitude of scientists themselves to their fellows who step out of line with some
new idea. Do they never ignore those results that do not coincide with that beautiful straight line graph that looks so
authentic? Any of us who have tried to repeat in industry new methods and ideas that have formed the basis of research
papers will have had at least our suspicions. After all, why should scientists not be subject to the same limitations and
(dare we say) foibles that dog the steps of us lesser mortals?
The foregoing may appear almost like high treason to many of the younger generation who are studying in our universities
and technical colleges at the feet of these modern Gamaliels. This we can well understand, for the ability to sift evidence
and note how often deductions are taken for facts comes only with the years. These famous gentlemen have their likes
and dislikes where modern theories are concerned, and many make no bones about frowning on anything that does not
enhance what they feel is true.
Here, I think, some of our brethren who are in the front line of present day research could be of considerable service to
the brotherhood. They could keep us well-informed about the fluctuations in modern theories, and could note for us the
demise of any that fall by the wayside . . .
It might not be out of place to remember that if it had been left to the original Gamaliels the gospel of Jesus Christ would
not have been preached, far less spread through the Roman world.
How glibly we talk about “scientific facts”! Ought we not more frequently, and certainly much more ruthlessly, to ask: “Is
this ‘fact’ really a fact, or is it partly—or wholly—a deduction, or just a plain opinion?” An opinion may be universally
accepted, but this does not make it a fact. The immortality of the soul is a case in point. Neither will a real fact be altered
by our true or false explanations of the mechanics of its process. A magnet will still attract a piece of iron whether we try
to explain it by the laws of magnetism or some quite impossible theory of our own.
We are apt to lump all scientists together, and think of them as all working in the same kind of field. Would we really put
together the man who is investigating metal fatigue in an aeroplane works or the possible cure of a disease with those
who are trying to solve the state of the universe or the origin of man?
Because the scientist has given us electricity, pure water to drink, good sanitation and a standard of living such as our
grandparents never dreamed of, does this of necessity enable him to pronounce on these much more obscure and quite
unrepeatable phenomena such as are troubling the brotherhood at the moment?
Why do we let the scientist worry us? Surely today, of all times, when theories are being modified or discarded faster
than perhaps at any time, when the ordinary “man in the street” must be many months, if not years, behind the front
ranks of modern research, there is more reason than ever to refuse to let the scientist strike at our very vitals.
Let us try to keep separate things that are really different, for I am quite sure that the most profound and tested
pronouncement on the state of the universe or the origin of man will not prevent (or help, for that matter) my ability as
an industrial scientist to assay tomorrow a piece of brass, and say whether it is likely to hot stamp into a good water tap
or not.
Are we going to allow the scientist, living in his little fluxlike, everchanging world, to disturb those things which we have
received, not by man’s wisdom, but by the Holy Spirit in the gospel of Jesus Christ? We must not lose sight of the fact
that the material realms in which science can make its most certain pronouncements are not those which affect the
Truth; it is pronouncements in fields where it is most uncertain and least able to produce facts, that would appear to be
troubling us most.
When the scientist has something factual to say we may be ready to listen, but until then we would prefer to note Paul’s
comment: “I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ; for it is the power of God unto salvation to every one that believeth;
to the Jew first, and also to the Gentile” (Rom. 1 : 16).
Sincerely your brother,
Howard Walker (Birmingham)
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Paul Launchbury, The Origin of Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, October 1965, p. 463
Dear bro. Sargent,
All who read the scientific literature regularly and widely will sympathise with bro. Lovelock in his attempt to harmonize
scriptural records with scientific exploration of nature—this exercise excites many of us. I would suggest, however, that
one important omission, not yet emphasized in the present discussion, has been made.
The miraculous is accepted by all of us as an integral part of God’s dealings with us and with all His creation. We accept
it in the gospels, in the prophets and, presumably, in Genesis also. The consequences of this acceptance are far-reaching.
A simple example will suffice for demonstration. An organic chemist presented with a pure chemical compound (e.g., a
vitamin) can identify it by analysis but this dissection will not convey any information as to the mode and/or rate of
synthesis of the substance. It might have been produced by purely chemical means in a laboratory, it may have been
formed in the leaf of a plant or by a micro-organism in a suitable culture medium. There is no way of telling, from the
final substance, how it was produced or how long production took. Bro. Lovelock cites a similar instance (Notes, 3, 6) in
connection with certain compounds isolated from meteorites; they may or may not be the products of living creatures—
the final materials as we have them give no clue as to their origin.
I submit that scientific method requires that the strong element of the miraculous which we accept in later portions of
the scriptures be taken into account in our discussion of origins in Genesis. Hence, I suggest, the phrase, “the facts of
geology are these . . .” requires qualification. All that we see around us is the result of Divine working and the “facts”
regarding ages and processes are deduced by observing only the end-products of Divine synthesis. Can we hold, with any
confidence, that the phenomena we now observe and harness as exploratory tools were in existence and functioning in
their present form when the Spirit was at work in creation? Are we not rather in the position of the chemist speculating
on the synthetic pathway of the molecule before him as we survey God’s handiwork?
I suggest, therefore, that we should be much more wary in our acceptance of geological and archaeological “facts” even
if only on the ground that our recognition of the miraculous makes retrospective extrapolation, by us, unsound by any
scientific standard.
Sincerely your brother,
Paul Launchbury (Birmingham)
[As may be gathered, the brethren whose letters appear above all write with some scientific qualification. Bro. Watts is a
biochemist engaged on genetic research, and therefore particularly concerned with the subject at issue; in a covering letter
he goes into some technical detail to explain the assertions he has here made tersely. Bro. Reynolds is Director of Research
for a very big industrial organization; bro. Walker is an industrial chemist, and bro. Launchbury a pharmacist. It will be noted
that bro. Lovelock’s scientific reasoning is called in question even by the writer most sympathetic to him.—ED.]
K. Moore, The Origin of Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, October 1965, p. 463
Dear bro. Sargent,
Greetings. I feel sure I am not alone in expressing thanks for your excellent article The Origin of Man in the August issue
of the Christadelphian, for the theories which have recently come into prominence have caused much disquiet.
When the numerous instances of vindication of Scripture by archaeological discoveries are considered, they seem to be
the work of God to give grounds for faith in an age of mass disbelief, and when science disagrees with the Bible there
should be no doubt in the minds of those in Christ where their allegiance lies. It would seem that the Author of the much
doubted book of Genesis, knowing the perversity of the human mind, took pains to emphasize facts. Genesis 7 : 21–23:
“All flesh died . . . every man: all in whose nostrils was the breath of life, all in the dry land died. Every living substance
was destroyed . . . Noah only remained alive, and they that were with him in the ark.” To suggest, to imply others did
survive the flood is a direct contradiction of the most clear Scripture.
There is much we do not understand; there is much we do not know: but much we might like to know is not revealed, nor
is it necessary for salvation. The poor, the unlearned, even the slaves of the first century were counted by the Apostle as all
equal if they were in Christ, and their lack of much present-day knowledge was no handicap. It may well be suspected that
much of higher education, as with so many other things in life, is good as a servant, but bad when it gains control of us.
Sincerely your brother in Christ,
K. Moore. (Toronto, Canada.)
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WF Barling, The Origin of Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, October 1965, pp. 463-464
Dear bro. Sargent,
The Brotherhood owes you its thanks both for your able critique of The Origin of Man and for your courage and fairness
in publishing the author’s reply. In your exchange you and bro. Lovelock have each set a splendid example of vigour
without venom which all should follow whenever differences arise. The blunt yet brotherly way in which you have both
made your points enables readers to reach their own conclusions in an informed and dispassionate manner. This is great
gain.
Such was the case also at the Study Class at which bro. Lovelock first gave his talks. There, as was inevitable, discussion
was spirited, but never at the expense of Christian courtesy and forbearance. Bro. Lovelock, by his gentle manner, his
scrupulous fairness in replying to searching criticism, and above all his manifest reverence for the Word, did much to set
so fine a tone, and it is as well at the present juncture that this fact should be more widely known. Like your own opening
tribute to him, it might help to restrain his more intemperate detractors, and even induce them to ask whether their
present methods are in fact meeting our community’s need.
I feel, moreover, that the utmost clear-sightedness is necessary if that need is to be recognized for what it is, since
discussion of differences can so easily conceal the measure of agreement between contestants. The fact is that God’s
activity as Creator is in no way being challenged, either explicitly or implicitly—just as the fact that it is He who sends the
rain on the just and the unjust is in no way being questioned when the scientist’s explanation of rainfall is accepted, as
surely it is by all of us, daily, when we listen to the weather forecast. The real issue before us is whether (to use two much
abused terms) “creation” and “evolution” are contradictory, or complementary, explanations of God’s activity as the
Maker of all things.
Traditionally, we have vigorously declared them to be contradictory. Now, a growing number among us are not so certain
that this is so. What is not generally realized is that this section of our community is not an organized, self-confident
group bent on converting the remainder to a new opinion, but a number of perplexed individuals, deeply loyal to the
community, desperately anxious not to offend those who do not share their anguish—let alone transfer it to their
minds—but who feel that they must be intellectually honest. What they ask of their brethren and sisters is not a change
of viewpoint but a change of attitude. None would rejoice more than they if incontestable evidence were finally produced
to warrant the most literal acceptance of the opening chapters of Genesis. Meantime, what they seek is not approval but
tolerance. If a repudiation of the notion of slow change as God’s method of creation is demanded of them, then their loss
to the community is inevitable. So too, alas, is the loss of many potential candidates for baptism who share their perplexity
and, feeling that the Brotherhood will not tolerate them with their mental reservations, are being driven, in their desire
to give themselves to Christ, more and more towards evangelical groups with less exacting theological demands to make
on their converts than we have.
In an age of astounding scientific discovery and technological achievement the problem thus posed is one with which we
are going to have increasingly to live, whether we like it or not. Recourse to our pioneers is not enough, for like us they
were men of their day, and who, in fairness, could guarantee how they would tackle the problem were they among us
now? Our safest course is to be true to our claim to be a first-century community, and go back to New Testament
precedents.
Paul recognized that the disagreement between strong and weak over the matter of meats was too complex to be settled
by discussion, let alone coercion. The fact had to be faced that “to him that esteemeth any thing to be unclean, to him it
is unclean”. His advice to the strong brother was therefore, “Destroy not him with thy meant, for whom Christ died”.
With equal realism he took account of the intractable nature of Jewish habits of thought and accommodated himself to
them so that something more important than intellectual consistency might be achieved thereby—namely salvation.
Have his words no relevance to our present problem? Can we not likewise learn the wisdom of a similar adjustment “for
the gospel’s sake”, giving compassion precedence over condemnation? Those advocating draconian measures would do
well to ponder the Lord’s words, “Take heed that ye despise not one of these little ones . . . for the Son of man is come
to save that which was lost.” Otherwise their kind of concern with the opening pages of Scripture runs the risk of nullifying
the teaching of other pages of Scripture without which Genesis would have no meaning anyway.
Your brother by grace,
W. F. Barling. (London)
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Bro. Sargent’s Comment:

[Bro. Barling’s plea for understanding of the difficulties of some among us calls for hearing, but the plea of concern for
Christ’s “little ones” may—and will—be argued from the opposite angle. Already some have said, “This is what I left
behind in coming to the Truth, and now I am bewildered to find it cropping up in the Brotherhood”. See also the preceding
letter from bro. Moore. As bro. Watts’s letter implies, one may wonder how much of the difficulty arises not from genuine
experimental science, but from the popularization of scientific ideas, and an insufficient knowledge of what “science”
means to the scientist—or to the philosopher of science, who can show the tentative character of all science and the
insecurity of many scientific conclusions. May a non-scientist venture to point to bro. Barling’s reference to “the notion
of slow change as God’s method of creation” as an example of the dangers of popularization. It has been shown that
“slow change” is not what the fossil record indicates. It is admitted on both sides that whatever may be the facts in the
long comparatively static periods, there are points at which new forms appear suddenly in the fossil record. Whatever
explanation of this may be adopted, it cannot be “slow change”. Bro. John Gresham (Derby), another scientist, in a letter
which one would like to quote more fully if space permitted, writes: “Amongst many scientists it is accepted that some
source of energy must have ‘directed’ change in all forms of life if life has developed from simple to complex forms . . .
When one considers the facts about our origin there is no conclusive evidence to enable us to decide how man originated.”
A Hall, Pre-Adamite Man?, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, October, 1965, pp. 464-465
Bro. A. Hall (Coventry) writes commenting on the remark in the September magazine: “There is no indication of any other
race unless it be a few vague hints of doubtful interpretation such as Gen. 6 : 1.” He points out that the expression in Gen.
6 : 4 is not simply “sons of God”, but “the sons of God”, agreeing with Gen. 5 : 22–24 of Enoch, and Gen. 6 : 9 of Noah.
The only other place of Scripture reference is Job (1 : 6, 2 : 1, 38 : 7). The natural connection of Nephilim (Gen. 6 : 4 and
Num. 13 : 33) would be to the very common word naphal =“he fell”. Taking, then, Gen. 6 : 1–4 as connected with what
goes before and what follows the expression, “The God” (being the connecting thought), there is a continuous train of
thought. Seth’s line begins with Enosh, when the proclaiming of the Name of the Lord began (Gen. 4 : 26). Halfway down
we find Enoch, who walked with God, or rather “The God”, and the line closes with Noah, who also walked with “The
God”. The whole line is associated with the service of the true God. How came it, then, only Noah found grace in the eyes
of the Lord? It would appear that not only Cain’s descendants but all the rest of Seth’s family had become corrupt, and
that is sufficiently accounted for by the intermarriage between the two lines. The gigantic nature disappears if Nephilim
does not mean giants: rather could they be termed rightly as apostates, or fallen ones, from the true God. Gen. 6 : 4 goes
on, “The same became or were the mighty men of old, men of renown (or name).” Gibbor (mighty) does not mean
“giants”; and they were men of “the name” (definite article). In Numbers 16 : 2 “men of renown” is literally “men of
name”, without the definite article. With the addition of the article, a different meaning is suggested, “the Name” of the
Lord proclaimed by Enoch, and the reference will be to the nearer “sons of God”, not to the more distant fallen ones. Bro.
Hall would read the clause by way of contrast with what has gone before; as much as to say, “Fallen ones, fallen away
from the service of God, there were in the days of old, and still remained; yet THESE were the true mighties of old, namely,
the men of the Name of the Lord.” Following the sequence of the narrative, he would read it as a straightforward
explanation of how even the “sons of the (true) God” became so corrupted by intermarrying with the “daughters of men”,
who did not “walk with God”, that eventually only Noah was found faithful.
Birmingham (Central) Ecclesia, The Birmingham (Central) Circular, The Christadelphian, vol. 102,
October 1965, p. 468
To date 152 ecclesias have replied to the circular issued by the Birmingham (Central) ecclesia, inviting support for a
committee to consider present problems in the ecclesial world, selection of the members to be left to the Editor and
Assistant Editor of The Christadelphian. The view of the Arranging Brethren of this ecclesia was that nomination in this
way would make clear the temporary and purely advisory character of such a committee, and avoid the danger of setting
a precedent, or the suggestion of interference with ecclesial autonomy, which might attach to a committee ecclesially
elected.
The letters have shown the very general concern among ecclesias up and down the British Isles lest our heritage should
be undermined by the introduction of ideas which might be inimical to the Biblical truth we hold. While, however, there
is genuine concern at the present position in the ecclesial world, views as to the approach to a remedy differ widely.
Of the 161 who replied, 42—a good proportion—are among the larger ecclesias (estimated to be 70 or over in
membership). Results may be summarized as follows (number in brackets representing larger ecclesias): In favour of
nominated committee, 49 (11); for elected committee, 50 (14); against the formation of any committee, 55 (16);
undecided, 7 (1).
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The result gives no clear mandate for any course; certainly not for the formation of a committee. Though 99 (25 larger
ecclesias) would favour a committee of some kind, many are so decided in their preference for one mode of appointment
or the other that it could not be assumed they would give support to the alternative as a second choice. On the other
hand, the proportion of those against any committee is so substantial, and some express their views so strongly, that no
committee could be appointed with any guarantee of general support.
Responsibility therefore remains squarely with ecclesias to take their own action to maintain the principles of faith, and
to deal with any problems of doctrine as they arise in their own midst. Several ecclesias express a desire for the
publication of controversial articles in The Christadelphian to cease, while a few commend the conduct of the magazine
in this difficult period of our history as a community. A general desire is evident for positive upbuilding in the things of
the spirit.
The urgent need is doubtless for a more general and a more intense study of the Scripture as the only standard of
authority. Then the ecclesias, and those who teach and preach, can all contribute to raise the standard of our faith and
spiritual life so that we may have a deepened sense of the value of our fundamentals while being able to discuss matters
of interpretation with balanced and informed minds, and where necessary to see scientific questions in due proportion
and judged by the standard of eternal truth. To this end all may contribute by prayer and by diligent search of the Word
of God.—L.G.S
WL Bedwell, The Origin of Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, November 1965, pp. 510-511
Dear bro. Sargent,
These comments by one who has had scientific training and experience may be helpful in the current discussions on the
reconciliation of the early chapters of Genesis with scientific findings.
Many of the community have no problems in their understanding of the early chapters of Genesis, but they must realize
that others do find difficulty in interpreting them. We must remember that these chapters were written to convey
essential basic teaching to many generations of God’s people living in very different environments. For centuries, indeed
for millennia, these early chapters of Genesis have borne witness to God’s creative power and purpose, written in
language which could be easily understood by all men and in this respect in contrast to the constantly changing character
of scientific views. This teaching, if it were to instruct each generation, must be written in language they could all
understand. A creation story written in the language of Victorian science would have been unintelligible to all earlier
generations and out of date for subsequent generations. The early chapters of Genesis describe what God did and the
results which followed God’s creative activities. It is important to recognize that the Divine modus operandi is not
disclosed because believers do not need to know this. Those with scientific training may speculate on this, but in my
judgment they are unwise if they attempt too detailed a reconciliation between Genesis and current scientific views.
As you have rightly pointed out, scientific views change rapidly. Sometimes so-called facts change. For example, Piltdown
man long had an unchallenged place in human development as seen by the scientist, but is now discarded as a complete
fake. Garstang thought that he had uncovered the city of Jericho destroyed by Joshua, but subsequent work by Miss
Kenyon has shown that he was mistaken. Theories change with even greater rapidity and there is a real risk in linking
Genesis with a constantly changing scientific picture. This was brought home to me forty years ago when as an
undergraduate I heard the Professor of Geology at Reading pour scorn on the Flood. Early geologists such as Buckland
had invoked the Flood to explain why sea shells were found in rocks on mountain tops. This explanation was later
discarded as nonsensical, and the scorn poured on it overflowed, without any justification, on to the Flood because this
had been wrongly used to explain a geological fact.
Our faith in the Bible as God’s Word ought not to rest even partially on our ability to reconcile its teaching in detail with
current scientific views or findings. If it is so narrowly based, we may be tempted to distort the Word in this reconciliation
and invite a reaction if additional facts or new theories destroy the reconciliation. Our faith in the Bible rests on other
grounds which are so strong that, where there are discrepancies between apparent scientific facts and the Bible, we
ought frankly to admit that we do not know the answers and wait for subsequent scientific discoveries or increase in our
own understanding of the Word to resolve the difficulties. This is what the scientist himself does in his own sphere.
I can illustrate my meaning by reference to archaeological discoveries which have shown, for example, how well the
Patriarchal narratives fit into the period in which the Bible places them. These discoveries have forced critics radically to
revise their destructive views of the reliability of this part of the book of Genesis and have removed one of the hindrances
to faith in the Bible, but it must be recognized that not all apparent archaeological facts can be harmonized with the Bible.
Our faith ought not to be disturbed by these, or any other apparent discrepancies between scientific findings and the
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Bible. We are thankful for the general support given by scientific discoveries and wait for the resolution of outstanding
problems by advancing knowledge.
There are obvious basic agreements between the early chapters of Genesis and modern science. I heard the same
Professor of Geology say that evolution, in its broadest sense, meant that all living creatures had a common origin.
Genesis teaches that all were made of dust and given life by God’s spirit. The biological scientist regards man as an animal
whose material and spiritual powers perish at death. These agreements might make one think that it must be possible to
make a detailed harmonization of the teaching of Genesis and the apparent facts of modern science, but I have yet to
meet such a harmonization which, in my judgment, does not do violence to one or the other. Leaving aside the question
of inspiration, I believe we can state as good a case for Genesis as the scientist can for his views, but I also think that we
ought to state this case in broad terms as bro. A. D. Norris did in his recent series of articles.
The scientist is not without his own serious problems. His reconstruction of the past is based on the Principle of
Uniformitarianism which cannot be proved, however reasonable a hypothesis it may seem. His use of natural selection
to explain design in nature presents more difficulties to me than acceptance of Divine creation. The fossil remains of early
“man” are scanty and not all fit neatly into his theories of human development. Scientists can be biased in their
assessment of evidence. Whilst all scientists agree that there has been a progressive development (or evolution) of life
upon the earth for very long periods of time, not all of them accept the theories currently advanced to explain this
development. It is important to differentiate between facts (or apparent facts) and the theories advanced to explain the
facts.
May I plead for a middle course between obscurantism and uncritical acceptance of everything advanced by the scientist.
We must be understanding with those who have problems in their interpretation of the early chapters of Genesis and
take care not to add to their difficulties. Those with difficulties should avoid interpretations which reasonable persons
would find difficult to harmonize with the language of Genesis. All should ensure that we do not lose sight of the essential
teaching of Genesis in discussions about detail.
Sincerely your brother in Jesus,
W. L. BEDWELL
Francis Morgan, The Origin of Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, November 1965, p. 511 (Response to
PW Reynolds)
Dear bro. Sargent,
In your October issue, bro. Peter Reynolds suggests that less than justice has been done to bro. Lovelock in the criticism
to which his “Notes” have been subjected. Simultaneously, the letter from the Watford arranging brethren suggests that
they have yet to be convinced that there is anything unscriptural in those same Notes.
May I therefore crave space for just one example justifying bro. Lovelock’s critics? I quote from the “Notes”:
“If God has chosen the mechanism of genetic mutation as His means of creating some thousands of varieties of
each individual species, it is at least possible that He produces species by the same means” (3 : 10).
“The picture of discontinuous bursts of variation, and wide variation in the rate of production of new forms, is
true of all forms of variation, of the arrival of classes and orders and genera as well as of species, and there is a
consistency about the whole evidence which increases tremendously the probability that it was indeed the
method used by God to create life” (3 : 10).
“So, in the compass of six days are described events which occupied many hundreds of millions of years, events
which are still proceeding towards the seventh day which is future to us” (3 : 12).
“This phrase to make man from dust does not specifically necessitate the literal forming by God of an inanimate
body which shall later be given life ...” (4 : 8)
“... This narrative of creation teaches that man was taken from the common source of all life and that his origin
was lowly and common” (4 : 8).
“... it is certain that Adam’s shape of man was alive in large numbers many thousands of years before this” (i.e.
before the time of Adam) (6 : 6).
“... It is probable that Adam himself did not emerge until after they had learnt to keep animals and grow crops
in cultivated ground” (6 : 6).
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“It is generally assumed that the Bible teaches that we have all descended from a single individual, named Adam,
but if Adam stood for the race as well as for the individual, then the passages on which this idea is based carry
no necessary implication of the one original man” (6 : 7).
“All of these objections” (concerning Cain) ... “Are all cleared if the one man in Eden was but a representative
member of his race” (6 : 9).
“... It is overwhelmingly probable that the man in Eden was selected by God to be His witness to a race already
inhabiting the earth ...” (6 : 12).
“This gives a very great probability that Adam was a variation of earlier man, varied to be a fit ambassador for
God under the direct control of God” (8 : 5).
“In the case of creation the method is now known to have been what we would term ‘natural’, and it took an
extended period to be completed” (9 : 8).
I do not know what bro. Lovelock believes, but, as against bro. Reynolds, I would have thought that the above
unquestionably teaches evolution. I would also submit that it is quite clearly unscriptural; it denies that Adam was the
first man, specially created (1 Cor. 15 : 45, Gen. 2 : 7, Gen. 3 : 20, cf. B.A.S.F., Clause IV) and, by implication, that death
came through the transgression of Adam and Eve (1 Cor. 15 : 22, Gen. 3 : 17–19, Rom. 5 : 12, cf. B.A.S.F., Clause V).
Bro. Lovelock would do much to repair the damage that has been done if he would specifically repudiate these views.
Sincerely your brother,
Francis V. Morgan.
[Many of these points have already come in for criticism in The Christadelphian, and the difficulty which we ourselves
feel in reconciling them with scripture has been made clear. Bro. Lovelock, however, evidently does not feel this difficulty,
and was able to join in the affirmations contained in the Watford ecclesias’s letter. Some other expressions quoted many
might hesitate to “repudiate”. If by “the literal forming by God of an inanimate body” is meant actually moulding a model
in clay and blowing into it, neither this Editor nor probably the majority of Christadelphians today could say that is what
they think the brief and beautiful account in Gen. 2 : 7 compels them to believe. The term “evolution” also has its
difficulties: while to some it conveys a fixed idea, to others it is a fluid and changing concept. If it be said that this only
means the term and all that concerns it are best left alone, I would not disagree.—ED.]
H Field, The Origin of Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, November 1965, p. 511-512
Dear bro. Sargent,
After the welter of the present disquiet has somewhat subsided, and brethren and sisters try to review dispassionately,
if possible, the present uneasiness, most brethren and sisters will have feelings of sadness; but may be wiser for this
disturbance. What should be patent to all who have read and heard the pros and cons of The Origin of Man is that there
are still those who are keen and assiduously study the Scriptures; this should afford no small consolation. It cannot be
denied that many queries from time to time are the subjects of critical examination by brethren and sisters: let us be
honest about these things; this is not an injurious exercise; it invigorates and spurs a zest for studying the Word which
we do well not to suppress, and happily a large majority have the good judgment, the discretion, the understanding and
wisdom that such discussions are ventilated only in private and are not allowed to impinge on our Statement of Faith.
The danger and damage to the Brotherhood is when these speculations are allowed to be publicized, and all the more so
when one’s ideas and thoughts are not expressed with the utmost clarity, as is the case of bro. Lovelock. Bro. Lovelock is
most apologetic in his reply to bro. Sargent’s criticism, stating time and again that bro. Sargent “misunderstood” him; if
bro. Sargent (who is accustomed to read many articles) could not quite grasp the meaning of bro. Lovelock’s statements,
how can bro. Lovelock expect those who are not quite so apt to follow ambiguous reasoning, to comprehend his theories?
In the judgment of many humble brethren and sisters, bro. Lovelock’s “notes” have done incalculable harm to the faith
of unpretentious members; at the same time bro. Sargent’s sober criticism has done much to mitigate this harm.
Let us pray that many of us who are saddened by this affair may be wiser members of our community.
Sincerely your brother,
H. FIELD.
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Bert Churchill, The Origin of Man, The Christadelphian, vol. 102, November 1965, pp. 512 (Response to
Bro Barling’s letter)
The letter from bro. W. F. Barling would seem to call for a reply, for the inference is that brethren and sisters who are
faithful to the calling to which they set their hands at baptism, have no right to criticize when their belief and doctrine is
being attacked from within the Brotherhood. We should do well to remember the Apostle’s reaction to wrong doctrine
when he writes to the Galatians: “Though we, or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that which
we have preached unto you, let him be accursed.” And to make sure that he cannot be misunderstood, he repeats it in
the following verse.
All would agree that clear sightedness is necessary, but it is muddled and dangerous thinking to suggest, as bro. Barling
does, that the way out of our problems is to trim our beliefs and doctrines in order that: (a) Those within the Brotherhood
who have lost their faith should be accommodated; and (b) Those without who cannot subscribe to our beliefs and
doctrine as at present held, may be induced to join us. If other Evangelical groups obtain these latter because of “less
exacting theological demands”, it merely serves to demonstrate why we are separate and to emphasize that we must
retain this distinctive difference. If we are to water down the faith we have held for a hundred years, let us at least be
clear sighted enough and honest enough, to admit that we can no longer call ourselves Christadelphians, but must devise
some new name by which we may be known.
The future of the Brotherhood lies with each individual member who must play his or her part in holding fast to our
profession so that we may not be included in the condemnation on Laodicea. It may be in the day of judgment we shall
be shown where we are wrong, but since we believe we have the Truth, we must play our part as watchmen, lest our
house be broken into and destroyed.
Sincerely your brother in Christ,
Bert Churchill.
Bro. Sargent’s Comment:

Without giving support to all bro. Barling wrote, it may be pointed out that this letter involves a number of assumptions
which bro. Barling would think unjustified. It represents, however, a body of opinion which is entitled to expression, and
fears which are not wholly without ground; but it is not our intention that it should open up further discussion.—Ed.

D. Bro Lovelock’s Resignation from the Publishing Committee
The Christadelphian, vol. 102, December 1965, p. 556
RESIGNATION FROM THE PUBLISHING COMMITTEE - A COMMITTEE STATEMENT
In seeking to preserve and strengthen the faith we hold while allowing reasonable discussion of current problems and
tendencies, the Committee of the Christadelphian Publishing Association has in the past year faced a particularly difficult
task. In a period of controversy its object has been to maintain a reasonable balance of views while following a
constructive and informative programme. At the same time the Committee has regard to the feelings and desires, as well
as the needs, of the community as a whole, keeping in view faithfulness to the essentials of truth.
This policy has borne some fruit but it has had its attendant difficulties. In particular, the activities of brother R. T. Lovelock
independently of the Committee, and for which therefore the Committee cannot be held responsible, have provoked
widespread criticism. Some of this criticism has been ill-founded, some harsh and even unchristlike; some, however, has
indicated the serious disquiet in more moderate and informed quarters, both at home and overseas.
The committee has faced this situation squarely, and, after long and careful consideration, decided that it would pave
the way to greater harmony and less ambiguity of purpose if brother Lovelock resigned from the committee. This the
committee asked him to do and, with characteristic grace, brother Lovelock immediately agreed.
It is right that the brotherhood should know of this decision. It is right also that the brotherhood should know that brother
Lovelock has for many years rendered quiet, zealous and valuable service as a member of the committee. For this reason,
as well as for the considerable affection in which he is held by all members of the committee, the decision concerning his
resignation was very painfully reached. We wish to make it plain beyond all doubt that our action has nothing whatever
to do with brother Lovelock’s fellowship in the Brotherhood. This is an honest effort to better the interests of the
relationship between the committee and the brotherhood it is designed to serve.
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E. The Christadelphian Magazine in 1966
LG Sargent, Editorial, The Christadelphian, vol. 103, March 1966, pp. 124-125
OUR FAITH AND OUR BODY
I believe that the early chapters of Genesis mean that the first man and woman came into being by a special act of Divine
creation, and that they are the progenitors of the race who are the subjects of God’s redemptive work. I believe that on
this fact the Bible teaching on God’s redemptive purpose is based, and that the revelation through psalmists, prophets,
Christ and the apostles rests upon it. It is therefore involved in later Bible teaching, and does not stand only upon our
own reading of Genesis.
I believe that this points the way forward for Christadelphians as a body of people being prepared for the Lord.
In saying this I do not purport to know what means the Almighty chose to use in the creation nor how long a period of
time any part of it may have occupied. I do not regard the statement that “God formed man of the dust of the ground,
and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life”, as giving a literal description of the methods used, nor do I question that
some measure of interpretation must be brought to bear in understanding the early chapters of Genesis, any more than
Dr. John Thomas did when in Elpis Israel he endeavoured to relate them to the known facts of astronomy and the evidence
of the age of the rocks. Few of those who have followed him have believed—any more than Dr. Thomas did himself—
that the sun actually came into existence on the fourth day.
We must, therefore, be honest with ourselves in recognizing that some measure of interpretation in the reading of the
early chapters of Genesis is inevitable, and it would be unreasonable to try to fix that interpretation precisely at the level
of the science of a hundred years ago. Belief in every word of Holy Writ does not necessarily mean belief in every word
in its most literal sense, or we should believe literally that “the devil goeth about as a roaring lion seeking whom he may
devour”. We should be able to distinguish between an attempt to discredit the historical character of Scripture and an
interpretation based on a comparison of one part of Scripture with another in the light of our convictions as to its main
teachings.
Yet creation, however and whenever it occurred, remains unique and unrepeatable, and I do not believe that speculative
attempts to reconcile the Bible with current scientific theory can ever be successful, or in the long run helpful to faith.
However well meant and sincere, they may indeed make shipwreck of faith in more ways than one. If they prove
inadequate—as in the end they must—they may increase doubt by taking away what seemed a prop, and leaving the
structure shaken. Even more seriously, they may bring subtle changes in the faith itself by some adaptation to current
philosophical outlooks which may be very much of the wisdom of man rather than the wisdom of God. It is difficult for
those living in any one age to recognize how much their language and thought take on the colour of their own passing
time.
The dangers confronting us—as perhaps always in the history of the Truth—are thus twofold. On the one hand, brethren
who are devout students with a great knowledge of Scripture may come to view it through spectacles so tinted with the
human wisdom of our time as to be unable to see it in its simplicity, and so to import into it a subtle bent which conforms
it more to the image of this world. Something very like this did happen in the early centuries with disastrous results to
the Faith.
On the other hand, a large proportion of our community are so fearful of this danger, and so aware of their own inability
to deal with intellectual subtleties, that they may throw us into the opposite extreme where there is no room for fresh
thinking of any kind, and any attempt to let Scripture speak to us afresh and make its own impact would be suppressed
in favour of adherence to particular forms of words and modes of expression which are hallowed by association with the
past. Many of us who view with deep distrust some of the ideas put forward in recent times regard also with misgiving
the more extreme reactions aroused against them. This is one of the unhappy consequences of the manner in which a
number of these issues have been brought to the attention of the Brotherhood, and might perhaps have been foreseen.
There must be some freedom to think and to discuss interpretations of Scripture without reducing us to that position of
“discussing everything and settling nothing” so deprecated by bro. Robert Roberts, or on the other hand of repeatedly
throwing the ecclesial world into a turmoil. At the present, in seeking to establish their positions, ecclesias are adopting
methods which are deplored by many who themselves have no sympathy with the views it is sought to resist. What
brethren ecclesias invite to their platforms is entirely for them to decide, but it is not good that brethren in being invited
to give their services should be subjected to inquiry which can only set up invidious distinctions between those who
assent and those who for whatever reason do not feel able to reply affirmatively. Their reason may not be real difference
of belief.
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The unhappy state of our Brotherhood at the present time is recognized on all hands, and little good purpose is served
by allotting blame. The solution is not to be found in formulae which say either too much or too little. Either they attempt
so to define belief as to force one limited interpretation where there should be reasonable scope for difference, or they
use a form of words which, whether the framers see it or not, can be used to cover a wide diversity of beliefs. Yet the
distraction from our major aims and tasks; the distress of mind caused to earnest but unsophisticated souls—including,
perhaps, a large proportion of our sisters; the sense of distrust of brethren and the growing intensity of feeling, are evils
which reproach us deeply in days when we may be very near the end of our sojourn in this order of things.
The solution is certainly not in division with all its evils. Those who have had experience of the past know how little Christ
and his truth are likely to be served by that course. The one way that seems to offer hope is a return to fundamental
things and a building up in closer study of the Word and assimilation to the spirit of Christ. This has been set forward as
the positive aim of The Christadelphian as it should be of the Brotherhood as a whole. The attempt last year at open
discussion of some of the problems in the pages of the magazine did not have the desired effect, and a volume for 1966
more fully devoted to positive upbuilding was promised. This we are trying to fulfil, and it is not intended that this article
should lead to a renewed spate of correspondence. Rather let us in humility recognize our common calling in Christ Jesus
and devote ourselves to those things which build up both within the Household and in our preaching to others. Then we
may, by God’s grace, still have a healthy and united community, strengthened in the Lord.
LG Sargent, Editorial, The Christadelphian, vol. 103, April 1966, pp. 173-174
FORWARD IN SPIRITUAL GROWTH
The resolution passed by a meeting of the Birmingham (Central) Ecclesia, and reported on another page, is one of many
communicated by ecclesias up and down the country, and from overseas. Whatever criticism may be made of the way in
which some of these have been expressed, the general intention is clear: the great majority of the Brotherhood wish to
repudiate any accommodation of our beliefs to an evolutionary interpretation of nature. The desire may often be more
instinctive than analytical, but it does not follow that the instinct is unsound.
To leave the statement there, however, would be grossly unfair to many brethren who have doubted the wisdom of
passing resolutions of this kind. A brother who votes against such a resolution, or an ecclesia which refrains from action,
must not be judged to favour any particular scientific theory. Most would strongly deny being committed to any such
view. Many would deprecate any attempt to speculate on the origin of man on the ground that beyond the bare
statements in Genesis the facts of the mode of God’s working are unknown and probably unknowable; they would add
that where reasoned views are put forward they should be subject to fair and intelligent discussion.
There should, therefore, be no “heresy hunting” where brethren have not felt able to vote for such propositions, or where
speaking brethren do not feel able to submit to inquiries as to their beliefs before fulfilling their engagements. It is to be
hoped also that the general position may now be taken to be sufficiently clearly established, and that we shall not
continue to get such resolutions included in intelligence items. A brother writes commending the decision to end
correspondence on the subject, but suggesting that the publication of notes in intelligence is unnecessary. It is for
ecclesias to deal with any problems in their own midst in the proper spirit and manner. We would therefore ask for all
such communications to cease. This cannot exclude brethren able to do so from giving close scrutiny to writings which
have been put forward, and forming a reasoned judgment which it may at some time and in some way be desirable to
communicate to the Brotherhood. Some movements are afoot with this object and they should be able to proceed quietly
and patiently.
When all is said, however, it remains true that, as scientists themselves have admitted, the alternatives are evolution or
special creation. The latter term may include views which go a long way in recognizing scientific discovery. So devout a
student as bro. C. C. Walker, for instance, in his book The Word of God, while holding strongly to the doctrine of creation,
acknowledged the evidence of geological epochs and the working of God within them. The ultimate difference between
the alternatives is that one view postulates a continuous development of life through all its species; the other believes
that the Bible account requires specific and successive acts of God. It is this we affirm; and however inadequately some
ecclesias may express themselves, we believe that at root it is this they are aiming to defend. It is also true that, while
many earnest men in the churches have made sincere efforts to reconcile science and religion, where an evolutionary
view is accepted there is a marked tendency to decline in zeal and to the dilution of theological belief. The results are
seen at their most extreme in some present day movements towards a “secular Christianity” which seem to offer
religiousness without religion, Christianity without Christ and theology without God. It is no wonder there is a strong
revulsion from anything which might lead to such a pitiable outcome.
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One element which has been largely lacking in the resolutions received has been any reference to the doctrine of
redemption. Our concern is not only with the interpretation of the early chapters of Genesis, on which there has always
been some variation in views. Our main concern is with the relation of the teaching on creation to the Gospel as a whole;
and it is the words of Jesus concerning what was “in the beginning”, and the words of Paul on the introduction of sin and
death into our world, which fix for us the essentials of our understanding of the work of God in creation and in sentence
upon man. It is Paul’s contrast between the First Adam and the Last which shows how strong is the bond between Genesis
and Christ. Greater emphasis on this would have brought out the essentials boldly while perhaps saving some of the
argument on details. The general absence of this or of reference to the doctrine of the atonement in such of the discussion
as has come to us so far suggests that there is room for thinking on a much deeper level on the essentials of truth than
often appears to be the case.
Leaving brethren who have the ability to their more detailed study—and it may be, refutation—of some views put
forward, may we now turn to the work of positive upbuilding. Nothing is more needed now than to get back to the grass
roots of our faith and build up in sound spiritual growth. Let us leave the controversies and turn to it with a will.
Birmingham (Central) Ecclesia, Resolution, The Christadelphian, vol. 103, April 1966, p. 180
CENTRAL ECCLESIA AND CURRENT PROBLEMS
At a meeting of the Birmingham (Central) ecclesia on March 2 (adjourned from February 22) the following resolution was
adopted:
“That in view of certain opinions held or expressed by some brethren concerning interpretations of the early
chapters of Genesis, the members of the Central ecclesia reaffirm their belief in the fundamental doctrine that
Adam, the first man, was the subject of a deliberate act of Divine creation, that Eve was created out of his person
to be his wife, and that they were not derived from a race of existing creatures.’
“They also deplore the preaching of alternative interpretations and maintain that a firm belief in the biblical
record shall at all times be adhered to for edification and instruction.”
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Appendix 4: Logos Magazine Regarding Bro Lovelock
HP Mansfield, An Appeal to “The Christadelphian”, The Logos, vol 32, October 1965, p.34
The August issue of The Christadelphian, just to hand in Australia, makes sad reading. The Editorial Committee's policy of
publishing matter that would have been rejected out of hand one hundred years ago, continues unabated, and the
announcement is made that next month Brother Lovelock will be granted space to reply to a critical review of his
published studies “The Origin Of Man.” This treatise, a copy of which is before me as I write, rejects the concept that the
early chapters of Genesis provide a literal account of the creation of man as such, and claims that it is only allegorical of
the Divine purpose. It thus advances an exposition that converts creation into evolution. This is not new in Brother
Lovelock's expositions. We remember a pamphlet being handed to us in America some few years back, designed to set
the Truth before the stranger, in which the same ideas were hinted at, the author, in effect, stating that whereas Adam
and Eve could be considered the first human pair, there were sub-humans before them, related to the same Adamic
creation, developing under the moulding hand of God, through a form of evolution (though the word was avoided) until
the first real humans appeared in the persons of Adam and Eve. The author of that pamphlet was Brother Lovelock. We
were taken to task at the time because we warned against this evolutionary trend that was becoming apparent in some
of the expositions: published within the Brotherhood. Unfortunately, time has justified our warning.
In reviewing Brother Lovelock's latest treatise, “The Origin Of Man”, Brother Sargent makes the following points: "It
seems as though almost every passage (of Scripture) is viewed in a mirror which reflects it with subtle distortion" (p.342).
"I can only deplore that an esteemed brother should offer with such assurance what an eminent biologist could describe
as 'fragile towers of hypotheses.'" (p.343). "Brother Lovelock brings it (the Genesis record of creation) all within a
continuous process by interpreting it symbolically. True, he says there was an earlier act of God in producing the man
from an earlier form of life" (p.343). "Brother Lovelock's solution is that Adam was 'a selected and divinely modified
member of a race already numerous in the earth/ that he was selected by God to be His witness to this race, and given
such extra powers as marked him out as a leader and assured the successful spread of his way of life" (p.344). "The point
which has been discussed is another example of the fallacies which pervade this work— arguing back from antitype to
type; confusing the symbol with the thing symbolised; depriving the symbol of its literal basis . . . and then confusing the
symbol with its object" (p.345). "He finds justification for an evolutionary interpretation of creation and the history of
man, and this underlies his approach to scientific questions" (p.345). "An evolutionary view does not fit in with essential
elements of the Faith; where it is adopted there must sooner or later be changes in the Biblical conceptions of the Fall
and Atonement, in the nature of revelation, in the literal fact of resurrection, and in the character of the Kingdom of God.
Of this there is abundant example in the teaching of the churches around us where an evolutionary philosophy has come
to be accepted. If adopted among us I am convinced that it would in time pervade the whole of our belief and change it
as the doctrine of the Immortality of the Soul changed the belief of the early church" (p.345). "I do believe, as I have said,
that the introduction of an evolutionary philosophy among us would be disastrous . . ." (p.345).
Having read such statements as the above in Brother Sargent's article, it is with astonishment that we read the concluding
note that "Brother Lovelock will reply in the September issue," and later, in the Letters to the Editor, "the author must of
course have right of reply." But what right to reply has anybody got who is convicted of "distorting Scripture"? whose
work is self-evidently "fallacious"? who is introducing a dangerous and "disastrous philosophy"? Is it wise to parade such
seductive and contentious matter in our periodicals? Would we place deadly poison on a shelf within easy access of any
irresponsible person on the grounds that they must learn for themselves to avoid the stuff. Can we conceive of the
prophets of old permitting the faith-destroying fallacies of their opponents to be heard if they could stop it? Elijah on
Mount Carmel hewing the priests of Baal in pieces, or good king Josiah destroying the Chemarims with the sword, provide
us with the answer. But, it might be objected, that they were pagan priests, and Brother Lovelock is a member of the
Body, and thus deserving of more considerate treatment. But is anybody guilty of perpetuating a philosophy as
destructive as that of the Immortality of the Soul worthy of better treatment than that afforded Peter by Paul when he
opposed him "face to face because he was to be blamed" (Gal. 2:11)? Or the treatment that Titus was commanded to
hand out to those in Crete, "whose mouths must be stopped, who subvert whole houses, teaching things which they
ought not"? If Brother Sargent's comments above are justified, is not Brother Lovelock in the position of one "giving heed
to (Gentile) fables, and commandments of men, that turn from the truth" (Titus 1:14)? Is not Brother Sargent virtually
telling us that the philosophy set forth by Brother Lovelock could make shipwreck of faith (1 Tim. 1:19-20)? Freedom of
speech (which all respect) must not be turned into licence. In setting before readers the policy upon which The
Christadelphian was founded, Brother Roberts wrote: '' 'The Christadelphian' represents the Truth as a foregone
conclusion, and is dedicated to its advancement . . . We are not called upon to give a hearing to error merely because the
errorist thinks he is otherwise. Scriptural precept and common prudence rather counsel a contrary attitude (Prov. 19:27,
1 Tim. 6:3-5)." This, we feel, is the proper course to be adopted. Why advertise a book, as The Christadelphian has been
doing “The Origin Of Man”, and then publicly announce that the author is guilty of subtle distortion? of presenting such
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a view of God's work as could cause serious declension in the Body? Would not wisdom's course be better followed by
quietly advising Brother Lovelock of the these facts, and refusing to acknowledge the treatise at all, endeavour to win
him back to the way of truth? And should this contentious matter, destructive of the truth in Christ Jesus, seductive in its
appeal (particularly when supported by brethren high in repute), be given such widespread circulation within the body?
Remember that we alone are not responsible for such an assessment of this theory; Brother Sargent himself
acknowledges this in his review. Perhaps the most disturbing feature of the whole matter is the fact that Brother Lovelock
is a member of The Christadelphian Magazine Committee!
Unfortunately, he is not the only member of the Committee who apparently is moved to view Scripture through the eyes
of modern thought. Brother Dagg (another member of the same committee) in a recent article Eastward in Eden so
spiritualised the early chapters of Genesis into an allegory, that hardly nothing literal remains: the serpent is treated
figuratively of Eve's evil thoughts, and so-called difficulties are invented in the narrative to be explained in similar fashion.
There is a deadly danger in such treatment of Scripture, and Gibbon reminds us of it in recording how heresy gradually
sapped the Truth of its meaning, in his history, The Decline And Fall Of The Roman Empire. He wrote: "The doctrine of
Christ's reign upon earth was at first treated as a divine allegory, was considered by degrees as a doubtful and useless
opinion, and was at length rejected as the absurd invention of heresy and fanaticism . . ." These are words full of
instruction for us. They reveal the unchanging character of human nature towards the revelation of God; and as Brother
Sargent warns us in the extracts quoted above from his article, the same danger is inherent in expositions stemming from
one of its own Committee members. The truth is first reduced to allegory, and from thence it will not be long before it
will be considered doubtful and useless, and finally cast aside as an "absurd invention." It is not difficult to appreciate
how the early chapters of Genesis and the traditional view of Creation could be treated in this way by Christadelphians if
such expositions as The Origin Of Man are to become current among us, or even whispered as a possible solution of
Scripture. It is therefore necessary to vigorously oppose and destroy such teaching.
In Letters to the Editor, the East Coventry Arranging Brethren have fairly and squarely placed the responsibility on the
shoulders of The Christadelphian Magazine Committee by accusing it of "lack of initiative" in positively refuting modern
trends; of the Committee itself inclining to these views as instanced by the fact that Brother Lovelock still retains his
position on it, and the Magazine advertised his treatise to the Brotherhood. The Editor replies by pointing to his own
criticism of Brother Lovelock's theory. As far as it goes, that criticism is good, but it does not go far enough. Is Brother
Lovelock going to retain these ideas and remain on the Committee? Are Ecclesias going to permit these faith destroying
ideas (for we can only view them in that light) to circulate among their members without vigorous protest to those
responsible, and a warning to their own members to turn from it?
Justification for the publishing of such matter is sought by the Editor in the comment of some anonymous brother in
Australia who commends The Christadelphian for "emphasising and reaffirming the changeless foundations." But if the
articles by Brethren Dagg and Lovelock emphasise these foundations, we, personally, never had them! A sister appeals
to the Editor: "What are we sisters to tell our children growing up in the Faith, and our neighbours outside the Truth? Is
the Serpent literal or figurative? Please give the sisters, who are silent in 'the church' a lead. The Editor's answer is:
"Teach children the straight-forward scripture narrative; let any problems of interpretation come later." But this is no
answer! The sister has asked what is she to tell her neighbours? Neither children nor neighbours are going to be fobbed
off with what amounts to a half-truth. They both want to know whether the Serpent is literal or figurative! The answer is
simple, and the reply can be expressed in one word: Yes or No. If we are going to "reaffirm the changeless foundations"
believed in from time immemorial, the answer is in the affirmative, and both children and neighbours can be given a clear
and positive explanation, namely that the serpent was literal, and as such is used in the narrative as a type setting forth
the purpose of God.
We have been criticised, and even maligned, for expressing our belief in forthright fashion before, and doubtless will be
so again. But let Readers bear in mind that we do so only on issues that we feel are vital, and in this instance we believe,
with Brother Sargent, that the Truth itself is at stake. We would be utterly failing in our duty if we did not voice a protest.
The wise man declared: "Faithful are the wounds of a friend," and we call upon Readers to view this article in that light,
and themselves become vigilant in the face of the modern challenge. They can become a power of good in their respective
Ecclesias by "reaffirming the changeless foundations," and no better help to that end will be found than in the pages of
such works as Elpis Israel and Eureka. Watchmen in spiritual Israel have a tremendous responsibility to set forth clearly,
plainly and positively the Divine purpose as revealed in Scripture. They are to "hear the word at Yahweh's mouth, and
warn as from Him" (Ezek. 33:7). If they fail to do so, then the blood of those taken in the snare, shall be "required at their
hands" Read carefully Ezekiel 33:1-11, and apply the message.
The modern cry of "liberty of speech," and "spirit of free unfettered investigation" are quite alright so long as they do not
involve brethren so bending the words of Yahweh as to suit the lucubrations of flesh. Paul refused to give place to Peter;
why should we do less to Gentiles in spite of the scientific jargon in which their teaching is couched. We have, in the
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prophetic Scriptures, that which is more than a match for any Scientist, as we have personally proved. Consider Brother
Thomas's remarkable prognostication regarding Israel in Elpis Israel based on the prophetic Scriptures. Can a Scientist
explain how a person could so faithfully portray the future? Not at all; he is right out of his depth on such matters! Can
he explain how that Moses, in Deuteronomy Chapters 28-30 was able to foretell every major incident in Jewish history
(even to our times — Deut. 30:1-3) before it happened? He cannot! Well, hit him with these facts! When he is able to
explain them, and destroy this evidence, there will be time enough to consider the fairy-tale theories that he advances
in the name of modern knowledge. Paul faithfully warned Timothy, and we need to heed his words today:
"O Timothy, keep that which is committed to thy trust, avoiding profane and vain babblings, and oppositions of science
falsely so called; which some professing have erred concerning the faith" (1 Tim. 6:20)
We appeal to The Christadelphian to heed these words and to close its columns to matter which cannot edify and only
succeeds in distressing many who read it, and discouraging them in the walk of faith.

HP Mansfield, Wither Are We Drifting? Science Falsely So-Called, The Logos, vol. 33, November 1965,
pp. 79-81
"Avoid profane and vain babblings, and oppositions of science falsely so called' (1 Tim. 6:20).
The inspired advice above is needed today as much as it ever was. Despite increasing evidence supporting the authenticity
of the Bible, and its remarkable confirmation by fulfilling prophecy, the Scriptures remain under fire perhaps more than
at any time in history. The greatest challenge today comes from the theory of evolution. This theory (for it is openly
admitted that it cannot be proved) so dominates the educational systems of today that both teachers and students are
virtually brainwashed by it. It is set forth as fact in such a way as to' mould public thought and morals; it has spawned
such political systems as Communism, Nazism, and Fascism; in the realm of psychology it has introduced Freudianism
which is largely responsible for the unwholesome sex emphasis that today sweeps the world. Against this flood of evil,
the Bible record of creation has stood as a firm, immoveable barrier, setting forth the very antithesis of the theory of
evolution, so that the issue has been clear and plain: one can only be accepted at the expense of the other. But, as stated
in our last issue, if Brother Lovelock's thesis on the Origin of Man is accepted, or even tolerated, that barrier will be
lowered, and it would not be long before the Genesis account would be further challenged, until nothing really substantial
would remain of God's account of what really happened. Some have thought that our strictures were too extreme. This
month, we invite the reader to judge for himself, and recognising how far this theory goes, play his part in destroying its
influence as much as possible. Here, then are extracts taken from the study published by Brother Lovelock, and advertised
in The Christadelphian'.
Creation A Form Of Evolution : "The state of 'very good' . . . was not a condition of creation before the fall of
man, but is the end of God's, work when salvation has been effected in man. This is certain because . . ." (Study
2, p.4). "Genesis does not tell us how God created in the beginning, but we have every reason to view the gradual
development which characterises growth as overwhelmingly probable on the basis both of Biblical analogy and
human observation." (p.7). "The stages of creation there described were also progress by growth rather than
the instantaneous production of living forms out of thin air." (Nobody claims that God created out of "thin air"
— see Gen. 2:7 .. Ed). "Even the formation of man in the image of God was not instantaneous" (p. 11). "The life
which is in nature is a spirit breathed by God into His creatures, a spirit which He shares with them. Life is the
spark of diety ..." (Contrast this with 'Elpis Israel" pp 33-37) (Study 3, p.2), "While many are prepared to accept
the certain evidence that variations within a species is the normal method of creation . . . they are quite
determined to deny that a different, and less frequent, process of variation could have produced development
of one species out of another. SUCH A DENIAL IS QUITE ILLOGICAL; it is true that there exists at present no certain
proof that such a development can occur ... IF God has chosen the mechanism of genetic mutation as His means
of creating some thousands of varieties of each individual species, it is at least possible that He produces species
by the same means" (p. 10).
Chronology Ad Infinitum: "Here we will be concerned mainly with evidence of life from about 600 million years
ago until about 10 million years ago, a long period of immense change" (p.6). "About 15 million years ago the
general picture of life was very much as we know it today" (p.8). "This is a very brief summary of the facts, as
they have been established of the development of life upon this earth. The first chapter of Genesis gives the
impression that it is describing the creation by God for the first time of each form of life, and is not merely
concerned with the re-peopling of the earth with life forms which had existed already for vast ages before. That
chapter, therefore, is describing the vastly extended appearance of life over at least 600 million years, and
possibly for more than twice that period" (p.9).
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Adam's Mother and Father: "We are not told how God created man and woman, but their formation is described
in figurative or symbolic language to teach fundamental lessons" (p.8). "Unless we are prepared to admit, against
the clear evidence of the rest of the Bible, that a supernatural personal tempter was present within, or in the
form of, a serpent, and was so addressed, there is NO ALTERNATIVE to understanding the serpent to be figurative,
and not literal" (p10). "So far as biological classification is concerned modern man goes back some 35,000 years
at least." "We can therefore be certain that for centuries before the time of Adam, the earth abounded with
creatures which could not be distinguished from him in outward form" (p.6).
"In other words, homo sapiens was on the earth for many thousands of years before the time of Adam" (p.6).
"Adam is much more likely to have been a race than an individual ... It is generally assumed that the Bible teaches
that we have all descended from a single individual, named Adam, but if Adam stood for the race as well as for
the individual, then the passages on which this idea is based carry no necessary implication of the one original
man" (p.7). "One man was taken by God and made the beginning of those who were to receive the divine
revelation" (p.7). "It implies that Adam had both father and mother with whom he had lived until then" (i.e.,
until marriage. Study 4, p.7).
Adam Representative of a Race Then in Existence: "The fact that we have all descended from Adam does not
necessitate, from the usage of these terms in the Hebrew scriptures, that there was only one pair of human
beings who had been in Eden from whom we have descended" (p.8). "It would place the first man in Eden as a
selected and divinely modified member of a race already numerous on the earth" (p.ll). "Man in Eden was
selected by God to be His witness to a race already inhabiting the earth . . ."(p.12). "It is certain that in this district
people were living before the date of Adam" (Study 7, p.8).
Pre-Adamites Living at The Flood: "The idea of the limited extent of the flood which exterminated the line of
Adam (except for Noah), but left many millions of the preAdamic inhabitants still living, is transferred from the
probable to the certain . . ." (p.9). "It is not probable that Adam introduced speech to mankind" (Study 9, p.2).
"There was more than one language . . . before the time of Babel" (9:5). "We are faced with the fact that both
(languages) extend back into ages before Babel" (9:6).
These extracts are typical of the whole of this "study on Genesis." They indicate how sweeping is the theory being
exploited. What should be done about the matter? The most unfortunate feature of it is that the author is a member of
the Christadelphian Magazine Committee, and readers can perform a service by protesting at this fact. More than that
needs to be done, however. Let them take the opportunity of this agitation by strengthening themselves individually by
studying the sound exposition of Creation and the Fall, as set forth in the first part of Elpis Israel.
In that regard we record our appreciation of the forthright articles in The Testimony on this theme.
As, in the world, the evolutionary hypothesis has had its impact on politics and psychology, so, within the brotherhood,
it will have an impact on our attitude to the world if it is not vigorously opposed. This is obvious in Brother Lovelock's
study. For example, he writes of a lack of contact by "revealed religion" with certain backward races, "a lack of contact,"
he claims, "which is only now being slowly rectified as missionaries from Europe and America spread the Christian
Gospel." (Study 8, p. 10). We repudiate that these "missionaries" are spreading the Christian gospel, for how can they
teach what they do not know! Our desire would be, like Jude of old, to write of our "common salvation" rather than take
up time and space with such as the above, but, in line with his exhortation, we recognise the need "to contend earnestly
for the faith which was once delivered unto the saints" (Jude 3). Let readers recognise the danger and stand against it.
—EDITOR.
HP Mansfield, What Do We Believe?, The Logos, vol. 33, May 1966, pp.326-329
The editorial in The Christadelphian for March, just to hand, claims that "the unhappy state of our Brotherhood at the
present time is recognised on all hands. . . ." There is no doubt that this is so, and perhaps the basic cause is the
determined attempt that is being made by some who are high in Ecclesial circles to superimpose the findings of a pseudoscience on to the Truth. We refer to the theory of evolution which is slowly but surely making inroads into the body, and
against which some determined stand must be made if we are to preserve that separateness and that dedication to Truth
that has characterised the true believers in every age. The current editorial in The Christadelphian does nothing to allay
concern in this matter. In spite of claims made in earlier numbers to the contrary, there are obvious departures from
principles so clearly set forth by its original editor. For example, in referring to the creation of man, the present editor
declares: "I do not regard the statement that 'God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils
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the breath of life, as giving a literal description of the method used . . ." If this statement is not literal it must be figurative
or symbolic; and if so, what does it represent? If such a statement as that does not indicate "what means the Almighty
chose to use in the creation," what does it teach?
And as to the time factor, which Brother Sargent also questions, will the Lord at the resurrection require long eons of
time to reform the bodies that have crumbled into dust? To the Almighty, with myriads of angels at His call, the creation
of man would be a simple matter, occupying little time. Brother Thomas states in Elpis Israel: "Would any Israelite or
Gentile, unspoiled by vain philosophy, come to the conclusion of the geologists by reading the sabbath law? We believe
not. Six days of ordinary length were ample time for Omnipotence, with all the power of the universe at command, to reform the earth, and to place the few animals upon it necessary for the beginning of a new order of things upon the globe.''
(p. 12). We agree with the Editor that "there must be some freedom to think and to discuss interpretations of Scripture
without reducing us to that position of 'discussing everything and settling nothing' so deprecated by Brother Robert
Roberts, or on the other hand of repeatedly throwing the ecclesial world into a turmoil." But whilst we agree with these
words, we wonder at them, because is not that the very condition to which the Ecclesial world is being reduced by the
very insistence of evolutionary principles that have emanated from members of The Christadelphian Editorial
Committee? Is it not a case of "Physician heal thy self?" Are not we "discussing everything and settling nothing" by the
agitation that has been permitted to develop? Is not the ecclesial world thrown into a turmoil thereby? Who is responsible
for all this? Certainly not those who have held on to the foundation that was established aver 100 years ago, a foundation
that remains unshaken despite the so-called knowledge that is advanced in rebuttal thereof.
Consider this very editorial before us. Brother Sargent writes: "Belief in every word of Holy Writ does not necessarily
mean belief in every word in its most literal sense, or we should believe literally that the devil goeth about as a roaring
lion seeking whom he may devour'." Now whilst we agree that the Bible treats with figures of speech, with symbols, and
so on, there are also some words used in their literal sense therein! And among them surely are those found in the
statement: "God formed man of the dust of the ground ..." Also, among them are found the words contained in the very
reference that the Editor advances (which, doubtless quoting from memory, he has not quoted correctly), and which
reads: "Your adversary the devil, as a roaring lion, walketh about, seeking whom he may devour" (1 Pet. 5:8). The word
"adversary" is antidikos, an opponent at law; the word "devil" is diabolos, false accuser; so that Peter is warning his
brethren to be on their guard against their opponent at law, the false accuser. In short, his words constitute a literal
statement of fact. So also are those of Genesis 2:7, notwithstanding the implications of this Editorial.
It has been suggested that the trouble in England is a domestic matter, and should be left to those concerned. So it was
one time. There was no trouble in other parts of the Ecclesial world concerning this matter of evolution. But the support
that prominent brethren have given it in England, and the publicity that has been afforded it in the pages of The
Christadelphian, has spread the idea to other places. The ultimate result of all this could be calamitous, though it might
be averted by a strong, clear lead on the part of The Christadelphian in accordance with the exposition of Brother Thomas
in Elpis Israel pp.11-13, and we appeal to the Committee to consider what we suggest. Let it remember, that at one time,
many of those who are in fellowship with the Central body today were previously disfellowshipped for lesser matters
than those today being advanced by some members associated with the Publishing Committee.
One final point. The Editorial observes: "Few of those who have followed him (i.e. Bro. Thomas) have believed — any
more than Dr. Thomas did himself — that the sun actually came into existence on the fourth day." This, of course, is a
matter that critics of the Bible triumphantly advance as though it disproves the Divine record. The careful student
observes, however, that the word asah translated "made" in the statement: "And God made two great lights" is translated
"appointed" in Psalm 104:19, and should likewise be rendered here, for the statement of Genesis 1:16 clearly states that
He "made" them "to rule.' Thus the careful student of Genesis will readily see that the record does not say that God made
the sun and moon on the fourth day but that He then "made" the two great lights "to rule the day and the night" though
they had been brought into existence before that time.
HP Mansfield, The Logos, vol 33, September 1966, pp. 1-3
The introduction to our last volume drew attention to the fact that the doctrinal policy of "Logos" has remained
unchanged since its inception, and went on to declare that the intention of the Committee is that it should remain that
way. We made the point that readers should know where we stand, and that those who desire to help us should cooperate with us. When those words were penned, we little realised the pressures to which "Logos' and the Brotherhood
would be subjected during the. ensuing twelve months through the efforts of some to superimpose dangerous
modernistic ideas upon the doctrine of the Truth. The challenge came from the most unexpected quarters, and called in
question teaching which has previously always been regarded by the Movement as most fundamental. We refer
particularly to the theory of evolution that is obviously making inroads into the thinking and expositions of some, of our
writers and speakers, as well as to the attempts being made to break down the barriers of separateness that should exist
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between the Ecclesia and the world. "Logos' expressed its mind plainly upon these subjects, only to be castigated for so
doing. It seems, according to some, that "love" demands that we stand supinely by when Truth is challenged, for to do
otherwise is to be decried as bigoted, narrowminded, backward. Shrill cries of indignation are heard from different
quarters as soon as Truth is defended too vigorously, even though its fundamentals might be challenged. But if such
theories as that of evolution are not vigorously rebutted and rejected, Christadelphians hold on basic principles will be
so relaxed that hardly anything fundamental will remain.
This was acknowledged by the Editor of "The Christadelphian" in an article in which he attacked the theory of evolution
as advanced by Brother Lovelock. It is not sufficient that this should be acknowledged in print, however, for it is the duty
of every brother and sister not merely to refuse to condone such theories, but also to categorically reject them. To do
otherwise, or to merely ignore them, is to jeopardise the Truth itself, and to permit the development of an attitude that
can poison the minds of rising generations as to what constitutes saving doctrine. These words of Moses (and it is the
obvious teaching of his words that is being called in question by some today) are to the point: "Set your hearts unto all
the words which I testify among you this day . ... for it is not a vain thing for you; because it is your LIFE . . ." (Deut. 32:4647).
Unfortunately, instead of a united front being manifested against this false theory by the Brotherhood, there are
periodicals circulating within it that have not hesitated to come out boldly in the defence of those who have been
foremost in advocating it. They have done so, doubtless, on the mistaken grounds of claiming liberty of thought and
speech for all. But these publications constitute a dangerous medium of propaganda not for liberty of thought, but
absolute, anarchy of belief. True liberty of thought will be broadminded enough to acknowledge the limitations of flesh,
and the need to repudiate, that which would undermine the simple, obvious, clear teaching of the Bible. The Bible warns
that the perils of the last days can come mainly from within! Both Peter (2 Ep. 3:3) and Jude (v.18) declared that a latterday trial would come from brethren challenging the facts of creation, and ridiculing the teaching of "the fathers." Their
warning words of rebuke had primary application to the "last days' of Judah's commonwealth, but they also have a
secondary application to today. Just prior to A.D. 70 there were those within the Ecclesias who were decrying the warning
teaching of "the fathers' concerning the imminence of the impending crisis, on the ground that "since the fathers fell
asleep, all things continue as they were . . . ." They maintained that the expectations of "the fathers" had not been fulfilled.
The "fathers" in question were the pioneers of the first century Ecclesias — men like Paul, Peter, Epaphras and others,
who had laboured to establish the Truth in various parts. One of them had predicted this attitude: "I know this," he
declared, "that after my departure shall grievous wolves enter in among you, not sparing the flock. Also of your own
selves shall men arise, speaking perverse things. . . ." {Acts 20:29-30}. This unfortunate state of things rapidly developed
after the death of these "fathers," and as the crisis of A.D. 70 moved ever nearer. In similar manner today, there are those
who decry the writings of the pioneers, and introduce modern theories disruptive of the Truth, particularly regarding
creation. Despite the obvious platitude that truth does not change with time, the very foundations upon which the latterday ecclesias were established are being today challenged. The pioneers themselves, the "fathers" of the latter-day
revival of the Truth, are decried by some as being "old-fashioned," "out of date," whilst others, like Nelson of old, turning
a blind eye to facts, repeat the claim of the first-century errorists that the expectations of the pioneers have not been
vindicated by time.
As far as "Logos" is concerned, we are not prepared to remain silent when vital, fundamental truth is being challenged,
or the sound, proved expositions of our pioneers are being undermined. We intend to speak our mind as we have done
in the past, and in clear, forthright manner set forth Truth as we find it revealed in Scripture. We believe that this is the
only right, kind, and brotherly thing to do. When Phinehas stood up to vindicate the honor of Yahweh, and destroyed the
Israelitish prince: who had dared to bring within the confines of the camp the Moabitess princess, there were doubtless
many who decried his vigorous action. But, in fact, he was moved by love towards God and the nation, and his action
doubtless stemmed an apostasy that would have spelt disaster for many.
It is the responsibility of every brother and sister to observe the same motive in their attitude to any God-dishonoring
doctrine or trend. They must not allow others to do their thinking for them, nor hesitate to act because of the credentials
of those advocating a course, or a teaching that is wrong. The Bible, alone, must govern our thought and action in that
regard. To be forewarned is to be forearmed. In that regard, we have the clear teaching of Scripture as to the times in
which we are, living. They are comparable to the days of Noah and of Lot, epochs when violence, immorality, apathy and
apostasy were widespread. These evils were characteristic of those times, and we need to recognise the fact that they
will worsen as the end draws nearer, and so be on our guard against the circumstances in which we will ultimately find
ourselves.
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HP Mansfield, The Logos, vol. 34, April 1968, p.230 -234 [Quoting Bro. G. Pearce]
A changing world presents new and deadly problems to the Ecclesias, the effect of which is seen within the Brotherhood
where fundamental interpretation of Scripture is frequently challenged. This thoughtful, but pungent, article is designed
to alert readers to the danger that exists when sound foundations of interpretation are removed.
The Danger From Within: The Truth has been kept alive in our community for 120 years. Considering that there have
been no Holy Spirit gifts to guide us, and that we have been subjected to the intense pressures of an increasingly Godless
world, boasting in science, human wisdom and self-indulgence, this is quite remarkable. It is something for which we
should be very thankful to our heavenly Father, and to those who have striven to preserve the precious heritage. In all
human systems, there is a sequence of growth, manhood and decline. The inevitable decline that eventually comes,
proceeds unseen and unnoticed, until a rapid crumbling alarms the people involved. So it is with our community as a
fallible human holder of infallible Truth; we are beginning to witness rapid changes in outlook concerning our teaching,
morals, and faith. Many are still not aware of them, and would deny their existence. But this is a characteristic of every
period of decline. With the first century believers, Sardis had a reputation that it was very much alive (Rev. 3:1), though
in the Divine view it was "about to die;" and even Laodicea considered she was well established, and had need of nothing,
though Christ declared she was miserable, blind and naked. We must not be surprised, therefore, if the true state of
things today is not perceived by many.
The faith of the brethren is today being assailed from three quarters. First there is the advocacy of ideas that generate a
spirit of disbelief in God's word. Chief among these is the attempt to incorporate evolutionary speculations into the record
of Creation in Genesis, as in Bro. R. T. Lovelock's thesis. When we begin to give up the plain and apparent sense of the
first few chapters in Genesis, and think solely in terms of visions and allegories, our whole attitude to God's word begins
to change. Its authority, and its power, in our lives becomes less.
— G. Pearce (England).
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Appendix 5: Tenets of the Sydney Ecclesia Concerning Adam - 1905
The Christadelphian, vol. 42, 1905, p. 569

TENETS OF THE SYDNEY ECCLESIA.
CONCERNING ADAM, THE I.O.O.F. TEMPLE BRETHREN BELIEVE:—
•

That he was made in the image of God, a natural body, from the dust of the ground and animated by the breath of
life, and therefore of a corruptible nature, and mortal in constitution, but not subject to death until after he sinned.
(See Gen. 2:7: 3:19; 1 Cor. 15:47. Compare Elpis Israel, page 28; Eureka, vol. 1, page 248; Apostacy Unveiled, page
74; Catechesis, Questions 5 and 9; and Christendom Astray, page 28, large edition).

•

That his destiny was not determined until he transgressed God’s law, when it was declared by God, on account of
his disobedience, that he would return to the dust of the ground from whence he was taken, and that until such
would eventuate he would eat bread in the sweat of his brow.

•

That he was precluded from eating of the tree of life after his disobedience by being driven from the garden of Eden.

•

That in consequence of Adam’s first transgression death passed upon all men.

•

THEY DO NOT BELIEVE that the declaration of God to Adam changed his organism, or that he was corporeally defiled
thereby, although he was physically affected by his changed conditions as a result of God’s decree.

CONCERNING JESUS, THE I.O.O.F. TEMPLE BRETHREN BELIEVE:—
•

That he was the seed of Abraham and David, of like nature to them, though miraculously begotten of the Virgin
Mary, and was therefore in the days of his flesh, a mortal man, and a sufferer from all the effects that came by
Adam’s transgression, including the death that passed upon all men.

•

That he was tempted in all points like unto us, having all the propensities or impulses to sin common to our nature,
and consequently, though sinless, he required to be redeemed from his weak, corruptible, and mortal nature.

•

That on account of his personal holiness of character, and his perfect obedience to his Father’s will, he was an
acceptable sacrifice for sin, and was raised from the dead, immortalised, and exalted to the right hand of God.

•

They do not believe that there is any warrant whatever for saying that he was “defiled,” “unclean,” “tainted,” or
such-like, as no inspired apostle or prophet has applied such language to him.

Response By The Editor [CC Walker]
The foregoing is in the main sound, but is vitiated by the qualifications introduced, which are not “according to this
Word,” which do not illustrate the necessary speaking “as the oracles of God.” The Word knows nothing of a “mortal
constitution which is yet not subject to death”! It makes no such statement concerning Adam. The Word always uses
the term “mortal” with the meaning “subject to death,” and we decline participation in the enterprise of putting
another meaning on it. That is how the apostacy arose, which proclaims as its fundamental doctrine, that man is
“mortal in constitution, but not subject to death,” i.e., in the inward part, the immortal soul.
But if the I.O.O.F. brethren, and brother Bell among them, we presume, now affirm that Adam was made “mortal in
constitution, but not subject to death,” what are we to make of the Shield’s warm approval of the following:—“Now, I
will give proof positive that it was a mortal body before he sinned. ‘Mortal’ means ‘subject to death.’ Proof that Adam
was mortal before he sinned: Gen. 2:17—‘Thou shalt surely die.’” Thus a brother writes in the Shield for June last, p. 117,
and brother Bell, on the same page, calls it shining truth! The grave fallacy of the statement is that it misrepresents God,
for the statement of Gen. 2:17 is “In the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die.” Death was contingent upon
disobedience, as also says the apostle, “death by sin” (Rom. 5:12). How, then, does this brother say that Adam was subject
to death before he sinned? How, also, do those who upheld him now affirm the very opposite? This is only one of many
illustrations of the distressing confusions that have arisen. If Adam’s destiny “was not determined until he transgressed
God’s law,” which is perfectly true, how could he be mortal, which means subject to death, before transgression? Let the
I.O.O.F. brethren first tell us exactly what they understand by “mortal.” And then let them adhere to the definition given,
and one step will be made towards re-union.
The statement of belief concerning Jesus is very good, but the qualifying clause added spoils it. If the nature of Jesus,
which was human nature, as is truly stated, was “weak, corruptible, and mortal,” which it undoubtedly was, how can
these brethren say they do not believe in calling it “unclean.” Is sin’s flesh clean? We are all agreed about the character
of the Lord Jesus. In the Shield, September, p. 171, brother Bell rightly answers the question: “Does the Holy Spirit teach
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that flesh-nature is an unclean or evil thing?” He rightly says “Yes.” How, then, can he object to the term “unclean” and
go on saying that Jesus was “by nature separate from sinners?” One of the prophets sees in vision Joshua, the high priest,
“clothed with filthy garments” (Zech. 3:3). Does not this represent Jesus burdened with mortality? And does not the
context figuratively represent the change of nature of which the Lord Jesus was the subject in resurrection to
immortality? “Take away the filthy garments from him. And unto him he said, Behold I have caused thine iniquity to pass
from thee, and I will clothe thee with change of raiment.” A nature represented by “filthy garments” and “iniquity” is
surely “defiled.” Let the brethren affirm the truth and withdraw their negative qualifications, and confidence will be
restored.
Till then the Christadelphian will only undertake to speak for those who “speak as the oracles of God.” We will not be
responsible for anything else
CC Walker, The Christadelphian, vol. 42, 1905, pp. 320-321
H. P. R. writes:—“The trouble in Sydney has been far-reaching in its effects, and there are here in Queensland brethren
who endorse the (to my mind) unscriptural views which have appeared in the columns of the Shield. While there are
others who, while they do not altogether endorse those views seem to accept certain portions as true. For instance, there
are some who now believe (with the Editor of the Shield) that the death sentence which was passed on Adam, did not
effect a change in his physical constitution. This I believe to be untrue, as shown by our brother Roberts in The Slain Lamb,
where he shows that it is in the organisation that the law of mortality resides, and that it is in the physical substance that
the principle of death is at work. I further believe that a belief in this ‘no physical change theory’ has a bearing on the
nature of Christ and that it is a step in the direction of the ‘free life theory.’ So, with your permission, I will ask a couple
of questions to be answered through the columns of the Christadelphian for the benefit of those who have accepted this
(to my mind) unscriptural belief, and also for the benefit of those of our number who are in what may be termed a
“mental fog” as regards this subject. I would like you to answer as fully as space will allow.”
QUESTION NO. 1.—Is it scriptural to believe that the sentence of death which was passed on Adam did not produce
any change in Adam’s physical constitution?
QUESTION NO. 2.—Has a belief “that the death sentence produced no change in Adam’s physical constitution” any
bearing on the nature of Christ? If so, how?
ANSWER TO NO. 1.—No, it is not scriptural, as may be seen from the apostolic references to human nature—“this body of
death” (Rom. 7:24); “creation groaneth . . . waiting for the redemption of the body” (verses 18–23). These things could
not be affirmed of Adam before he sinned; they could afterwards. While we cannot speculate too closely as to the literal
character of the fruit of the forbidden tree it is a matter of notoriety that some fruits will produce “change in physical
constitution,” even death by poisoning. “The fruit of the vine,” changed somewhat by fermentation, will produce “change
in physical constitution” leading to transgression, as is only too well known (Prov. 23:31–33). The connection between
sin and “change in physical constitution” is well seen in the works of the Lord Jesus. To say to the paralytic, “Son, thy sins
be forgiven thee,” was equivalent to saying, “Arise, take up thy bed and walk” (Matt. 9.). A “change in physical
constitution” immediately followed, and the man walked off rejoicing. So also in the case of the impotent man at the
pool of Siloam: Jesus said, “Rise, take up thy bed and walk.” And afterwards finding the man in the temple (whither he
had repaired, we may suppose, to give thanks to God), he said: “Behold, thou art made whole, sin no more lest a worse
thing come unto thee” (John 5.); thus connecting his “impotence” with his sin, and the contrary “change in physical
constitution” with the forgiveness of his sin. It is because of the “change in the physical constitution” of Adam that David
says: “Behold I was shapen in iniquity, and in sin did my mother conceive me” (Psa. 51.). The same could have been said
of every son of Adam, from Cain downwards; and if any object that it could not be said of Jesus, he has to face the explicit
declaration of Paul that God “made him to be sin for us” (2 Cor. 5:21), which is equivalent to “made him to partake of
flesh and blood” (Heb. 2:14). The Scriptures thus describe human nature after Adam’s transgression as “sin”; because the
new conditions of evil were referable to transgression.
ANSWER TO NO. 2.—The bearing upon the nature of Christ of a wrong conclusion concerning the result of Adam’s sin is
obvious. If there were “no change in Adam’s physical constitution” because of sin, then sin hath not the power of death,
and Jesus could not put it away in crucifixion. There is then no real reason why he should not have partaken of angelic
nature. It is, as brother R. perceives, a step at least in the direction of the “free life” theory that was introduced with evil
results (and good) into the brotherhood in 1873. It would not be difficult to draw up a list of parallel utterances from the
Shield and the records of those times. But we have no wish so to do. “Our purpose is to enlighten, not to condemn”; as
Dr. Thomas used to say. And therefore we go on pointing out that for Jesus to “put away sin by the sacrifice of himself”
he must have borne “sin” in bearing the condemned nature of Adam after the fall.
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Appendix 6: Melbourne Ecclesia Correspondence in 1907
Correspondence from the Melbourne Ecclesia, The Christadelphian, vol. 44, 1907, pp. 139-140
MELBOURNE.— … We sent the following propositions to an ecclesia which has been taken by the pure flesh teaching
and its concomitant swervings.
PROPOSITION I
1.

That Adam was created a “natural body,” or “living soul” (Gen. 27.; 1 Cor. 15:41, 45).

2.

That in this “very good” nature he had to develop, through experience, a character.

3.

That God gave him a law instrumental to this end, in which the preservation and magnifying of the divine
supremacy was the prime object.

4.

That this law forbade him to eat of a certain tree, and contained a sentence of death if transgression took
place (Gen. 2:17).

5.

While under probation he broke that law, which was immediately followed by a consciousness of change in his
nature, through the sentence given beforehand taking effect in his formerly “very good,” but now evil
impregnated nature (Gen. 3:7, 8).

6.

Thus, by Adam sin entered the world (Rom. 5:12).

7.

That the family of Adam is the world referred to (Rom. 5:18).

8.

That the family of Adam is called “flesh” (Gen. 6:3, 12, 13; Ps. 65:2; Job. 34:15), &c., &c.

9.

That sin having entered the world of the Adamic family, which is “flesh,” that “flesh” is consequently the
dwelling place of sin (Rom. 7:17, 18: 8:3).

10. That by the entrance of sin into it, the flesh has become defiled or unclean in the divine sight, and so requires
purifying or cleaning (Isa. 6:5: 24:5; Heb. 9:3; Acts 15:9).
11. That it is as intelligible to say that “The sentence” defiles physically, as it is to say that “The Word” works
physical cleansing (Heb. 9:14; Titus 2:14; Peter 11:22; John 15:3; Rom. 8:13, 14; Ephes. 4:22, 23).
12. That the implication which Jesus conveys is that physical defilement of the flesh is innate and inherited, as
from within personal defilement emerges (Matt. 15:17, 20; Mark 7:18–23).
13. That sin is physical (implying inherent blind impulse), and also personal (Ephes. 2:3; Rom. 7:11, 23). That Christ
unfailingly dealt with both.
14. That no moral guilt is attached to sin in the flesh, if personal transgression does not take place (Deut. 24:16;
Ezek. 18:20).
PROPOSITION II
1.

That Christ partook in the condemned Adamic nature (Rom. 8:3; 1 John 4:2; Heb. 2:14–17).

2.

That in his case sinful flesh had been tutored and prepared in a long line of faithful progenitors before he was
born (Matt. 1.; Rom. 1:3; Heb. 2.).

3.

That by reason of coming, according to the flesh, in a faithful line of Abraham’s seed, the force of sin had been
deprived of its wildness (John 8:39, 40; Heb. 5:7).

4.

That it was absolutely necessary that he should be in the condemned nature in order to carry Adamic sins, in a
real sense, “in his body to the tree” (1 Peter 2:24).

5.

That he was Son of God by the power of the Highest, who, in miraculous begettal, set aside the paternal will of
the flesh, so initiating for His Son the strength for a sinless career, that he might be the manifestation in
thought, word, and deed of the God of Israel in Israelitish flesh (John 3:35: 8:29, 42: 10:30).

6.

That, even in such a one, death had to take place before sin in the flesh could be purged or cleaned out. This
he did by himself (Heb. 1:3: 2:14; Rom. 7:4; Gal. 2:20).

7.

That his submission to death constituted obedience to a special command which he received from the Father,
so that his death took place directly at the Father’s instance, and his approval by resurrection after his
emergence from the grave gave the Father’s confirmation to all he had done.

H. ROBERTSON
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definition of the One Faith
Robert Roberts – The Christadelphian, vol. 10, 1873, p. 324
Those who hold Paul’s doctrine ought not to worship with a body that does not. This is holding with the hare and running
with the hounds – a position of extraordinary difficulty. Does not such an one love the hounds better than the hare?
When the hounds come upon the hare, where will he be? No; if I agree with you in doctrine, I will forsake the assembling
of myself with a body that opposes your doctrine, although it might require me to separate from the nearest and dearest.
No good is effected by compromising the principles of the truth; and to deny that Jesus came in sinful flesh, is to destroy
the sacrifice of Christ.
Robert Roberts – The Christadelphian, vol. 22, 1885, pp. 385-389
The truth is professedly and confessedly a “narrow” thing. Jesus declares this in saying “Strait is the gate and narrow is
the way that leadeth unto life.” This “way” he afterwards speaks of as “the truth,” saying, “Ye shall know the truth, and
the truth shall make you free;” and also, “every one that is of the truth heareth my voice.”
The narrowness of the truth is one of the obstacles to its general adoption. People do not like to be fettered either in
doctrine or practice. It is also one of the causes of the active tendency to corruption which has manifested itself among
those embracing the truth from the very day it was apostolically established at Jerusalem. It is inconvenient to be under
restrictions in our dealings with fellow men in the truth or out of it. If it were a question of choice, we should all prefer
absolute freedom. But no one recognising Christ as the supreme teacher can think of freedom in the matter. If we make
freedom our rule, we can only have the freedom of those who set Christ aside altogether, saying in the words of the
wicked “Our tongues are our own: who is Lord over us.” None who truly know Christ would desire this freedom. All who
sincerely accept Christ will recognise his law as paramount, however irksomely it may work in some of its present relations.
It is one of the narrownesses of the truth that it demands of those who receive it that they “contend earnestly for it,”
even if an angel from heaven oppose it or corrupt it (Jude 3; Gal. 1:8–9), and that they maintain it intact and unsullied
among themselves as the basis and association among those who profess it, refusing to walk with a brother who either
disobeys its precepts (2 Thes. 3:14; Rom. 16:17), or refuses consent to its teachings in vital matters (2 Jno. 10; 1 Tim. 6:3–
5). This policy is so contrary to natural friendliness that it is easy to drift away from it, and to invent theories that will
relieve us from its unpleasant obligations.
The controversy on inspiration has forced the re-consideration of this question upon us. We say re-consideration: for it
was considered and debated in the beginnings of things connected with the truth in this generation, and satisfactorily
disposed of for a time. The principal cause of our trouble in the present situation has been the divergence of view that
has prevailed at the bottom on this fundamental question. Many who have allowed the entirely inspired character of the
Scriptures, have not been able to see the necessity for insisting upon that truth in our basis of fellowship. They have been
inclined to leave it as “an open question.” This is the result of a dim or faulty perception of the apostolic doctrine of
fellowship (a common sense doctrine) which requires agreement on fundamentals as the first condition of walking
together, or co-operating, associating, or fellowshipping together in the prosecution of the objects of the truth. As a
brother writing on the question says:
“There is prevalent at the present time a lamentable looseness in regard to what must constitute the basis of
fellowship. It arises partly from ignorance and partly from an over anxiety to increase numbers, and keep together
divergent elements. This must inevitably result in serious trouble or general declension. . . The truth’s interest is at
stake, and no doubt much depends upon our action, as to whether it is yet to be maintained in its purity and simplicity,
or lapse into laodiceanism. The crisis is, doubtless, the most acute that has taken place since it was brought to light in
these latter days. It has been brewing for past years. You were reluctant to believe it, and laboured to stave it off. A
too long course of loose discipline and slackness in dealing with wrong principles in doctrine and practice has, no
doubt, intensified the evil and made it all the more bitter, and grievous and hard to bear. I am persuaded that good
will result in the case of those many or few who will outride the storm by keeping a firm grasp of the anchor of the
soul, by coming out of this ocean of suffering as gold tried in the fire.”
With a view to the thorough ventilation and effectual exhibition of the Scriptural principles of fellowship, we append a
double series of propositions in which there is some attempt to formulate them in their bearing upon the question which
has been troubling the ecclesias. We should be pleased to receive and publish enlightened criticisms that may be offered
thereon; or any other capable endeavour to amplify or illustrate Scriptural principles in the same direction.
By One Man – Supplementary Material

Appendix 7: Why Christadelphians accept the BASF as a true definition of the One Faith P a g e | 526
The First Series
I. “Fellowship with the Father and with His Son Jesus Christ” consists in walking in the light, as God is in the light.
II. “Fellowship one with another,” depends entirely upon our conformity to this first and necessary principle of all
fellowship, which John so emphatically lays down in 1 Jno. 1:6, 7.
III. “Light” is a figure of speech—a metaphor for divine wisdom, true knowledge, and accurate understanding.
IV. God is the fountain-head of these incomparable powers. Hence “God is light, and in Him is no darkness at all.”
V. His light is manifested to us in three ways—first, in Christ; second, in the Scriptures; and third, in His saints.
VI. In Christ:—“I am come a light into the world, that whosever believeth on me should not abide in darkness.”
In the Scriptures:—“Thy word is a lamp unto my feet and a light unto my path” (Psalm 119:105).
In His Saints:—“For ye were sometimes in darkness, but now are ye light in the Lord; walk as Children of light,” (Eph. 5:8).
VII. These points being hereby established, they constitute a chain connecting God and man, not one link of which can be
removed, or in any respect impaired without endangering the whole sequence and breaking the harmony of the divine
relations to us individually. Take away Christ and you destroy all possibility of fellowship with God. Tamper with that Bible
which He approved, and you equally render divine recognition of you hopeless, while you remove the only means in
visible existence among men which is able to build you up and give you an inheritance among them who are sanctified;
you destroy the foundation of the righteous, and dissolve in so doing the household of Christ.
VIII. “Walking in the light,” therefore, means “believing all things that are written in the law and the prophets,” as Paul
affirmed he did (Acts 24:14), as well as the subsequent writings in the New Testament: exercising hope towards God as
embodied in “Christ our hope,” and following “righteousness, faith, love, peace with those that call on the Lord out of a
pure heart.”
IX. Without the patient and faithful observance of these things, fellowship with the Father and with His Son Jesus Christ
is impossible, and in consequence fellowship one with another is likewise impracticable.
Again
Is it not a commandment of God that we should receive His word—His oracles—the Scriptures—as supreme? Does not
Christ enforce it in his “Search the Scriptures” (John 5:39) and elsewhere? Does not Paul teach it in many ways, in regard
to both the Old Testament and the New?
Admitting this unavoidable conclusion and reading it in the light which 1 John 2:3, &c., throws upon the conditions of
true fellowship, namely, “And hereby we do know that we know him, if we keep his commandments. He that saith I know
him, and keepeth not his commandments, is a liar and the truth is not in him. But whoso keepeth his word in him verily
is the love of God perfected: hereby know we that we are in him.” “He that saith he abideth in him ought himself also to
walk so in as he walked.” Must we not exact Christ’s estimate of the Old Testament, and Paul’s of both the Old Testament
and his own writings, as a necessary condition to be recognized in our “fellowship one with another,” if we wish to secure
the end for which we are working, namely, “fellowship with the Father, and with his son, Jesus Christ?”
The Second Series
1. In the accomplishment of its mission among men the truth acts by separation and association.
a. It separates men from the world: “Come out from among them and be ye separate.”
b. It associates those so separated: “Ye are all one . . . forsake not the assembling of yourselves together.”

2.

3.

4.

It produces these results by the creation of scripturally derived ideas in the minds of those operated upon.
By these ideas they are dominated and controlled. They become mentally new creatures, and manifest the
change in their altered relations to men and things around them.
But the association of those separated by the truth, is governed by conditions, that sometimes interrupt that
association. Hence, “Have no company:” “withdraw:” “turn away”—are apostolic commands concerning some
who have been actually separated by the truth.
The conditions of association relate to two departments of our standing in Christ which may be expressed as
conviction and character . . . Unity of conviction and mutuality of conformity to a certain standard of action, are
the two conditions out of which association and fellowship grow, and by rupture of which, it is necessarily
interfered with.
This rupture may be only partial in either department and yet be sufficient to cause suspension of association in
fellowship. Apostolic examples:—
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5.
6.
7.
8.

9.

a. Refusal to recognise that Christ had come in the flesh was made a reason for not receiving men who believed
in God and the Kingdom, and a number of other elements of truth.
b. Idleness was declared a ground of disfellowship where men had otherwise submitted to the commandments
of Christ.
That the first condition of association is the belief of the truth, apart from the perception and reception of which,
there is no basis of fellowship.
That the truth forming this basis is made up of a number of items or elements, that are each essential to its
integrity as a whole.
That it is a matter of duty to require the recognition of these at the hands of those claiming association with us in
the truth.
That we are not at liberty to receive any one who denies or refuses to believe any of them, because the receiving
of such would open the way for the currency of their principles among us, with the tendency of leavening the
whole community. The elements of the truth are so mutually related that the displacement of one undermines
the foundation of the whole.
A man himself believing the truth, but willing to wink at its denial among those in fellowship in any of its essential
elements, becomes, by this willingness, an offender against the law of Christ, which requires the faithful
maintenance of the whole. Faithful servants of Christ cannot unite with such, on the ground that though he hold
the truth himself, such a man is responsible for the error of those whom he would admit, and therefore becomes
the channel of a similar responsibility to those who may endorse him in fellowship:—“He that biddeth him Godspeed is partaker of his evil deeds.”

10. That it is the duty of the friends of the truth to uphold it as a basis of union among themselves by refusing to
receive either those who deny any part of it, or those who would receive those so denying.
11. Paul commands withdrawal from “any man” who “obeys not his word,” “delivered by epistle.” He commands the
brethren to hold fast the traditions taught by him, “whether by word or epistle.”
12. Paul teaches by epistle that all Scripture is given by inspiration of God.
13. We are bound to hold fast by this, and to refuse association with any man refusing submission to this apostolic
tradition.
14. The doctrine of partial inspiration is a nullification of this apostolic tradition; and a doctrine consequently, from
the holders of which, we are bound apostolically to withdraw.
15. That the highest sanction of reason supports this apostolic obligation, since logically, the doctrine of partial
inspiration, when worked out, deprives us of confidence in the only access we have to the divine mind in our age.
C.C. Walker – The Christadelphian, vol. 58, 1921, p. 313
These things have been faithfully upheld as principles of the Truth from the beginning, and contradictory teaching has
not been tolerated, and should not be now. Yet there is such current. We noticed last month, among pamphlets received,
one on Sacrifice which reproduced the errors that were introduced by Edward Turney 50 years ago, and which were met
by the demonstration of the Truth in the pamphlet The Slain Lamb, to which attention is now again directed.
C.C. Walker – The Christadelphian, 1938, vol. 75, pp. 324-326
I have received a few copies of an 8 pp. pamphlet called “The Young Christadelphians’ Amity Movement.”
“Amity” is friendship. Is there no amity among old Christadelphians? See the case of Rehoboam (1 Kings 12). The young
men’s counsel only produced division, as the Lord had determined and proclaimed. From p. 2 of the pamphlet it appears
that you want recognition in fellowship between the divided camps of Christadelphians.
During more than fifty years past I have had to do with many divisions.
So far back as 1866 the late brother R. Roberts was compelled to separate from the “Dowieites,” who tolerated
in fellowship those who held the doctrine of the immortality of the soul, an immortal fireproof Devil, and other
“strong delusions.” Dr. Thomas, being approached at the time by an “amity” movement entreating him to help
stop division, replied that he would do all in his power to help it forward; and the threatened division between
Dr. Thomas and brother Roberts was only avoided when the latter firmly and uncompromisingly “avoided” the
heresies and the tolerationists who were the cause of the “division and offence contrary to the doctrine which
they had learned” of the truth (Rom. 16 : 17, 18).
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Then, in 1873, came the Renunciationist controversy on the Sacrifice of Christ, introduced by the late brother
Edward Turney and others; the result being more division, and more making manifest of the approved and the
others (1 Cor. 11 : 18, 19).
Then, in 1884–5, came the Inspiration Controversy, introduced by the late ex-clergymen, brethren Ashcroft and
Chamberlain and others, and resulting in more division, and with similar results.
Then, in 1894, came the Resurrectional Responsibility controversy, introduced by the late brother J. J. Andrew
and others, with similar results.
Then, in 1902, came the Clean Flesh heresy, introduced by the late brother John Bell of Sydney and others, with
similar results.
Now, what would you have had the two parties do in all these heresies? Recognise each other in fellowship? Impossible!
“Can two walk together except they be agreed?” (Amos 3 : 3). Note that this is God’s own rebuke of the “Children of
Israel . . . the whole family.”
You preach unity, and declare that there should be no division at all, because, as you say, it is “fundamentally wrong” (p.
4). In this you are confused, and contradict our Lord himself: “Suppose ye that I am come to give peace on earth? I tell
you Nay; but rather division” (Lu. 12 : 51).
You say (p. 5), “division is, as before, evil, and must be exposed as such. It is a system which must be destroyed. It is the
duty of all to help to destroy it.” Excuse me, but this is nonsense. “Division” is the very antithesis of “system.” There are
two religious systems: “The Truth” and “Lies” (Rom. 1 : 25; 2 Thess. 2 : 10–12), and you can no more stop division when
these come together, than you can stop effervescence when a solution of an acid comes into a solution of an alkali.
It was so with the Lord himself in Israel. “There was division among the people because of him” (John 7:43). See also chs.
9 : 16; 10 : 19 . How could it be otherwise?
It is true that Paul beseeches the Corinthians “that ye all speak the same thing, and that there be no divisions (1 Cor. 1 :
10; 11 : 18 , 19; 12 : 25 ). But you know what “some” in Corinth said about the Resurrection (ch. 15); and all these passages
must be read together, and harmonized with the apostle’s doctrine and practice throughout the New Testament.
“Say ye not, A confederacy to all them to whom this people shall say, A confederacy” (Isa. 8 : 11–20).
“If there come any unto you and bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your house, neither bid him God-speed; for
he that biddeth him God-speed is partaker of his evil deeds” (2 John 10–11).
Both prophet and apostle were thus alike intolerant of wrong doctrine and practice; and this is the right divine precedent.
Our Lord himself commends Ephesus for intolerance of evil and evil-doers (Rev. 2 : 2, 3, 6); and rebukes Pergamos for
tolerating the doctrine of Balaam and of the Nicolaitanes (verses 14, 15); and Thyatira likewise for “suffering” the Jezebel
seductions (verse 20). But he commends “the rest in Thyatira” who would have none of it. As to Sardis; there were but
“a few names” there “worthy” to “walk in white” with the Lord (Rev. 3 : 4); while “lukewarm” Laodicea was in danger of
utter ejection (verse 16).
On p. 5 you set down “Something of those Involved,” and point out that the Suffolk Street section “comprises 61 ecclesias
in England, and many others abroad.” You say that these ecclesias are organised on exactly the same lines as those of the
other section, which is not exactly true. And you ask, “Is their 50 years progressive work in the truth to be ignored?” If
numbers were to decide, I might point out that the Central ecclesia section comprises over 200 ecclesias in England and
many others abroad; but
“Numbers are no proof that you
Will in the ark be found;”
and salvation is not an ecclesial, but an individual matter. “Not every one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into
the kingdom of heaven, but he that doeth the will of my Father which is in heaven” (Matt. 7 : 21). “Strait is the gate, and
narrow is the way which leadeth unto life, and few there be which find it” (verse 14). “Many are called, but few chosen”
(Matt. 20 : 16; 22 : 14 ). No one wishes to “ignore” anyone’s “progressive work,” but the Lord is the Judge of this, not
man; and the time is “the time of the dead,” not now.
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It is quite true (p. 5) that there are “evils of division; but who are the sinners in the case? The majority above referred to?
No, but the introducers and espousers of the heresies before alluded to. We are exhorted to “mark” and “avoid” these.
Surely, you do not want to exhort us to do otherwise.
The present position, though not ideal, is quite tolerable. Those who are not prepared to “mark” and “avoid” heresies
and heretics, can find society with the tolerationists; but if they try to bring about “amity” (friendship amounting to
recognition in fellowship) between the “avoiders” and the “avoided,” they will only precipitate more “division.” The thing
has been tried over and over again, always with this inevitable result.
If you do not believe this, brother Clementson, file this unpleasant letter, and when your “Young Christadelphians” have
become as old as the writer thereof (which I hope they never will in this mortal estate) they will doubtless have discovered
for themselves by sad experience the truth of the things therein written.
“Amity” (friendship—Fr. amitié). “Ye are my friends if ye do whatsoever I command you” (John 15:4).
The foregoing is submitted in all “amity” by Your brother in the Lord, CHAS. C. WALKER.
John Carter – A Time To Heal, The Christadelphian, vol. 77, 1940, pp. 564-565
Objections have sometimes been raised that the Statement of Faith is man-made. It is man-made, but how otherwise
could we have a statement of what we believe to be the teaching of the Bible? It is because there are great differences
among people who acknowledge the authority of the Bible that a definition of what we believe it to teach is essential.
Every lecture is, in a way, a statement and demonstration of our belief as to what the Bible teaches. It does not consist
of nothing but the words of Scripture, but of propositions attested by citations of Scripture. A statement in the words of
Scripture could be accepted by every professing Christian who reserved the right to attach his meaning to them. The
objection that it is man-made is not a good one.
It might be objected by some that the Statement has ambiguities, or that it might be expressed more clearly in other
language. We agree that it has the limitations of human expression, but we believe it to be an honest and capable attempt
to set out the essential truths of Bible teaching. The authors meaning is well known and is illustrated in many articles and
in books in active circulation today. The sympathetic supporter of truth will say, ‘We know what is meant and we agree
with that’. As an example of such slight ambiguity, item 2 of the true teachings of the Scriptures, which is from the
Statement of Faith, if rigidly construed, says ‘the sentence’ was transmitted to all Adam’s prosperity. The writers meaning
is well known to be that the defilement which followed man’s sin, which came as the result of God’s sentence, and which
also became a physical law of man’s being, was transmitted to all his posterity. Any such form of words will make some
small demand on the goodwill of the reader.
The need for definition is seen from certain terms which have been the cause of much strife of words. One of these is the
word “mortal”. As a simple opposite of the word “immortal”, we are logically compelled to say that since Adam when
made was not immortal, he must have been mortal. But then we have at once to define what we mean by mortal. If we
say “capable of dying” it must be admitted that Adam was such. But if we say “subject to death”, then it must be denied
that Adam was in that state when made. Hence the necessity that terms be clearly defined, and if ambiguous, avoided
when an effort is made to set out controverted truth. The matter might be illustrated by the word “perfect”. If a thing is
not perfect it must be imperfect; but the want of perfection may be due to some marring element, or merely to the fact
of being unfinished, which is expressed in Scripture by the word “unperfect”. There is the imperfection of flaw and the
imperfection of incompleteness.
Some have objected to having one form of words imposed; we have heard objections to the Birmingham statement being
used by other ecclesia’s. Wise men will not insist about the use of one particular form of words if the same thing is meant.
On the other hand, when a particular form of words has come to be recognised and accepted as stating certain truths,
wise men will not create doubt or risk misunderstanding by insisting on the liberty of saying the same thing in words of
their own choosing, particularly when grave issues are involved.
We willingly declare again our attitude as Editor of “The Christadelphian”, in the hope of helping forward the present
effort for reunion. We believe the Statement of Faith to be the best compiled to set out the teaching of the Scriptures.
We accept it without reservation, and believe it sets forth the minimum that should be believed as a basis of fellowship.
As concerning ‘The Christadelphian’ and fellowship, we have declared that we do not knowingly publish intelligence from
ecclesias who do not accept the teaching set out in the Statement of Faith. We believe that if a man or woman changes
their belief it is the honourable course to say so, and resign from fellowship. It is not less so when ecclesia’s do not
subscribe to the doctrines which are commonly believed among us and which are accepted as the basis upon which
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fellowship and co-operation can be maintained.
John Carter – Statements of Faith, The Christadelphian, vol. 89, 1952, p. 215
There is much confused thinking concerning Statements of Faith. The Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith
represents an honest effort to set forth what those who accept it believe the Scriptures teach. A favourite cry of those
who do not accept all its teaching and who would discard it as a basis of fellowship is that it is “a man-made statement”.
By thus disparaging it they think they have disposed of it. They then usually proceed to set out their own views on the
doctrines at issue in opposition to the definitions of the statement, combining their own interpretations with a cry of
letting the Bible be our Statement. What is really meant is that their particular views of the teaching of the Bible should
be accepted.
The Bible does not formulate its teaching in the form of a Creed; and because men have laid hold of isolated statements
as the basis of their teaching the authority of the Bible has been claimed for very contradictory views. Thus, two men
could each say, “I believe what the Bible teaches”, and yet hold opposing ideas. The matter might be illustrated in this
way. A statement could be drawn up in the words of Scripture which would embody all the errors espoused by a
Christianity that had adopted pagan fables. We have sometimes thought of formulating such a statement to illustrate the
point. Every one claiming the name Christadelphian would join in protesting that the Scriptures used were misapplied,
that the meaning given to them was contrary to the general teaching of the Scriptures. Yet it would be a Statement in
the very words of Scripture.
The Lord expounded the Scriptures and gave an infallible interpretation to them; but his opponents did not accept his
interpretation. They searched the Scriptures to establish their doctrines and misused the texts they relied upon to prove
their truth. There has been a similar state of things in the history of Christendom. The trinitarian and the immortal soulist
both quote Scripture, and both we believe are mistaken. But everyone who speaks or writes in exposition of the Scriptures
is attempting to define its meaning. Those who object to the Statement of Faith make a statement of their own faith in
their own teaching, which they seek to sustain by Scripture testimony. It is, therefore, not sufficient that a man say “I
believe such a passage of Scripture”; what is required is a declaration of what in his view that passage of Scripture means:
such a declaration is the man’s statement of faith, and is necessarily a man-made statement.
A man, then, and also a community must define the beliefs held: only then can there be set forth the teaching for which
the community stands. Otherwise every address and every writing which is not entirely in the words of the Bible would
have to be discarded; no lectures or pamphlets would be possible—they are all man-made.
The cry of man-made statements is to be viewed with grave suspicion—it usually indicates dissent from one or more of
the clauses of the Statement of Faith. The latest illustration comes in the form of a typescript from Australia which
severely criticizes three Clauses of the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith as unscriptural, advocates that the
Statement be discarded altogether and that we be content with a Statement of Faith of the Scriptures alone. The present
Statement is blamed as a root cause of divisions. But if some believe the doctrines set forth in the Statement and some
do not, the presence or absence of a Statement in no way affects the fact that division of opinion exists. The real meaning
of the opposition to the Statement is that there is not unity or belief. When the writer says, “Our ecclesias have always
extended the hand of welcome to all brethren and sisters of the Christadelphian Faith”, in view of his own objections to
the Statement in so many of its clauses one can only wonder what is meant by “the Christadelphian Faith” in this assertion:
is it the writer’s “Faith” or the “Statement of Faith”, part of which he rejects? And why should not another reject three
more clauses, and another a further three clauses? With nine clauses challenged would it be a Chrisdelphian Ecclesia? If
not, just where must we draw the line?
John Carter – Unity Book, p. 9-11 [The Christadelphian, 1956, vol. 93, p. 269-271]
To the Brethren and Sisters at the ADELAIDE Conference
Dear brethren and sisters,
We have been invited jointly to send a message to your Conference particularly on the subject of the division in our midst
and of what might be done in the way of reunion. We are conscious that we do not know and are not personally known
to the brethren in Australia, and that we should be careful in intervening in an issue where personal factors can play so
large a part. We have both, however, had considerable experience of the problems that beset efforts for reunion; and
we have had many private talks together before the reunion issue in Great Britain was put on a broader basis by the
appointment of two Committees to take up the task of finding out if conditions for that desired end exist. We therefore
respond to the invitation to address you by letter in the hope that something helpful may be said.
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It is axiomatic that there cannot be understanding without sympathy, and it is necessary that an effort should be made
to understand exactly what is the position held by a person from whom we are separated. To do that we should eschew
prejudice and with open minds be ready to explore whether issues which justify division do exist today. Extreme language
should be avoided; temperateness in speech, candour in approach, fairness in reaching a decision are all essential.
We are in a highly privileged position by our knowledge of God’s revealed purpose. Many earnest religious people are in
darkness concerning God’s truth. We owe our present position to the fact that under God, Dr. Thomas was instrumental
in reviving the gospel from the traditions in Christendom. Those traditions had held sway over the minds of men as the
result of the corrupting influences of teachers who had overlaid the truth of God with human theories. Dr. Thomas went
back to the Word of God and as the result of much study and discussion he found the Truth.
When we reflect on the fact that the Truth had been lost, and darkness had overcome the light, we see the need for
heeding the apostle’s counsel to hold fast that which has been wrought. We cannot read the epistles without feeling the
sense of foreboding that pervades them, and the history of the early centuries only too sadly shows how truly the spirit
had guided the apostle’s utterances. In our turn we have the responsibility of “guarding the deposit”, as Paul describes
the Truth in his letter to Timothy, seeing that, like a deposit in a banker’s hands, it must be preserved without loss.
What are the essentials of saving truth? We have generally recognized that these essentials are formulated in the
Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith. Not that other Statements may not also give a true outline, but the
Birmingham Statement is the one most widely known. It is recognized by all in what we call the Central fellowship, and
in the recent discussions in Great Britain it has been acknowledged by both Central and Suffolk Street groups of ecclesias
as the one to which all could subscribe as setting out the First Principles of the One Faith. A Statement of Faith is essential
for any community of believers to define their beliefs to ensure harmonious working together and consistent testimony
to those without. To decry a Statement as man-made and to speak of the Bible as alone sufficient reveals a marked failure
to perceive the problems of ecclesial life and its duties. All the sects of Christendom claim to base their beliefs on the
Bible, a fact which in itself demonstrates the need for a Statement of what we understand to be the teaching of the Word
of God.
We understand that most of the ecclesias in Australia do use the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith. As an
indication of the unity of the Faith that is enjoined upon believers, is it not possible for all to approve it as the definition
that is best known and most widely accepted? May we commend this to your earnest attention?
There are ecclesial duties and responsibilities in regard to the Revealed Purpose, duties which turn inwards and outwards.
Inwards—in that we have a duty to nourish the gospel in the minds of our members, to build them up in the Faith, to
promote mutual love and obedience to the commandments of our Lord. But we also have a duty to protest against error.
What a number of the epistles in the New Testament were written in discharge of this duty by the apostle! How Paul
yearned over his converts that they should be steadfast to the things he had preached! If he thought of the believers as
sheep, he also regarded the false teachers as wolves that devoured the flock. If he thought with gratitude of the faithful
men who toiled in the work with him, he also spoke with apprehension of those he called false apostles. We make these
references not to apply this language to anyone, but to point the lesson of our duty and responsibility within the fold.
We have an ecclesial responsibility to the Lord, in Adelaide, Melbourne, Sydney, or in any other place. And that
responsibility is ours in our own ecclesia. We must have the right of judging the position of our members, with their
weaknesses and idiosyncracies, and in doubtful cases each ecclesia must decide. While this belongs to us, and we should
see that none takes it from us, we have a duty to other ecclesias. While an individual ecclesia, we are also a part of the
One Ecclesia—the Church: and our duty to other ecclesias is to preserve on our part the Truth and let the light shine
unobscured by vain speculations. But the converse is sadly true—if an ecclesia wilfully and persistently preaches error,
how can we avoid responsibility except by disclaiming association? If this principle has on occasion been pressed too far,
we must not therefore fail to give it its proper place.
It is the duty of all to seek to promote unity. We must avoid the things that make for disunity, contentions and strifes of
words. Unity is a unity of faith, however, and that involves agreement on essentials. Here perhaps we may be permitted
to speak plainly. In our efforts to seek unity and peace in Great Britain brethren abroad have reminded us in various ways
of the problems that exist in other lands where there are extensions of the troubles here, aggravated by their own local
differences. The citations of utterances such as that the Statement of Faith contains blasphemous assertions, by brethren
in Australia who are still retained in association, create great difficulties for us. If we have a duty to avoid putting any
stumbling-block in your path, is not the duty reciprocal, and should not you seek to remove grave hindrances to unity,
either by so instructing your members that you can happily declare there is oneness of Faith, or by removing from your
association, sad though it may be to have to do it, the teaching of error? “Purge out the old leaven” is apostolic counsel.
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In pursuing this thought we would make clear that we should not “make a man an offender for a word”. We would eschew
slick labels which are easily used but often do not truly define. We must distinguish between true principles and uncertain
details. Cliches of speech are full of dangers, as are also figures of speech pressed into the moulds of literal definitions.
Wild charges exacerbate feelings and hinder understanding. To make local difficulties a world issue is the same as
spreading germs of disease; local difficulties should be confined by faithful treatment to local situations, and if the church
as a whole must be told, then just as it is a rule in law that a decision must not only be just but must also be seen to be
just, so in any separation it must not only be scriptural and faithful to the Lord’s commandments, but it must be seen to
be such. It must be reasonable and be seen to be reasonable.
We believe there are hundreds of brethren separated as the result of the work of teachers who have been in error or
whose speech and behaviour have fostered the view that they taught error. A grave responsibility rests upon such. But
we should all seek to remove the hindrances and stumbling-blocks in the way of those of one mind who are separated
through no fault of their own. When it is necessary in the interests of definition of a disputed item of doctrine, sound,
simple, clear language should be sought, and the basic principles set forth. For example, Clauses 5 and 12 of the Statement
have been much discussed and we are afraid the doctrines therein set out disputed. We attach an attempt to state in
simple straight language what we think those clauses mean. In addition, an address on these clauses was given at the
Jersey City (U.S.A.) Conference four years ago by the request of the delegates, to set out the understanding of the Editor
of The Christadelphian on the subject. We understand that the recordings of this address have reached Australia and
have been listened to by some among you.
We take then, this opportunity to ask your co-operation in the pursuit of peace and unity of those of like mind. If the Lord
could hold against a first century ecclesia that they held a doctrine which he hated, or suffered those who held such a
doctrine, we see how seriously he views some things. Surely none of us would adopt a position where he would have to
say it of us. As, therefore, we hear reports of vocal protagonists of things which are not believed amongst us, making also
stout charges against things we do believe, might we ask you to help us either by removing these brethren who make
discord and division by their words, or by showing (after enquiry) that the charges against them are not true. We feel
sure that by so doing you will greatly help the cause of truth throughout the world, and the work of peace in ecclesias of
your land and of ours.
We would end with the prayer that God would bless our efforts together to the praise of His name, to the uplifting of the
hearts of His saints, to the knitting together of those who, believing God’s precious promises, look for the redemption to
be brought by the Lord when he comes again. May the divine blessing rest also upon your gathering to that same end.
Sincerely your brethren in the Lord,
Cyril Cooper,
John Carter,
Addendum
We believe that Adam was made of the earth and declared to be very good; because of disobedience to God’s law he
was sentenced to return to the dust. He fell from his very good state and suffered the consequences of sin—shame, a
defiled conscience, and mortality. As his descendants we partake of that mortality that came by sin, and inherit a nature
prone to sin. By our own actions we become sinners and stand in need of forgiveness of sins before we can be acceptable
to God. Forgiveness and reconciliation God has provided by the offering of His son; though Son of God he partook of the
same nature— the same flesh and blood—as all of us, but did no sin. In his death he voluntarily declared God’s
righteousness; God was honoured and the flesh shown to be by divine appointment rightly related to death. To share in
God’s forgiveness we must be united with Christ by baptism into his death, rising from baptism dead to the past to walk
in newness of life. The form of baptism is a token of burial and of resurrection, and in submitting to it we identify ourselves
with the principles established in the death of Jesus “who died unto sin”, recognizing that God is righteous in decreeing
that the wages of sin is death; and that as members of the race we are rightly related to a dispensation of death.
In all His appointments God wills to be honoured, sanctified and hallowed by all who approach unto Him. By His promises
God sets before man a hope of life and a prospect of resuming those relationships that are lost by sin. With the setting
forth of this hope there comes a new basis of responsibility. Times of ignorance God overlooks, but with knowledge a
man becomes an accountable and responsible creature with the obligation to believe and obey God
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John Carter – The Editor and the BASF, The Christadelphian, vol. 96, 1959, p.83
Our Statement of Faith is an honest and worthy effort to define our faith and we are indebted to those who drew it up;
and, despite your many accusations, in each of the reunions in recent years the B.A.S.F. has been recognized by all taking
part as setting forth the truths of Scripture to be believed as the basis of fellowship.
AD Norris, A Personal Confession of Faith, The Christadelphian, vol. 100, 1963, pp. 435-437
1. I Believe in the Holy Scriptures
STATEMENTS of faith arise out of necessity and out of controversy. When a religious body preaches to the unconverted,
it must be known what it preaches. When a potential convert is interviewed he must know to what standards of belief
he is expected to conform. When dangerous heresies arise, an instrument whereby they can be shown to be unlawful in
the community is needed.
All these ingredients, no doubt, have gone into the make-up and the subsequent modifications of the Statement of Faith
at present commonly received amongst us.
A Creed, though, is something different. It may well meet some of the same needs, but it does so in another way, and
with another emphasis. The controversies of the early church are well reflected in the Creeds we have from the first few
centuries. The “Apostles’ Creed” in the Prayer Book translation contains about 110 words, of which not more than 38
concern the nature of the Godhead; the “Nicene Creed” has about 230 words, of which at least 130 are on that subject;
whilst the “Athanasian Creed” has about 720 words, of which over 600 discuss the Godhead. That is, controversy
converted the original balanced document, which discussed the Godhead, the birth, suffering, death, burial, resurrection,
heavenly sojourn and return of Jesus in due proportion to each other, into successive productions where the attention
given to one controversial theme increasingly swamped the hundred words or so which remained for the other issues.
This lamentable result, even though it is of no direct concern to ourselves, is at least something of a warning. A man may
recite the Apostles’ Creed (if his heart is in it) and really be professing a living faith; it is much more difficult with the
Nicene, where the atmosphere of arguing with the Arians under the process of prayer to God is already verging on the
unseemly; it must be quite impossible with the Quicunque Vult, which may perhaps be a profession of orthodoxy, but is
certainly not a confession of faith.
Our own Statement was, no doubt, never intended to have the form or purpose of a Creed. Yet there is something to be
said for thinking in a credal form about its contents. This series of short papers is intended to try to bring out the living
substance of the matters defined, so that the things “most surely believed” amongst us may be seen the better in their
impact on ourselves.
We commence with the Introduction to the Statement. It reads:

‘

THE FOUNDATION.—That the book currently known as the Bible, consisting of the Scriptures of Moses, the Prophets and the
Apostles, is the only source of knowledge concerning God and His purposes at present extant or available in the earth,
and that the same were wholly given by inspiration of God in the writers, and are consequently without error in all parts
of them; except such as may be due to errors of transcription or translation.

We can see what this clause is there for. It seeks (not entirely faultlessly, for by a strange inadvertance it omits at least
the books from Job to Ecclesiastes!) to safeguard our adhesion to the whole Bible; removing from any the right to pick
and choose what he will accept. And it seeks to disarm any who would seek other sources of information about God’s
purpose, such as the Church, other writings (like the Book of Mormon), or private inspiration within the believer’s heart.
This is good. But it is not good enough for a personal expression of faith. This is the letter, to which each of us must seek
to supply the spirit. Here is a suggested affirmation for each one of us.
I BELIEVE IN THE HOLY SCRIPTURES, which are able to make me wise unto salvation. I look to the whole body of the Bible, the
Word of God, from Genesis to Revelation, as the only fountain of Truth concerning the Purpose of God, and as an entirely
trustworthy guide to a life well-pleasing in the sight of God.
I will therefore seek to that Book for the whole counsel of God, reading it in the daytime, meditating in it in the nighttime, and remembering it with thankfulness in joy and in sorrow, in peace and temptation, in thanksgiving and in
penitence, in privacy and in all the occasions of witness to others.

The first paragraph says no more, and is intended to say no less, than the foundation clause. But it is meant to seem like
a person saying it. It is not possible to put our faith in that way, and still cling to the barren meaning we all too often give
to the word “believe”. And that is why the second paragraph is appended: this may not be an appropriate form for either
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statement or creed, but it is most important that, as soon as we have said the one thing, we should remind ourselves of
the other.
If we always did, there would be less neglect of the Daily Reading of Scripture than there is. There would be less
perfunctoriness in the reading we do accomplish. There would be less forgetfulness of its warnings in the moments of
temptation, and less ungrateful pride in the moments of success. There would be fewer defections, too, in the hour of
duty and opportunity.
This matter is too urgent to allow of any mincing of words. We are not the Bible-reading community we used to be. A
recent exhortation, many times repeated, has on every occasion—even in what looked like the most impeccable
surroundings—brought confessions of neglect and decline. In this, as in all other aspects of our creed, we must abhor the
thought of being hearers of the word and not doers, or, a comparable and more fundamental wickedness of sloth, of
being professors of it and not even hearers.
It is not the intention of this series to deal in detail with our defaulting, but no author who wrote on such a subject as this
would be displaying a sufficient realism if he asked for a profession of Bible-reading, and blinked his eyes at the fact that
for many of us the daily study of the Bible has already given place to the hearing of two portions on Sundays, and little
else. This is so critical that if this error is not remedied, we are putting a period to our own existence, and disqualifying
ourselves from the right to exist.
“Back to the Bible”! we have said to the world. “Back to the Bible”! we must call to each other. The defence of the Book
against its attackers is no doubt a proper and a necessary thing. The opening of it before the eyes of the community which
claims to defend it is even more urgent.
The Statement of Faith supports each proposition with a list of references. May we support the strictly personal
application of the foundation clause with a list of our own? There are many more passages than these, but it will not be
possible to read these without our consciences being stirred: Deut. 17 : 18–20; Joshua 1 : 8; Psa. 1 : 2; 119 throughout;
Matt. 5 : 17–20; Acts 17 : 1, 10–12; 2 Tim. 3 : 15–16; James 1 : 22; I Peter 1 : 23–25; 2 Peter 1 : 19–21; Rev. 1 : 3; 22:7).
AD Norris, – The Christadelphian, vol. 101, 1964, p. 437
The Christadelphian Position - This has been defined in our Statements of Faith. According to these, we are to regard the
Bible as without error in all its parts, except such errors as translation and transmission have introduced. And we are to
reject the view that the Book is only partially the result of inspiration. We are also assured that Jesus was granted the
Spirit without measure, an additional reason for treating his words with peculiar respect. We are told that Adam, the first
man, was created very good and placed under law. His disobedience of that law has involved all our race in its
consequences.
Now such statements do not prove that we are right. They do intimate, though, that Christadelphians regard them as
rightly defining Bible doctrine. However highly we may in theory praise impartiality, in practice we have to realize that if
an impartial approach were to lead us to reject these propositions, we should have to conclude that Christadelphians are
wrong. And that would involve serious decisions for any who reached that conclusion.
This must not, of course, make us resist truth where we find it. But it should at least preserve us from irresponsibility in
what we say or write.

HP Mansfield, Logos Magazine, 1964, vol. 31, p. 364
Question: "One hears comment to the effect that, 'Our Statement of Faith has caused more trouble in the brotherhood
than any other single factor.' Would you please comment upon this?"
Answer: The Statement of Faith has caused trouble because it has not been properly understood. If read correctly,
without trying to superimpose any preconceived idea upon it, it is quite explicit, clear and plain. So it is not the Statement
of Faith as such that has caused trouble, but the ideas that have been read into it. or super imposed upon it.
And please do not overlook this fact, that even in Apostolic days there was trouble in the Ecclesias. Read the vigorous,
forthright Epistle to the Galatians, and Paul's fierce denunciation of the errorists: "I would that they were even cut off
which trouble you" (Gal. 5:12) — and bear in mind that there was trouble even though the Statement of Faith (as we
have it today) was not then in existence as a document. Consider the warning of the Apostle to Timothy, concerning those
who were there troubling the Ephesian Ecclesia, the problems with which the Corinthian brethren were faced, the
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exhortation of Peter concerning those who were "making merchandise" of the truth (2 Pet. 2). There has always been
trouble in Ecclesial life from the time the serpent propounded his seductive teaching in Eden. Even Paul had to complain
that his words had been misunderstood and distorted (2 Thess. 2:2), so that we can quite appreciate that the Statement
οf Faith can be misunderstood.
Let us make this further point: a Statement of Faith is of no value unless the doctrines contained therein are understood.
It avails an Ecclesia little to claim - "We are on the Statement of Faith" - unless its members are intelligent students of
the Word of God. It is the latter that will save them, not adherence to the former as a matter of words. A person can say
that he or she accepts the Statement of Faith, and yet have reservations as to what it teaches, that really destroys its
meaning.
A brother might give verbal accent that he believes that God is the Creator as defined in the Statement of Faith, and yet
propound the evolutionary theory. He may claim, as a matter of words, that he accepts the Statement of Faith, and yet
in teaching, he is destroying the spirit of the doctrines it propounds. Such inconsistency will cause trouble which could be
incorrectly attributed to the Statement of Faith. For the Statement of Faith to be really efficacious, and cease to be a
troublesome document, it needs to be understood in letter and in spirit, and accepted as a basis of first principles for the
further study of the Word of God.
Alfred Nicholls, An Urgent Appeal to Elders (12), The Christadelphian, vol. 120, 1983, pp. 1-2
WE turn now to the question of fellowship within the ecclesia and the responsibilities of Arranging Brethren in relation
to it. We strongly recommend that all ecclesial elders reread the article entitled “Fellowship—Its Spirit and Practice”, first
published in January, 1972, and still available in 8 page reprint form (see Appendix 9). It was written at a time of crisis in
one part of the ecclesial world, but its contents are still relevant today.
Practical necessity has forced upon us a use of the word “fellowship” which, regrettably, has often caused it to be given
a technical rather than a spiritual sense. It is used as the equivalent of section or faction; it describes something which is
withdrawn, resumed, or withheld; and even as a description of things shared in common, it has sometimes merely meant
a common opposition to a view taken by another group. All this is far removed from the spiritual meaning of the word as
used by the Apostle John when he wrote:
“And truly our fellowship is with the Father, and with his Son Jesus Christ.” (1 John 1:3)
It is the Word of God alone which produces faith, for there alone can we learn of the things which the apostles heard,
saw with their eyes, looked upon and handled, of the Word of life. There alone can we discover “the apostles’ doctrine”,
the basis of the apostles’ fellowship, in which all those who believe on the Lord Jesus Christ through their word may have
their part:
“That they all may be one; as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be one in us.” (Acts 2:42; John
17:20–23)
In our ecclesial arrangements we have made an attempt to capture the spirit of the first century fellowship. Nowhere in
the Old or New Testaments is there a systematic statement of faith, nor can any formal set of words guarantee true unity
of spirit. Our Statement of Faith, however, is a human expression of what we accept as our common basis of belief: it is
the framework of faith gleaned from the Scriptures.
For the Bible does state principles and illustrate them by example in such a way as to convince us that such propositions
as, say, “There is no such thing as an immortal soul” are true. In addition, it gives us case histories which show how such
doctrinal propositions arose. If there were in Corinth for a short time some misguided people who said that there is no
resurrection of the dead, they could certainly not have claimed to share the “apostles’ doctrine and fellowship” after Paul
had written 1 Corinthians 15. Whatever is meant by “abiding not in the doctrine of Christ” and “confessing not that Jesus
Christ is come in the flesh”, John’s instructions in his Second Epistle (vv. 9–11) would emphatically exclude from the
community the heretics who denied this doctrine. If there were those who tolerated incest in the community, they could
have no title to do so after Paul had written 1 Corinthians 5.
Upholding the Basis
When prospective members of the Christadelphian community are being interviewed, therefore, we do right for their
sakes as well as ours to ensure that we have a common understanding and belief. Although the question is not primarily
whether one accepts our Statement of Faith, but whether he holds the Bible teaching on which it is based, the value of
the Statement and its importance in fellowship is that it is a definition of what we have agreed together to hold as
Scripture teaching in all its essentials. Where there is no common faith there can be no fellowship because we cannot
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share the relationship with each other which is an essential part of our fellowship with the Father and the Son. This
question of the interview for baptism we shall deal with more fully in a separate article.
It follows from the foregoing, which is based upon the article referred to in our opening paragraph, that members of an
ecclesia must persevere in fellowship, by paying continuous attention to the teaching and practice of “the faith once
delivered to the saints”. We have to “give diligence to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bonds of peace”. For that reason
ecclesial elders should pay careful attention to the quality of the pasture upon which the flock feeds, as we have already
outlined in the suggestions for the study of the Word and the conduct of the meetings for worship and witness.
“The patience and faith of the saints”
Responsible leaders of the flock will, of course, be acquainted with the contents of the Statement of Faith, since it defines
the doctrinal basis of our ecclesial and inter-ecclesial fellowship. And although we do not impute to it inspiration or
infallibility and may rarely demand assent to its actual form of words, all members of the ecclesia should be aware of the
fundamentals of the faith it defines and know how to detect the errors it calls upon us to reject. The emphasis should
always be upon the living faith, however, and the sense of sharing together in a common hope and purpose should
produce that sense of joy in fellowship reflected in the church at Jerusalem when they responded to the apostolic
preaching.
Since apostolic times, however, there have always been those who fall away from the faith or no longer accept the
discipline of community membership, of being “subject one to another”. We are not here speaking of moral failures or
divergences of practice, but of doctrinal differences. An ecclesia needs careful guiding through the problems these can
present, and the way in which they are handled is of the greatest importance for the spiritual welfare of the whole.
It is always possible that the dissenters will solve the problem themselves. In the days of the Apostle John there were
those who
“went out from us, but they were not of us; for if they had been of us, they would no doubt have continued with us:
but they went out from us, that they might be made manifest that they were not all of us.”
(1 John 2:19)
We must next consider the case of those who elect to stay.
Alfred Nicholls, An Urgent Appeal to Elders (13), The Christadelphian, vol. 120, 1983, pp. 41-42
TAKING the question of fellowship a stage further, we consider the case of those who hold ideas at variance with the
doctrines forming the ecclesia’s basis of fellowship but wish to remain members. Arranging Brethren are faced with an
entirely different problem from that presented by those who, deciding for themselves that they are “not of us”, of their
own free will “go out from us”. Their decision will be received with genuine sorrow, but probably it will not evoke the
same kind of deep heart-searching and prayerful discussion as that which we must now consider.
The first thing to establish is that the deviation is genuinely a matter of fundamental doctrine, or saving truth. For example,
in spite of the inclination which some in the Brotherhood may have to regard details of interpretation as matters of
salvation we should be on unscriptural ground if we were to suggest that opinions as to the future course of events in the
Divine programme or the identification of certain types and symbols had the same kind of doctrinal validity as the
prophecies concerning the work of the Lord Jesus in salvation. An interpretation which is in fact a denial of the Second
Coming or the future Kingdom of God upon earth, however, passes from the realm of interpretation into basic doctrine.
The reason why the Apostle set forward a good grounding in the Word as an important qualification for elders is not far
to seek: they must be able rightly to divide the word of truth in all doubtful matters brought before them.
There is one aspect of the question upon which the Scriptures give a clear lead, nay, a command: “A man that is an
heretick after the first and second admonition reject.” These words of Paul to Titus (3:10) were written against the
ecclesial background in Crete, where there were “gainsayers”, “unruly and vain talkers” and those who “subverted whole
houses”. They had to be stopped, preferably by the teaching of “sound doctrine both to exhort and convince” them, but
then by the more drastic process of rejection. That can only mean refusal to retain in the ecclesia, since merely to “shun”
or “avoid” while allowing them to remain as members would be more likely to promote faction than to prevent it. (See
the New Testament uses of this word paraiteomai, “refuse”, “reject”, especially in Acts 25:11 and Hebrews 12:25.)
Leaders of Faction
For plainly the active propagation of contrary views is what is meant by “heretic” here, which is itself a cause of “heresy”
in the more literal sense of the word, which means “a sect”. It was applied in a non-offensive sense to the sections of
Judaism, although Paul evidently did not like its application to himself in connection with the Gospel. He himself uses it
in an unfavourable sense as one of the works of the flesh (Gal. 5:20) and of the same kind of man as the contentious or
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he who refuses to hear the church; see 1 Corinthians 11:16, 19; Matthew 18:17, where “first and second admonition” is
also prescribed by the Lord.
Indeed, taking the Lord’s words about offences in general, which when persisted in despite attempts at resolving the
difficulties become offences against the ecclesia, with Paul’s words on keeping the ecclesia sound, healthy and intact by
refusal to tolerate the teaching of error, the ecclesia’s duty is unwelcome but clear. It is the Arranging Brethren, however,
who bear the burden and responsibility of initiating the action. Their only alternative is to stand by and see their ecclesia
at best perplexed, but at worst torn asunder.
The effect of plausible teaching of things contrary to the basis of faith and fellowship can be disastrous to babes in Christ
and those whose faith is sincere, but who have not the capacity themselves to identify or refute the “other-teaching”.
“Heresy” in this Scriptural sense is by no means so limited in modern times as to make mention of it unnecessary in our
urgent appeal to elders. More than one group, although declaring itself dissatisfied, even at odds with, Christadelphian
faith and practice, has nevertheless decided not to leave us, the better to work from within towards the reformation they
think is necessary.
Less easy to determine is the ecclesia’s duty towards those who hold “unorthodox” views but do not proclaim them. Has
it a duty to search them out and banish them from our midst? There are those who would answer Yes: our fellowship
must be “pure”, and only by searching out and rejecting any deviation, however slight, can we achieve that ideal. Such a
procedure is unprofitable because it is negative—and endless. In the final analysis our fellowship with the Father and the
Son is only pure because God forgives us:
“If thou, Lord, shouldest mark iniquities
O Lord, who shall stand?
But there is forgiveness with thee,
That thou mayest be feared.”
(Psalm 130:3–4)
If moral perfection eludes us in this life then it is unlikely that we shall achieve perfect understanding either. It is inevitable
that there will be different levels of comprehension, differences of emphasis on certain aspects of the Gospel which arise
from temperament as well as intellectual capacity. There are also failures in understanding and “crotchets” which arise
because of advancing years or mental deterioration. All of these aberrations the true shepherds of the flock of God will
approach with the gentleness of “the Shepherd and Bishop of our souls”, the merciful and faithful High Priest “who can
have compassion on the ignorant, and on them that are out of the way” (1 Peter 5:1–2; 2:25; Heb. 2:17; 5:2). The essential
duty of the shepherd is to bring the wanderers back and keep them in the safety of the fold.
But there will be those who have more positively changed their minds about fundamental principles of faith, and
therefore of fellowship. Assuming that the ecclesia did its job properly when interviewing prior to baptism, then such a
change represents a going back upon principles assented to as “the things concerning the Kingdom of God and the name
of Jesus Christ” in which as members of the ecclesia we have agreed to continue.
Alfred Nicholls, An Urgent Appeal to Elders (14), The Christadelphian, vol. 120, 1983, pp. 81-82
LAST MONTH we assumed in our concluding paragraph that “the ecclesia did its job properly when interviewing prior to
baptism”. This whole question will form the subject of a separate article in this series, if the Lord will, but it is introduced
here in connection with the duty of Arranging Brethren to preserve the spirit of fellowship within the ecclesia. For if those
seeking baptism are left unsure of the foundations of faith or of the implications of membership of the ecclesia and the
brotherhood as a whole, then difficulties are bound to arise later.
If baptism was sincerely sought and faithfully carried out in all its aspects, then all are aware that Christadelphians believe
that (1) there is a Scriptural concept of essential saving truth; (2) ecclesial fellowship is based upon the common
acceptance of that truth; (3) participation in the Breaking of Bread is evidence of assent to these principles; and (4) such
belief and practice involve a necessary separation from other religious communities built upon other foundations. This is
not “to judge them that are without … (for) them that are without God judgeth” (1 Cor. 5:12–13), nor to give the
impression of arrogant omniscience in the matter of Divine truth. It is a matter of humble submission to the will of God
revealed in Scripture, who saves by His grace those who come unto Him through Christ.
It is difficult to see, therefore, upon what principle those who no longer subscribe to the faith of the Christadelphians
would wish to retain their membership, let alone consider themselves still in fellowship. There are the following
possibilities. Their basic concept of fellowship may have changed, so that they feel able to extend it more widely, to all
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who “love the Lord Jesus”, say, even though their concept of his work and sacrifice differs widely from ours. Some regard
this as a more “enlightened” view of fellowship, which they can indulge without reference to what they would regard
simply as our “rules of association”. Since we believe that there is such a thing as a doctrine of fellowship—it is a
fundamental Scriptural principle that we “keep covenant” with our brethren and sisters, and to have “all things common”
involves a community of belief as well as of sentiment—we cannot avoid the implications of “Whosoever goeth onward
(that is, becomes ‘advanced’ in his thinking) and abideth not in the teaching of Christ, hath not God” (2 John 9, R.V.).
Again, there are those who seek to have it both ways: they claim to hold to Christadelphian beliefs as fundamentally
Biblical, but believe that all are not essential to salvation or fellowship. Or, on the other hand, some reject one or other
of those beliefs, yet prefer our society and seek all the benefits of continued association without recognising any of its
obligations.
Fundamentals of the Faith
Everything hinges upon what constitutes saving truth. How much of Christadelphian belief is fundamental principle and
how much of it can be regarded as peripheral? We remind readers that we have already discussed the point as to how
far some questions of detail in interpretation come into this picture. We have also agreed that fulness of understanding
is something to be pursued throughout a lifetime, but we shall need to be delivered from the bondage of corruption
before we shall “know as we are known” (pages 41, 42). We come therefore to our Statement of Faith, which is commonly
accepted as forming the Christadelphian basis of fellowship.
The Statement of Faith is a man-made document. However, we invite our readers to look once more at our comment on
it in January, page 2. We recognise its limitations, for no doubt it could be phrased more clearly or be supported by many
more Scripture references. There are aspects of conduct or modern challenges to faith which are not mentioned in it. But
all the First Principles of the Truth which form the basis of an interview for baptism are covered by it: and it is the truth
we have agreed together to hold.
The Truth which the Statement declares is a whole truth. By this we mean that it is not a set of unrelated propositions
but a setting forth of the wholeness of our faith. It is a very revealing and profitable exercise to consider the bearing of
each of its clauses upon one another, and see what happens if one or other of them is denied. There is no better way to
become convinced of the importance of the elements of our teaching and therefore of our fellowship.
… And Nothing but the Truth
We quote from “Watch the Truth”, one of the monthly leaflets in the Watchman series: “Our belief in the unity of God
and the person of the Lord Jesus Christ is unique, and it is well founded in Scripture. What difference would it make if the
Lord Jesus were in fact God the Son, pre-existent, coming into the world by laying aside his immortality and taking human
form? Then Christ would not be truly of Adam’s race, nor would his sacrifice be the offering of a man truly our
representative, ‘made like unto his brethren’, perfect among sinners because he overcame sin, though God had laid upon
him the iniquity of us all. He would have been a substitutionary sacrifice, and baptism into his death would not be what
it was for Paul, a dying with him that we may be raised together with him.” The very act of breaking bread together means
something entirely different according to what we believe in these matters. And we can ask similar questions about the
doctrine of the devil: the atonement is something entirely different from our belief if there is a personal, immortal, evil
being. The doctrine of resurrection has to be completely revised if the soul is immortal—and so on.
We can only conclude, therefore, that any member who unquestionably departs from this position has already broken
the bond of fellowship with his brethren. If the ecclesia is unaware of this, the matter must rest heavily upon the
member’s own conscience; if it does know, and there is no response to loving appeals to preserve the unity of belief and
the unity of the Spirit, the reluctant act of withdrawal which the elders must then initiate only completes what has already
taken place.
Alfred Nicholls, An Urgent Appeal to Elders (15), The Christadelphian, vol. 120, 1983, pp. 121-122
OF ALL the ecclesial duties for which Arranging Brethren must make provision the interview for baptism will surely rank
amongst the most important. Upon it depend issues of salvation and fellowship, to say nothing of the spiritual progress
and welfare of the new brother or sister in the Faith.
The actual interview is the culmination of a longer process—the preparation. By this we mean more than that important
final stage of the Sunday School course, sometimes called “The Preparation Class”, out of which it is fervently hoped that
requests for baptism will come. We refer to the preparation for baptism of those who have requested it, which is a vital
further stage in the process of the new birth. When discussing questions of fellowship within the ecclesia (see March
Editorial, page 81) we expressed our conviction that if those seeking baptism are left unsure of the foundations of faith
or of the implications of membership of the ecclesia and the Brotherhood as a whole, then difficulties are bound to arise
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sooner or later. The preparation and the interview, therefore, should be seen as two parts of the same process, the latter
being the more “formal” confession of faith which precedes the baptism. Where preparation and interview are carried
out within the same ecclesia then a closer coordination between the two can be achieved, but in any case there should
be no real difficulty since all ecclesias share a common faith.
Those charged with “instructing for baptism”, therefore, have a double responsibility: first, to ensure that “the things
concerning the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus Christ” (Acts 8:12) are understood; and second, that there is no
doubt in the mind of “the candidate” as to the principles governing the new life to be led in the light of that understanding.
What then are “the things concerning the kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ”? How much of Christadelphian
teaching should be considered essential knowledge, the lack of which “doth hinder me to be baptised”?
It is true that there are no classified lists of doctrines in the Scriptures, and from this some have reasoned that first century
believers knew nothing of “a statement of faith” as we understand it today. From that premise it is sometimes argued
that a simple profession of belief in Jesus Christ as Lord is all that is required before baptism. The logical deduction from
the foregoing is that the Christadelphians need not exist as a separate community at all. If it be claimed that there is much
of good in it that should be preserved—its fellowship, its community life, perhaps even its distinctive doctrines since they
are somehow “nearer to the truth”—but that its exclusiveness ought to be broken down in favour of a closer liaison with
other groups professing allegiance to the same Lord, then we can only answer that our community life and fellowship are
entirely based upon our distinctive doctrines.
Doctrine and Fellowship
To argue otherwise is to say, in effect, that one hundred years of Christadelphian history mean nothing at all, and that
there was never any need for brethren and sisters to labour to preserve our doctrine and fellowship, nor indeed that
anyone should apply to us for baptism. But, it may be said, it is not Christadelphian baptism that they seek, but baptism
into Jesus Christ, that they may follow his steps and share his fellowship. We heartily concur: it is “the apostles’ doctrine
and fellowship” that is to be commended, and in that doctrine and fellowship that a community finds its corporate life,
expressed above all in “the breaking of bread and the prayers”.
We remain convinced that that fellowship is shared only by those who “gladly receive the word” as the apostles preached
it and that “Christadelphian teaching is Bible teaching” as some of our campaign literature still proclaims. We also believe
that when people outside the community have listened to our preaching, read our literature or conversed with their
Christadelphian neighbours and then ask to be baptized they too are sufficiently convinced of our doctrinal basis to want
to join us.
It follows that preparation for baptism must include a thorough knowledge of the Scriptures as we understand them.
“Thorough” does not necessarily mean “exhaustive”, since it must be remembered that not all are capable either of
grasping a mass of detail or of remembering it if they could. But comprehensive that knowledge must be in the sense that
it covers the whole of God’s purpose. We refer readers once more to our comments upon the wholeness of the Truth
(March, page 82). If we examine the fundamentals of our Statement of Faith we realise that our doctrines are
interdependent, each closely linked with the others in such a way as to indicate that they are all essential doctrines.
Statements of the Faith
Undoubtedly a straightforward beginning with Genesis could prove daunting to some, and it is therefore probably better
to make a thematic study, referring to the relevant Scriptures for each topic. That after all was the way of the apostles
themselves, who in speaking and writing tended to deal with a topic at a time, although there is evidence that the first
century ecclesias had a form of creed constructed out of this teaching, of which examples are to found in the Pastoral
Epistles and elsewhere. In Timothy and Titus these doctrines and precepts are introduced by the formula “It is a faithful
saying”, which is equivalent to “This is a statement of the faith”. For a more comprehensive survey of this theme see the
Editor’s series on “The Letters to Timothy and Titus” in The Christadelphian, particularly T16-17, 1977.
It is an instructive exercise to take the Sermon on the Day of Pentecost and list the doctrines either explicit or implicit
upon which it is based. It is also worth remembering that the Epistles were written to believers, for whom it was not
necessary to deal in detail with what they had already embraced.
Alfred Nicholls, Documents of the Faith, Past and Present (1), The Christadelphian, vol. 126, 1989, pp.
204-207
IN RECENT times there has been some discussion about the value of the documents in current use amongst us. In these
articles an attempt is made to assess, from a Scriptural point of view, both their importance and their limitations in matters
of ecclesial life and fellowship.
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IT has sometimes been claimed that in the first century ecclesias there was nothing corresponding to a Statement of Faith,
in the sense of a list of doctrines to be received or rejected. The simple formula, “Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and
thou shalt be saved”, it is said, was sufficient “saving knowledge” and many of what we now consider as “first principles”
were learned after baptism. Passages such as Acts 16:31, describing the baptism of the Philippian gaoler and his
household, are offered in support of the “simple formula” idea and the case of the Corinthians (1 Corinthians 15:12), who
said there was no resurrection, and of the Thessalonians (1 Thessalonians 4:13), who needed further instruction on the
same subject, are cited as proofs that some fundamentals can be learned after baptism. Moreover, it is said, a statement
of faith should be positive, and there is no need for a set of “negative clauses”.
We must therefore ask, Is there any evidence at all in Scripture of the existence of any compiled lists of doctrines to be
received or “statements of the faith”, or anything resembling a “constitution” in any of the ecclesias which were “in God
the Father and in the Lord Jesus Christ” (1 Thessalonians 1:1)?
The Ecclesia in the Wilderness
The first century ecclesias had their foundations in the Old Testament. Stephen referred to Moses as
“He that was in the church in the wilderness with the angel which spake to him in the mount Sina, and with our fathers:
who received the lively oracles to give unto us” (Acts 7:38).

Israel in the wilderness were “the ecclesia” in the strictest sense of that word. Not only had they been called out of Egypt
but they became a nation on the day they were summoned by the “first trumpet” to meet with the LORD God Himself,
who then declared:
“Now therefore, if ye will obey my voice indeed, and keep my covenant, then ye shall be a peculiar treasure unto me
above all people: for all the earth is mine: and ye shall be unto me a kingdom of priests, and an holy nation” (Exodus
19:5–6).

It will be important to note these italicised words when we come to compare Israel with the first century ecclesia.
A Statement of Faith and a Constitution
The Israel Ecclesia was founded upon the hope of the promise which God gave unto their fathers. The very memorial
Name was a proclamation that the God of their fathers would be their God and all the implications of their being the
“peculiar treasure” of the Creator, whose were all the nations of the earth, were set forth in the Ten Commandments.
Beginning with the solemn words of the “foundation clause”, “I am the LORD thy God, which have brought thee out of the
land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage”, the Decalogue was their Statement of Faith. It contained at least the
following essential elements:
1. The LORD, whom Moses had told them was “the God of Abraham, Isaac and of Jacob”, was He who had redeemed
them for Himself.
2. His Name was holy and He would judge those who did not hallow it, or who worshipped other gods.
3. The LORD had made heaven, earth and sea in six days.
4. The LORD their God was to give them a land.
5. The people’s covenant relationship with their God was based upon a code of personal, family and social life as
well as of worship.
There were more “negative clauses” than “positive clauses”. Significantly, the positive clauses were statements about
God’s activity or His worship in sabbath remembrance or in family life, while the negative clauses were concerned with
the behaviour of men who “did not like to retain God in their knowledge”.
So important was this Statement that it was then written down by God Himself, first on stone tablets provided by Him
and then on those prepared by Moses, to become part of “the lively oracles” to be committed to succeeding generations.
Thus by means of the permanent record, later to be laid up in the ark, all Israel in every age could share the same faith.
During the sojourn in the wilderness, detailed instructions were given for the organisation of national life and worship—
“the commandments, the statutes and the judgments” (Deuteronomy 6:1). These were in fact the exposition of the
Decalogue in terms of a code of law and represented the Constitution of the Ecclesia in the Wilderness, soon to become
the Ecclesia in the Land. This too, or at least the Deuteronomy version of it, was written down and preserved in the same
way as the tables of stone (Deuteronomy 31:9, 24–27), a witness to the Divine standards by which the priests, and later
the king, who was to prepare his own copy, should have governed the nation and to which the prophets appealed in their
calls to reformation.
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If it be pointed out that during much of Israel’s history the law was lost sight of, it only serves to strengthen the argument
for having such a Statement and Constitution and observing them, since it was on account of the neglect of them that
frequent disaster fell during the times of the Judges and the Kings (see 1 Kings 22:8–17).
The First Century Ecclesia
In considering the case of the first century ecclesia, we should expect that although the “handwriting of ordinances”
which formed the basis of Israel’s Constitution was done away in Christ, there will be certain principles carried over into
the new dispensation.
“The church which is in God the Father and in the Lord Jesus Christ” was founded in similar fashion. The disciples, as they
had been commanded of the Lord, “were all with one accord in one place”, when with all the indications of the Divine
presence given in the rushing wind and the tongues of fire, the Jerusalem Ecclesia was founded. It was a new creation,
as surely as the nation had been at Sinai, and it became a living fellowship, a corporate body to be described later by
Peter in similar terms to those used at Sinai:
“A chosen generation, a royal priesthood, an holy nation, a peculiar people; that ye should shew forth the praises of him
who hath called you out of darkness into his marvellous light” (1 Peter 2:8–9).

The fact that these words were addressed to “the strangers scattered throughout Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia and
Bithynia” emphasises that upon some basis these “strangers”, though scattered, shared a fellowship with “all those that
in every place call upon the name of Jesus Christ our Lord, both theirs and ours” (1 Corinthians 1:2). For “calling upon the
name of the Lord” was virtually synonymous with “believing and being baptized”.
As far as the “parent” ecclesia was concerned the issue was clear: their Statement of Faith was “the apostles’ doctrine”
and by continuing in it they all were in the “apostles’ fellowship”, marked by their participation in “the breaking of bread
and the prayers”. In this case “the apostles’ doctrine” was set out in Peter’s speech in Acts 2, since it was “when they
heard this, they were pricked in their heart” and received the command to repent and be baptized in the name of Jesus
Christ (Acts 2:37, 42).
It is important at this point to emphasise that to proclaim one’s belief in the name of Jesus Christ was a more
comprehensive declaration of faith than we might suppose. Peter’s audience were Jews, whose faith and understanding
comprehended, or should have comprehended, the Old Testament teaching about the hope of Israel (see Acts 26:6–8)
and the Messiah. This forms the background to the whole of Peter’s speech, as his frequent allusion to the prophetic
Scriptures and the Psalms clearly shows. The point at issue was that the crucified Jesus of Nazareth, now raised from the
dead, was he in whom all things would be fulfilled. The record of the Acts gives evidence that in the early ecclesias the
preaching of as many of these fundamental elements of the faith as would-be disciples did not already know was a
preliminary to their belief and baptism in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ (Acts 8:12, 35; 16:31–32; especially 10:36–
37—“that word, I say, ye know”).
The apostles were taught by circumstance what is sometimes lost sight of today: that even an apostolic community needs
organisation of some kind, particularly when numbers increase. The picture of the ideal ecclesia given us in Acts 2:44–47
soon gives way to a scene of discontent (“when the number of the disciples was multiplied”, Acts 6:1) arising from the
very fact of attempting to have all things common. It is true that the basic “constitution” of the Jerusalem Ecclesia was
apostolic guidance but other aspects of ecclesial life in addition to the ministry of the Word of God needed the attention
of men specially selected to oversee them. It is interesting to note that it was the ecclesia as a whole who selected the
men to bring before the apostles for their blessing.
“Elders in every city”
The concept of a recognised ecclesial organisation is confirmed when the programme of witnessing ordained by the Lord
(Acts 1:8) first extended beyond the boundaries of Palestine. The first “Bible Mission”, though commanded by the Holy
Spirit, was sent on its way by the Antioch Ecclesia (Acts 13:3) and it was to them that Paul and Barnabas reported on their
return. On their homeward journey they had revisited the ecclesias they had established, “ordaining them elders in every
city” (Acts 14:21–27). The process of ordaining evidently included a gift of “grace according to the measure of the gift of
Christ” (Ephesians 4:7–16), which resulted in a recognised ordering of arrangements in the hands of “first apostles,
secondarily prophets, thirdly teachers, after that miracles, then gifts of healing, helps, governments, diversities of tongues”
(1 Corinthians 12:28)—a wide range of duties and responsibilities all contributing to the edifying of the ecclesia. They
were allocated, no doubt, according to the same principles and regard to aptitudes followed in the appointment of
Stephen and his colleagues in Acts 6. All were exhorted to render their service to the limit of their capacity, “according as
God hath dealt to every man the measure of faith” (Romans 12:3ff.).
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By about A.D. 65 many of the ecclesias so organised had had additional advice from Paul about the method of handling
their own specific problems, written down in what Peter defined as “scripture” (2 Peter 3:16) and evidently available to
a wider readership than its original recipients. Then the Letters to Timothy and Titus, often known appropriately as the
Pastoral Epistles, were written specially “that thou (Timothy) mightest know how thou oughtest to behave thyself in the
house of God, which is the ecclesia of the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth”, and that “thou (Titus) shouldest
set in order the things that are wanting, and ordain elders in every city”. The ecclesias in Ephesus and Crete, therefore,
had a form of written Constitution to which they could appeal in times of difficulty, as did all the recipients of Paul’s
letters. It is to be noted that the first century ecclesia was not constituted upon a democratic basis but upon the
authoritative guidance of the Spirit in the apostles. It is equally noteworthy, however, that the ecclesia had a responsibility
to assist in the ordering of their affairs, for example in the consensus sought by the apostles over the appointment of the
deacons in Acts 6 and the submission to the work of the elders, “that they may do it with joy, and not with grief” (Hebrews
13:17).
The Basis of Fellowship
What was the basis of fellowship in the local ecclesia and what made inter-ecclesial fellowship possible? The short answer
can only be, as we have said, “the apostles’ doctrine and fellowship”, since it is unthinkable that either the twelve apostles
themselves or the apostle Paul would have proclaimed anything else, especially since they had such a keen sense of being
entrusted with the Gospel message (Galatians 2:7; 1 Timothy 1:11; Titus 1:3) and were at such pains to warn against
“another gospel, which is not a gospel” being preached from within the ecclesias themselves (Acts 20:29–30; 1
Corinthians 15:12–17; 2 Corinthians 11:2–4, 13–15; Galatians 1:6–9). Passages such as 1 Corinthians 15 and Galatians 1
particularly reveal that there were such things as “first principles” without which “saving faith” was impossible—“your
faith is vain”.
Such a categorical statement precludes the idea sometimes advanced that the Corinthians’ knowledge had been deficient
at the time of their baptism (see also 1 Corinthians 15:11–14). Indeed, most of the false or inadequate impressions, like
the one about there being no resurrection, or that the resurrection was past already, were promulgated from within the
ecclesias (cf. 1 Timothy 1:19–20; 2 Timothy 2:17–18), while sometimes faith which had been overshadowed by grief
needed to be rekindled (1 Thessalonians 4:13–18). How can the idea ever have originated that here were minor doctrinal
deviations, to be tolerated in the interests of the unity of the body of Christ in Corinth? What was left of the ecclesia Paul
had laboured to build in Corinth if his preaching had been vain—the word means “empty”, “devoid of content”—and the
faith of the Corinthians equally so? And after such a vigorous defence by Paul of the “apostles’ doctrine”, could the
Corinthians have retained in fellowship any who persisted in proclaiming that which was such a denial of saving truth
that Paul had felt bound to declare:
“Yea, and we are found false witnesses of God: because we have testified of God that he raised up Christ: whom he
raised not up, if so be that the dead rise not” (verse 15; also Titus 3:10)?

Statements of the Faith
But was there anything in New Testament times corresponding to a written Statement of Faith, in the sense of a classified
list of doctrines to be received? If God had found it necessary, for the benefit of future generations, to cause to be
committed to writing the words which He Himself had spoken from heaven, it would seem unlikely that the fundamentals
of the faith in Christ were simply to be passed on from mouth to mouth after the death of the apostles. If the teaching of
some of the elders, even about passages of Scripture, was to become suspect, how could the “good deposit” be guarded
if it were not defined? In one sense, as stated above, the apostolic letters themselves were written to the intent, said
Peter for example, “that ye may be able after my decease to have all these things in remembrance”, to “stir up your pure
minds by way of remembrance: that ye may be mindful of the words which were spoken before by the holy prophets,
and of the commandment of us the apostles of the Lord and Saviour” (2 Peter 1:15; 3:1–2).
There is a wealth of fascinating evidence, however, that in addition to the writings constituting “the Scriptures of truth”,
there were by the middle of the first century what amounted to definite statements of the faith. Since they were well
known to his readers, Paul was able to reinforce his exhortations and warnings by reference to them. In the next article,
God willing, we shall consider the importance of these declarations of truth.
Alfred Nicholls, Documents of the Faith, Past and Present (2), The Christadelphian, vol. 126, 1989, pp.
243-246
THE ECCLESIA in the Wilderness had a written record of the terms of the covenant and of the constitution of their national
life. The First Century Ecclesia, founded and organised by the apostles, received written guidance in the form of the Epistles.
But is there evidence that there was anything corresponding to our Statement of Faith, which provided a basis of ecclesial
and inter-ecclesial fellowship?
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WE know that there were other documents in circulation in the first century ecclesias besides those which make up the
New Testament writings. There were for example, the letter to Paul from the Corinthians to which 1 Corinthians 7 was
the reply, and “the epistle from Laodicea” which the Colossians were to read (Colossians 4:16). The latter passage,
incidentally, provides evidence that at least one piece of apostolic writing received a wider circulation than in the ecclesia
to which it was first written. Not all of these documents were to be classified as “scriptures” according to Peter’s definition
in 2 Peter 3:16, but even so the fact that they were used or referred to in a piece of authoritative, apostolic writing
commends them to our attention (cf. Paul’s quotations from the Greek poets in Acts 17 and Titus 1).
Again, we have fascinating glimpses of what appear to be lines in metrical Greek from the “hymns and spiritual songs”
which, with the Psalms, had a place in ecclesial worship in Ephesus and Colossae at least (Ephesians 5:19; Colossians 3:16).
One example is to be found in Ephesians 5:14: “Wherefore it saith (i.e. ‘according to the well-known saying’) Awake thou
that sleepest, and arise from the dead and Christ shall give thee light.”
Statement of the Faith
The strongest evidence for a classified collection of doctrines and precepts is to be found in the “faithful sayings” of the
Pastoral Epistles. There are five of these specifically mentioned, to which may be added the lengthy statement of 1
Timothy 3:16. The phrase, consistently rendered by the Revised Version as “Faithful is the saying”, occurs in 1 Timothy
1:15; 3:1; 4:9; 2 Timothy 2:11; Titus 3:8. There has been some discussion as to whether the words preceding or
immediately following this expression form the saying thus described; but a careful reading of the text usually removes
all ambiguity and we believe the interpretation outlined below is most suited to the context in each case.
Upon examination these Sayings are plainly either statements of doctrine tersely expressed, or maxims of Christian
conduct, well-known to Paul’s readers since he refers to them in support of the points he is making. They were
unequivocal “statements of the faith”, whether they were in prose form or, as in the case of 2 Timothy 2:11, in verse.
Two of the statements are further classified as “worthy of all acceptation”, or things which all should receive and there
is no reason to doubt that the others had the same status. They referred to the salvation of sinners, the meaning of
baptism, the reward of the baptized believer and other doctrines associated with these fundamentals.
For these collected Sayings it is possible to find what may be called “proof texts” gathered from other Scriptures, as can
be illustrated from the following table:

Faithful Sayings:
1 Timothy 1:15
Jesus Christ came into the world to save
sinners.
1 Timothy 3:1
If any man desire the office of a bishop, he
desireth a good work.
1 Timothy 4:9
Godliness is profitable unto all things.

2 Timothy 2:11–13
For if we be dead with him, we shall also
live with him:

While we were yet sinners, Christ died for us (Romans 5:8). Ye
know that he was manifested to take away sins (1 John 3:5,
R.V.)
For the perfecting of the saints, for the work of the ministry,
for the edifying of the body of Christ (Ephesians 4:12).
Delight thyself also in the Lord; and he shall give thee the
desires of thine heart (Psalm 37:4). But seek ye first the
kingdom of God, and his righteousness; and all these things
shall be added unto you (Matthew 6:33). All things work
together for good to them that love God (Romans 8:28).
Now if we be dead with Christ, we believe that we shall also
live with him (Romans 6:8).

If we suffer, we shall also reign with him:

If so be that we suffer with (Christ) that we may be also
glorified together (Romans 8:17).

If we deny him, he also will deny us:

But whosoever shall deny me before men, him will I also deny
before my Father which is in heaven (Matthew 10:33).
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If we believe not, yet he abideth faithful:

For what if some did not believe? Shall their unbelief make the
faith of God without effect? (Romans 3:3).

He cannot deny himself.

God is not a man, that he should lie; neither the son of man,
that he should repent (Numbers 23:19).

Titus 3:8
After that the kindness and love of God our
Saviour toward man appeared,

God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son
(John 3:16).

Not by works of righteousness which we
have done, but according to his mercy he
saved us,

For by grace ye are saved through faith; and that not of
yourselves: it is the gift of God: not of works, lest any man
should boast (Ephesians 2:8–9).

By the washing of regeneration, and
renewing of the Holy Spirit;

With the washing of water by the word (Ephesians 5:26).

Which he shed on us abundantly through
Jesus Christ our Saviour;

The love of God hath been shed abroad in our hearts through
the Holy Spirit which was given unto us (Romans 5:5, R.V.).

That being justified by his grace,

That we might be justified by the faith of Christ (Galatians
2:16).

We should be made heirs according to the
hope of eternal life.

Heirs of God, and joint-heirs with Christ . . . that we may be
also glorified together (Romans 8:17).

There are, of course, many other Scriptures which could be adduced as texts supporting the above Sayings.
To the above may be added the metrical stanzas of 1 Timothy 3:16, which sets forth a statement concerning the “mystery
of godliness”, and contains a definitive list of points of faith based upon incidents after the Lord’s resurrection. The
apostle emphasises that this Statement is homologoumenos, “without controversy”, or something which it is essential to
believe. Moreover, he makes this categorical statement in the context of behaviour “in the house of God, the ecclesia of
the living God”.
1 Timothy 3:16

Mark 16

He who was manifest in the flesh was:
Justified in the spirit

verse 6

Seen of angels

verse 5

Preached unto the Gentiles

verses 15, 20

Believed on in the world

verse 16

Received up into glory

verse 19

The doctrinal scope of these Statements of the Faith is remarkable, as is the use Paul is making of them. The list found in
the Pastoral Epistles does not necessarily include all the Sayings extant at the time. As we have suggested there are hints
that there were others, perhaps including later on the “sayings of God . . . faithful and true”, which John in Patmos was
commanded to write down (Revelation 19:9; 21:5; 22:6), all of which it is beyond the scope of the present article to
discuss. It is relevant, however, to remark that to “the sayings of this book”, John was told, nothing was to be added nor
anything taken away from them.
Using the Statements of the Faith
Why do we find this collection of comprehensive Sayings used particularly in the Pastoral Epistles? Paul himself made it
perfectly clear: in view of the problems which had arisen in the ecclesias of Ephesus and Crete it was necessary both to
provide for sound organisation and to re-define clearly the elements of the faith which were being called in question.
Timothy was exhorted to “continue in the things which thou hast learned and hast been assured of”, knowing that “in
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doing this thou shalt both save thyself, and them that hear thee” (2 Timothy 3:14 with 1 Timothy 4:16). Titus was to reaffirm the great doctrinal statement of 2 Timothy 2:11–14, which forms the pivot of the whole letter, for it is repeated in
the form of the Faithful Saying of Titus 3:4–7, teaching and speaking “these things . . . with all authority”, and, if necessary,
“rebuke”.
These Statements are all positive in their form, yet all the negatives are in the Letters themselves. From 2 Timothy 2:11–
13, for example, it is evident that “If we have not died with him, we shall not live with him”, and so on. Moreover, we
know what was false teaching about the resurrection, which view of marriage and the use of meats was “speaking lies in
hypocrisy”, and the kind of words which were “cankerous” and destructive of the true faith.
Paul also gives us an informative view of the “negative clauses” of the Decalogue in 1 Timothy 1:8–10. “The law is not
made for a righteous man”, he tells us, and then proceeds to list the acts of impiety, profanity and defilement which are
the grosser forms of what the Ten Commandments prohibit for the people of God. These negatives were also expounded
in practical terms in the Book of Deuteronomy, in which the Law of God in its principles is expressed in terms of the laws
of the land, the centre of the worship of God and the throne of His Kingdom. It was the inherent lawlessness of men
which made necessary the prohibitions of the Law.
Applying the Principles
From our study we are now able to see some of the Scriptural principles governing the corporate life of the people of
God in both Old Testament and New Testament times. The terms of the covenant, which formed the Statement of Faith
of the Ecclesia in the Wilderness, were committed to writing, as were the “commandments, the statutes and the
judgments” which became the Constitution of the Ecclesia in the Land. These were the “lively oracles” which, said
Stephen centuries later, Moses received “to give them unto us”.
The First Century Ecclesia likewise had its faith founded upon the apostles’ doctrine of which the Sermon on the Day of
Pentecost in addition to the faith of the fathers provided a detailed statement. “Believing on the name of the Lord Jesus”
involved a faith in all that the apostles preached, including specifically that Jesus was the Christ and therefore had a divine
title to the throne of David and a future dominion over “the uttermost parts of the earth” as his possession. So the
preaching of the Gospel involved an exposition of both “the things concerning the Kingdom of God” as well as “the name
of Jesus Christ”. These things were expounded in the apostolic letters in as much detail as the immediate circumstances
of the ecclesia addressed required, and were eventually incorporated into specific “statements of the faith”, especially
when perversions of the doctrine needed challenging and correcting. There was therefore, in addition to the Scriptures
themselves, a well-known code of doctrine which summarised the truths they taught.
Similarly some of the details of the apostolic arrangements for the ordering of the ecclesias were committed to writing,
particularly where problems made the need for sound organisation especially apparent. From the evidence of Colossians
4:16 referred to above we may gather that other ecclesias were at least aware of what was written to Ephesus and from
1 Corinthians 1:1–2 we can be certain that there was inter-ecclesial fellowship based upon a common faith in “Jesus
Christ our Lord, both their’s and our’s”. In the Scripture passages describing these arrangements we find not only the
duties and qualifications of ecclesial servants clearly spelt out but also the responsibilities of each individual member for
the well-being and unity of the ecclesia. These responsibilities were also set in a background of fundamental doctrinal
principles.
All the arrangements described above had the authoritative basis of apostolic guidance. In the absence of such guidance
today, how should the ecclesias “which are in God the Father and in the Lord Jesus Christ”, together with “all that in every
place call upon the name of Jesus Christ our Lord, both their’s and our’s”, organise themselves in order to share true
fellowship with one another? This we must consider in our next article.
Alfred Nicholls, Documents of the Faith, Past and Present (3), The Christadelphian, vol. 126, 1989, pp.
284-286
HOW closely do the documents in use amongst us today—the Statement of Faith, the Constitution and the Ecclesial
Guide—correspond to those found in Scripture? Why was it found necessary to write them in the first place, and have they
any authoritative value in modern times? These topics are introduced in this third article in our series, by an account of
the formation of what was, in principle, the first Christadelphian Ecclesia.
IN the Herald of the Kingdom and Age to Come for January, 1854, Dr. Thomas wrote: “If (God) prescribe to us no
organization for modern times, and he have cut us off from access to the ancient one, it is manifest that, if we are to
organize at all, we must do as Moses did at Jethro’s suggestion, and organize ourselves, if God command us so; and we
infer that he does, as he has not told us how to organize, yet exhorts through the apostle ‘not to forsake the assembling
of ourselves together, as the manner of some is’.”
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The quotation is from an article entitled “Men in Society”, which discussed the Scriptural reasons behind the formation
of an assembly of brethren in Christ, although the word “ecclesia” was not yet in current use and the appellation
“Christadelphian” had not yet been thought of.
The Constitution of the new assembly was printed in the same issue of the Herald, and its first clause, entitled “The Name
of the Association”, reveals that the founder-members had in mind the truth we have presented in our preceding articles,
based upon Exodus 19:3–6 and 1 Peter 2:9–10, to which reference is made. The concluding paragraph reads:
“Seeing then that it is fit that a society, or association, of whatever kind, should have a designation; and deprecating
strongly the imposition of a name by which we should be characterized as the adherents of any person, however
esteemed; we agree that the title of our confederacy shall express the great subject-matter of the gospel, i.e. ROYALTY.
Our decision, therefore, is that our ecclesiastical union shall be entitled the ROYAL ASSOCIATION OF BELIEVERS of New
York.”

A footnote amplifies the reference to 1 Peter and leaves the reader in no doubt that the covenants to the fathers, the
“hope of Israel”, the coming Kingdom, the relationship between the Father and Son and between Christ and his brethren
formed the first principles of the faith of the Royal Association of Believers.
An Ecclesial Basis
It is impossible in this article to detail in full this fascinating document, the original draft of which, in the Doctor’s own
handwriting, is preserved amongst the archives in the Office of The Christadelphian. The following points, however,
deserve emphasis.
The purpose of the Association was to unite in an organised assembly all those adherents of other “Reform churches”,
notably followers of Alexander Campbell, who found themselves cut off from their former brethren on account of their
allegiance to the Scriptural principles expounded in Elpis Israel, which had been published in 1848. From the time when
John Thomas had first published in the Apostolic Advocate which he edited, his 34 questions under the heading of
“Information Wanted”, on the question of human mortality, judgement and responsibility, and matters relating to the
Kingdom, he had been virtually rejected by the Campbellites and by 1847 the breach had become final.
The objects of the Royal Association were to unite all those who had been baptized into the name of the Father, and of
the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, subject to their belief in “the gospel of the kingdom”, which was a definition embracing
the first principles covered in Elpis Israel. Those whose “scriptural position is defined (as above) do hereby confederate
ourselves into a visible association, for the weekly remembrance of the Lord Jesus in the breaking of bread; for the
celebration of the high praises of God; for the reading of the Scriptures; for the support and proclamation of the gospel
of the kingdom; and for mutual assistance in time of need”.
Three Documents in One
This document was in reality a Statement of Faith, a constitution and an Ecclesial Guide all in one. Its form, and indeed
its very existence, were a response to the exigencies of the original members’ circumstances. They were wholeheartedly
devoted to the study and belief of the Scriptures.
However, in the orthodox churches, even in the assemblies of the Reform Movement, faith was influenced by tradition
and opinion at variance with Scripture while professedly based upon it. The Lord’s commandments not to “forsake the
assembling of yourselves together” and to “do the work of an evangelist” could not be fulfilled amongst those bringing
“another gospel” which was in effect no gospel at all (Galatians 1:6–9) or in isolation from others sharing the same faith
and hope. They therefore sought out the Scriptural principles involved and did the best they could in the circumstances.
In later times, controversy has made necessary more detailed definition of the first principles of the faith but it is clear
that the content of the early basis was the same as our Statement of today. It was a definition of the same faith which
had united the baptized believers in Christ of the first century with the covenants of promise to the fathers, and given
them the same hope in the “truth to Jacob, and the mercy to Abraham, which thou hast sworn unto our fathers from the
days of old” (see Micah 7:20 with Romans 15:8–9). In 1854, as now, “we cordially invite all immersed believers of the
gospel preached to Abraham, Israel, and the Gentiles, by the Angel of Jehovah, Moses, Jesus, and the apostles, who are
disposed to illustrate this ‘wisdom from above’ in word and deed, to unite with the undersigned for the purposes set
forth . . .”
Membership was restricted to those baptized by the Assembly and fellowship to non-members was limited by a provision
which is echoed in many ecclesial constitutions to this day in a Clause which states, “That we recognise as brethren, and
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welcome to our fellowship, all who have been immersed (by whomsoever) after their acceptance of the same doctrines
and precepts”.
Conversely, “‘The kingdom of God’ believed being ‘righteousness, peace, and joy in the Holy Spirit’, we hereby disallow
the membership of our Association to any immersed believers who cannot prove that they walk as becomes the kingdom
of God and of Christ”.
The document under consideration covered every aspect of ecclesial life and organisation necessary for the assembly
then envisaged, including the Executive of the Association, the Exposition of the Word to the Edification of the Association,
Difficulties among Members, and the Order of Worship, including “Contribution (i.e. Collection), and Reception of
Members, if any”. Four portions of Scripture were read, and three Hymns were sung, which could only have been ones
specially selected from books in wider circulation.
Apostolic Precedents
It is interesting to see what Scriptural doctrines not then specifically defined were assumed in some of these
arrangements. The clause on the Executive, for example, after defining the apostolic precedents outlined in some of the
Epistles, notably Romans and Ephesians, covers the question of spirit-gifts in the following terms:
“We acknowledge the desirableness of an exactly similar institution as the Executive of the Association; and could we
avail ourselves of brethren possessed of the natural qualifications, specified by Paul to Timothy and Titus, in whom ‘the
word of Christ dwelt richly in all wisdom’, we should be disposed to submit ourselves to them as ‘over us in the Lord’;
but seeing that at present such are not available, we agree that the executive functions of our Association shall be
discharged as follows: Three, four, or more, as the necessity of circumstances may demand in the unanimous estimation
of the brethren, shall be selected because of their scriptural intelligence, good qualities and report. These select
brethren shall not be regarded as ‘officers’, but simply as brethren in particular, specially interested in promoting the
objects and welfare of the Association” (italics in original).

An Authoritative Statement
The foregoing historical sketch lays a foundation for the consideration in our concluding article in this series of the value
and importance of the documents currently in use amongst us. The Constitution of the Royal Association was
authoritative for its members in that it defined that to which they had consented together as the basis of their faith and
worship. Since the founder members had all signed it and those admitted to membership subsequently were called upon
to add their signature too, there could be no argument later as to what the “first principles” of the actual organisation
were. No alteration could be made without the unanimous consent of the brethren, though even then only matters of
practical detail seem to have been envisaged.
As we have seen, implicit in the acceptance of the document was a standard of behaviour which was regarded as of equal
importance with the doctrine upon which it was based. The procedure to be followed in the clause concerning difficulties
between brethren placed the onus of their resolution upon the parties concerned. If such private attempts failed, then
the Lord’s commands in Matthew 18 were to be closely followed, and the clause ended by saying: “We agree to withdraw
the privilege of our society from the party who shall be manifestly in the wrong.”
Authoritative indeed for the Royal Association, then, but had it any higher authority? They laboured long and hard to
make it so. Apart from the Scriptural faith which they shared in common, they sought a Biblical precedent for every step
that they took and sought to follow it closely. When such precedent could not be followed they did the best that a
Scripturally informed conscience could suggest, in the firm belief that there was a fundamental doctrine of unity implicit
in “the things concerning the kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ”, and that God would bless their endeavours
to serve Him as He had done for faithful servants in the past.
It is remarkable how often a practical arrangement, entered into because of some development or crisis which has
rendered it necessary, has been endorsed by God, thus imparting a spiritual sanction to the decision. There was, as Dr.
Thomas wrote, Jethro’s wise suggestion that Moses should share his burden with chosen elders, advice offered by an
uninspired man but agreed to by the LORD; there was Hezekiah’s plea for those who could not take part in the great
unifying passover feast he had organised, “and the LORD hearkened to Hezekiah, and healed the people” (2 Chronicles
30:17–20), and many others. Moreover, the Believers followed the pattern in their affairs of insisting that the end in view
must be the best service to the Lord and the maintaining of the highest spiritual standards for the flock; and both the
arrangements and the men chosen to carry them into effect had to be committed to God in prayer for His blessing
(compare Acts 6:1–7). One other important Scriptural standard was to be maintained in the Royal Association, as we have
seen: those who become discontented or who sought to sow discord would not be retained in the community.
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A Spiritual Necessity
It is practically certain that none of the original signatories to the Constitution had had any idea of forming a separate
community or of the long-term results of their initial decision. The fact is that then, as now, separation is forced upon
those whose only concern is to live their lives in faithfulness to what God has revealed. Moreover, while that revelation
is to be found in the Scripture alone, some definition of one’s understanding of it is rendered inevitable by the existence
of differing, usually mutually exclusive, human opinion as to what the Bible is in fact proclaiming as a basis of salvation.
No true fellowship can be based upon tradition or a selective treatment of the Gospel.
Some aspects of organisation proved to be necessary for the same reason. Before the foundation of the Royal Association
a hall had been opened in New York for regular Sunday services, devoted to the breaking of bread, preaching and Bible
study. The goodwill and integrity of those who attended was assumed, as was the common faith of those who
participated at the Lord’s table. But these arrangements did not work satisfactorily. “Men with crotchets took advantage
of the occasion to proclaim their pet ideas” (Dr. Thomas: His Life and Work), and the project eventually was abandoned
in favour of the organisation described.
How the principles of the Royal Association of Believers developed into the kind of organisation we know today and what
value we should place upon our current documents, will form the subject of our concluding article.
Alfred Nicholls, Documents of the Faith, Past and Present (4), The Christadelphian, vol. 126, 1989, pp.
324-327
THIS final article deals with the origins, importance and use of the Documents of the Faith which, together with the
Scriptures, are in common use amongst ecclesias today: the Constitution, the Statement of Faith, the Guide to the
Formation and Conduct of Christadelphian Ecclesias, and the Epitome of the Commandments of Christ.
BELIEVERS in “the things concerning the kingdom of God and the name of the Lord Jesus Christ” in the 19th century found
themselves isolated from the mainstream of “orthodox Christianity”. Therefore, convinced as they were of the
importance of assembling themselves together for the Breaking of Bread, the work of preaching and for mutual support
and fellowship, they had no option but to organise themselves. As in the case of the ROYAL ASSOCIATION OF BELIEVERS,
considered last month, without the apostolic guidance enjoyed in the first century they did the best they could by seeking
to set up a Scripturally based, prayerfully established organisation.
The Messenger of the Churches, published in Edinburgh and one of the earliest magazines for believers to be circulated
in Britain, provided, in addition to articles and correspondence, “Intelligence” from the few churches (not yet known as
“ecclesias”) in existence here. It also published the Report of the “Annual Aggregate Meeting”, a convention usually held
in Scotland and originally conceived in the spirit of a fraternal gathering, to provide fellowship for members of the very
small and scattered community.
The “churches” seem at first to have found a simple profession of faith in the Gospel of the Kingdom, as understood from
the preaching of Dr. Thomas in this country, sufficient for baptism and membership, without an agreed Statement of
Faith. This lack of definition of the First Principles became a cause of difficulty in some congregations and also gave rise
to what we should now describe as grave “inter-ecclesial problems”, thus spreading troubles which a more Scriptural
approach would have contained locally. The Messenger for 1863, page 88, has a comment on “the divided state of some
of the churches”. The faith of certain individuals was called in question, as well as the very definition of a “first principle”.
As a result of this a well-meant but disastrous decision was taken to bring these matters before the Aggregate Meeting
instead of resolving them at a local level. A session of the Meeting had to be devoted to examination of the fellowship
issues raised, before the Breaking of Bread could take place. Even then some abstained from partaking of the emblems
because of the presence of brethren with “doubtful” beliefs. The discussion was continued by correspondence long after
all had dispersed to their homes and the breaches in fellowship in the local community spread to the larger one and were
never healed.
Clearly, as in the days of the Jerusalem Ecclesia, “when the number of the disciples was multiplied” there arose an urgent
need of more organisation, both for the local “church which is in God the Father and in the Lord Jesus Christ” and for the
sake of the wider fellowship with “all that in every place call upon the name of Jesus Christ our Lord, both theirs and ours”
(1 Corinthians 1:2). The wisdom of Brother John Thomas’s approach in the case of the ROYAL ASSOCIATION came to be
recognised in most of the Christadelphian “ecclesias”, as many congregations in Britain and elsewhere soon began to call
themselves.
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The Rôle of the Ecclesia at Birmingham
By the 1870s there were organised ecclesias in various parts of the world, meeting upon a defined basis of faith and with
a degree of organisation suitable to their size. If we concentrate, however, upon the ecclesia growing up in Birmingham
it is because for historical and other reasons its Statement of Faith has become a pattern for that adopted elsewhere, as
well as having played an important part in inter-ecclesial relations.
The Record of the Birmingham Christadelphian Ecclesia for 1875 shows a membership of 200, and contains a Constitution
of which the first clause declared that the ecclesia met “upon the basis of the one faith as defined in the ‘statement’
following these rules”. The attached statement contained “Truth to be Believed” and “Fables to be Refused”. It was owing
in large measure to the influence of Brother Robert Roberts that the ecclesia was organised on a sound Scriptural basis,
although he was assisted by other brethren equally devoted to the Word and the welfare of their brethren. For many
years the proceedings of the Ecclesia were published in The Christadelphian, under the heading of The Ecclesial Visitor,
for the benefit of smaller ecclesias, especially those newly founded, who might not have brethren of a similar capacity
for organisation. In fact, the basic structure of the Birmingham Constitution, which was only modified as numbers
increased or circumstances altered, was adopted by most ecclesias in time.
The “Ecclesial Guide”
An important Document of the Faith was published by Brother Roberts in 1883, known briefly as “The Ecclesial Guide”,
of which the title page is here reproduced. The very title sums up all that we have been setting forth about the necessity
for the production of our 19th/20th century documents and the spirit which motivated their production. A brief glance
at some of the matters dealt with confirms the value of this publication and why it should be required reading, ideally for
every member of an ecclesia, but certainly for all those to whom has been delegated the management of ecclesial affairs.
The Guide covers the importance of the terms “ecclesia” and “Christadelphian”, the apostolic ministry and problems of
the modern situation, baptism and its essential preliminaries, suitable qualifications for “Serving Brethren, not Rulers”
and their appointment, the various ecclesial “offices”, ways of conducting different kinds of meeting, introduction of new
members, cases of sin and withdrawal, disputes and individual offences, marriage, fraternal gatherings, Sunday School
and other activities and the whole question of inter-ecclesial relationships and involvement in another ecclesia’s trouble.
Although no specific Scripture references are added the whole document is based upon the spirit of Scripture teaching.
It is completed by a “System of Rules Embodying the Foregoing Suggestions”, “A Statement of the Doctrines forming the
Christadelphian Basis of Fellowship” and an “Epitome of The Commandments of Christ”.
The Statement of Faith
The section in the Guide on the need for a Statement of Faith is important and we reproduce it in full:
“It is necessary to have the truth defined. It is not enough for an applicant (for baptism or fellowship) to say he believes
the Bible or the testimony of the apostles. Multitudes would profess belief in this form who we know are ignorant or
unbelieving of the truth, and, therefore, unqualified for union with the brethren of Christ. The question for applicants
is, do they believe what the Scriptures teach? To test this, the teaching requires definition. This definition agreed to
(italics ours) forms the basis of fellowship among believers, whether expressed in written or spoken words.
The history of creeds, which have supplanted the Scriptures in past ages, naturally leads some to feel an objection to
this basis in a written form, but it is obvious that there are advantages in connection with a written form that outweigh
the sentimental repugnance inspired by ecclesiastical precedents. A mere understanding as to the definitions of truth
to be received is apt to become dim and indefinite, and the way is open to the gradual setting in of corruption. So long
as it is understood that the written definition is not an authority, but merely the written expression of our identical
convictions, there is not only no disadvantage, but the reverse, in reducing the faith to a form that shuts the door against
misunderstanding. Such a basis of faith will be found at the end of this book.”

This basis was in essence a reproduction of the Birmingham Statement of Faith before the only two major alterations to
it were made. Although ecclesias already established by this time had their own written statement, most of those founded
later made use of the one in the Guide.
It is interesting—and important—to note that the intent of this statement as far as the setting forth of essential
Christadelphian faith was concerned was identical with that of the one bound together with the ecclesial roll of 1875.
Indeed, the written documents used in other ecclesias were originally mainly in the earlier general format. That lay-out
had the first principles arranged in 16 clauses of greater length, with the Scripture references in the margin. The later
versions contain more clauses, the short “essays” of the earlier one being broken up into separate statements for greater
simplicity.
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The Statement of Faith also contains, as then, a number of “Doctrines to be Rejected” (in 1875, “Fables to be Refused”).
Some have questioned the propriety of including these negative statements, on the ground that the truth of God is
positive, adding that the basis of fellowship should be more concerned with conduct than creed. The simple fact is,
however, that in view of the lip-service paid by many to the authority of Scripture in matters of doctrine even while they
believed and preached what was entirely contrary to them in both spirit and content, our early brethren saw the wisdom
of defining error in the process of proclaiming truth. There is no evidence that the same does not apply today.
In fact, there is ample Scripture precedent for the use of the “negative clause”. The basic statement of Israel’s faith in the
Ten Commandments contained sufficient positive teaching for the faithful to understand and obey the Lord their God.
Human nature, however, and the potential influence of the system of Canaanitish worship in the land they were to inherit
made necessary the seven negative commands of the Decalogue and the many similar prohibitions of the Law. In New
Testament times there are many indications of what the truth was not. For example, some reasoned that, since the
baptized believer had risen with Christ to newness of life, “the resurrection was past already” and this was classified as
an error (see 2 Timothy 2:18).
Amendments to the Statement
Basic to Christadelphian faith and teaching was the fact that the Scriptures were the authoritative Word of God, although
it was accepted that in translated versions the human factor might have introduced some variation. When a theory was
proclaimed that only those parts of the Bible were inspired which could not have been produced in any other way, the
historical portions, for example, it became necessary to define the principle of “The Bible wholly inspired and infallible”
more clearly. The result was the addition, in 1886, to the Birmingham Statement of what is now known as the “Foundation
Clause”:
“That the book currently known as the Bible, consisting of the Scriptures of Moses, the prophets, and the apostles, is
the only source of knowledge concerning God and His purposes at present extant or available in the earth, and that the
same were wholly given by inspiration of God in the writers, and are consequently without error in all parts of them,
except such as may be due to errors of transcription or translation.”

The “B.A.S.F.”
The Christadelphian belief concerning resurrection and judgement classified the responsible as those who knew and
understood the revealed will of God, whether they were obedient to it or not. Clause XXV in the original Guide referred
to the judgement of “the responsible (faithful and unfaithful), dead and living of both classes”. When a problem
associated with the atonement aroused controversy as to whether baptism or enlightenment was the essential ground
of responsibility, the Birmingham Temperance Hall Ecclesia (as it had now become) made its position clear in an
amendment to its statement by ecclesial resolution adopted in 1908. This is now in Clause XXIV, which defines those
responsible to judgement at the resurrection as all “those who know the revealed will of God and have been called upon
to submit to it”. Thenceforward the ecclesia’s basis of fellowship was the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith, or
B.A.S.F.
Thus the Birmingham Ecclesia had a Statement of Faith which defined their basis of faith and fellowship. It is imperative
that we understand both its importance and limitations. The written definition of the faith was of itself neither an
authority nor inspired, as Brother Roberts was at pains to point out in the Guide (see above). Nevertheless, the
Constitution, while also not inspired, set forth the accepted basis upon which the ecclesia was founded which declared,
“That we accept and profess the doctrines and precepts of Christ, as taught in the apostolic writings, and defined in the
annexed Statement of Faith”. The authority of the Statement, therefore, lay in the fact that it defined the faith upon
which the ecclesia was founded and was therefore to be accepted by all those who wished to be regarded as members.
There can be no fellowship without unity of faith and no unity of faith where an agreed definition of it is not accepted.
Moreover, Statement and Constitution are closely linked together both in word and spirit and, lest it should be assumed
that adherence to the letter of either document was of itself one’s righteousness the Epitome of the Commandments of
Christ was bound in with the other two documents to make the definition of the “doctrines and precepts” complete.
The spirit of Scripture pervades the documents even where specific references are not supplied. For example, in the
Guide, in the sections on personal and ecclesial relationships, the recommendations are built upon the foundation of
“whatsoever ye would that men should do unto you”, while in the Constitution the family aspect of the assembly is
emphasised and it is recommended that the title of “Brother” or “Sister” be added to the name of the spheres of service
of ecclesial servants.
Inter-Ecclesial Fellowship
The documents to which we have referred were in principle those which guided the foundation and life of one assembly—
Birmingham Temperance Hall (later, Central) Ecclesia. Other ecclesias no doubt had, and may still have, documents
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worded differently. Certainly the organisation of an ecclesia with many members must vary from that of one with few.
Nor is there anything binding in a particular order of service, except for the members of the assembly which has agreed
to use it and those who visit that ecclesia.
It is plain, however, that to be a Christadelphian Ecclesia one’s definition of the Christadelphian faith must be answerable
to that of ecclesias everywhere. Historically this has been proved at all times of controversy or crisis when it has been
necessary to make a clear declaration of the basis upon which one’s ecclesia met. In practice many ecclesias over the
years have adopted the Birmingham Basis or signified their acceptance of it as a true definition. Indeed, in every successful
effort to reunite brethren in this century it is the content of the B.A.S.F. which has been accepted as “a true definition of
the Scriptures which we believe and teach”. Moreover, the Guide has become the accepted norm of practice in
establishing ecclesias and above all in the dealings of one ecclesia with another. Thus the local ecclesia is linked, as in
apostolic days, in a world-wide fellowship. A genuine attempt has been made to “let all things be done decently and in
order” and to “let al our things be done with charity” (1 Corinthians 14:40 with 16:14).
Throughout its history, then, the Brotherhood, with no head other than the Lord Jesus Christ, no central authoritative
organisation, has maintained its witness and worship centred upon the local ecclesia, autonomous in its own affairs yet
mutually subject in love to others in a wider relationship, aided by the documents which set forth the basis of its common
faith and general organisation. This similarity in diversity enables the traveller to feel at home in a distinctive
Christadelphian atmosphere even where “thy brother be not nigh unto thee, or if thou know him not” (Deuteronomy
22:2). May the Lord grant that it be so until we all come together unto that “general assembly and church of the firstborn,
which are written in heaven, and to God the Judge of all, and to the spirits of just men made perfect, and to Jesus the
mediator of the new covenant” (Hebrews 12:23–24).
Michael Ashton, Editorial, The Christadelphian, vol. 135, 1988, pp. 385-386
A Basis of Fellowship
AS an expression of our beliefs, it was necessary right from the earliest years of our Brotherhood to have a summary of
the teachings we all accept to be at the centre and core of our hope. Over a comparatively short period of time, our
“Statement of Faith”, as we call it, was developed. It contains three interdependent sections: one which lists Bible
teachings in a positive form, called “The Truth to be Received”; a second, expressed negatively, of “Doctrines to be
Rejected”; and a third, listing “The Commandments of Christ”. The first and third sections, as we might expect, are closely
referenced to the scriptures. The second part, which confirms the church teachings we roundly reject as being without
scriptural basis, obviously does not have any Bible references.
The importance of the three sections can be easily overlooked. Our faith is not just the academic acceptance of certain
theological propositions. If it was, we should need only the section, “Truth to be Received”. Nor is our faith simply the
rejection of those views held by members of other groups, or our Statement would only list “Doctrines to be Rejected”.
And, lest it be thought that our beliefs have no practical outworking in our lives, “The Commandments of Christ” declare
that we know how faith must be shown in action.
First Principle Teachings
But how was it decided which doctrines should be listed and which should not? What was the basis of selection? This
introduces us to another aspect of the subject, for there is a special feature of all the listed doctrines that links them
closely together. They are all “first principle” teachings: a phrase used by the Apostle in his letter to the Hebrews to
describe “the foundation ... of the doctrine of Christ” (Hebrews 5:12–6:2).
These teachings are therefore the ones we believe it is necessary to know and accept in order to be in the way of salvation.
As the Apostle says, they provide a firm basis on which to build and “go on unto perfection” (6:1). So when a person
wishes to be baptized, and discusses his or her faith with representatives of the ecclesia before being immersed, these
first principle subjects, and their practical outworking, naturally form the framework of that discussion.
Basis of Fellowship
But there is a further aspect to our Statement of Faith which is equally important. The Statement lists first principle
teachings which we believe are essential for salvation, but it is also a basis of fellowship. This means that the test of
whether fellowship exists between individual and individual, and between ecclesia and ecclesia, is dependent on the
wholehearted acceptance of the first principles in the scriptures.
Fellowship can only truly exist between those who believe the same, as the prophet declared: “Can two walk together,
except they be agreed?” (Amos 3:3). But it is unreasonable to view this passage as requiring a common belief in every
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particular. It is only speaking of agreement on the fundamental issues, and this is so important that true fellowship flows
only from a shared belief in these foundation truths.
We need therefore to be certain of exactly what we mean when we speak about the Statement of Faith forming the basis
of our fellowship. Sometimes, for example, it is said that an individual accepts the teachings of the BASF (the Birmingham
Amended Statement of Faith, which is the test of inter-ecclesial fellowship in the Christadelphian Central fellowship). At
its lowest level, this could mean that a person agrees that the doctrines listed in the Statement of Faith are scripturally
sound. He may not agree that they are “first principle” teachings essential for salvation, and he may be happy to share
fellowship with people who deny the truth of some of those teachings.
Our response is plain. This is not how we view the teachings forming the basis of our faith, and there are no grounds for
fellowship between us and someone who holds that position.
Alternatively, a person could take a more elevated view of the BASF. He or she could agree that it adequately summarises
the first principle teachings of the scriptures, believing also that these teachings are essential if we are to be in the way
of salvation. But he may not see the need to restrict fellowship accordingly. Once again, this is not our position and,
although it appears in this case that a person is much closer to us, we could not in fact extend fellowship on this basis,
because that view of fellowship is radically different from ours.
But suppose for a moment that it was only one element of the Statement of Faith that caused a problem. Would we be
justified in withholding fellowship because it proves impossible to agree that that one subject is actually a first principle
doctrine? It will be apparent from what has already been discussed that the only way such a difficulty could be resolved
would be by us not treating that element as a first principle. In other words, we should have to exclude it from our
Statement of Faith and Basis of Fellowship. If we agree that the BASF is an accurate epitome of the first principle teachings
of scripture, we are not being unreasonable when we require assent to all the doctrines—and agreement to fellowship
consistently on that basis—before fellowship can be extended.
Additions to the Statement
There is a further point. Sometimes individuals, and occasionally ecclesias as well, wish to include additional matters
before they will agree that fellowship exists. The most commonly suggested subject is the question of divorce and
remarriage (though from time to time other subjects also arise in this context). What should we do if an individual wishes
to elevate this to a first principle teaching—essential for salvation and fundamental to fellowship? It is a subject which
has always excited strong feelings, but it has never been treated as a first principle within the Central fellowship.
As we have agreed not to include it in our Statement of Faith, we cannot make belief on this subject a test of fellowship.
Some fellowships do treat divorce and remarriage as a first principle, and individuals who hold that view could also uphold
it if they were members of those fellowships. Again, our position in this matter is clear. We do not view divorce and
remarriage, or any other Bible teaching which is not listed in our Statement of Faith, as a first principle doctrine. Such
subjects must not be introduced to determine fellowship; individuals and ecclesias who wish to do so risk separating
themselves from the Brotherhood whose fellowship is based solely on the teachings included in the Statement of Faith.
Michael Ashton, The Christadelphian, vol. 126, 1989, p. 307
THE letter published on pages 310–311 contains a welcome appeal for a re-examination of our dealings as brethren in
Christ. Above all else, disciples must attempt to emulate the Master they profess to follow, and our comportment in the
sight of heaven demands the bending of the natural will to the Father’s “that we might grow up into Christ in all things”
(Ephesians 4:15). Significantly, it has always been a facet of the practical outworking of the commandments of Christ in
ecclesial life that failure to adhere to the Christ-like way of resolving difficulties is itself treated as an offence against the
law of Christ.
That “reasoned discussion” and “moderation and restraint” are not to be used as excuses for (or suggested to be the
equivalent of) slackness in upholding the fundamentals of the faith is equally of paramount importance, and it is good to
see wholehearted support by all the signatories of the letter for our foundational teachings.
Recent circulars have arisen because of evidence that some distinctive Christadelphian beliefs have been treated as of
little importance by a very small number of brethren. The seriousness of this situation must be the concern of us all. All
Christadelphians have unreservedly professed a belief in the doctrines that provide the basis of our faith. They have been
baptized on this confession and effectively confirm it whenever they subsequently meet to break bread and drink wine.
Anyone professing a belief in teachings not in accordance with those in the Statement of Faith, or who cannot accept any
of the first principles of the faith is denying the basis on which they were baptized, and could be “eating and drinking
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condemnation . . . not discerning the Lord’s body.” While it is true that these doctrines can be expressed in different
forms without jeopardising fellowship, and that it would be wrong to insist on identical wording where agreement on the
doctrines can be clearly shown, the use worldwide of the Birmingham Amended Statement of Faith has provided a
touchstone for other declarations to show whether they are in conformity with the scriptural teachings it contains.
Equally welcome is the recognition that problems of faith and practice should be dealt with ecclesially, and that to adopt
other means is potentially schismatic. The ecclesia is the best place both to understand difficulties, and to discuss them
with the individuals concerned in an atmosphere of care and compassion, and also of confidentiality if the situation
demands this. But it is not sufficient just to give lip-service to the responsibilities ecclesias have in these matters.
Responsibilities must be accepted, and if there are causes for concern (whether they have been identified from within,
or from outside the ecclesia), ecclesias have no option but to investigate and act to deal with them. Encouragement in
this direction has been provided by articles in the series “The Ecclesia in the Last Days”, which have attempted to
emphasise some of the important factors affecting our community life in these closing years of the Gentile era. If ecclesias
could put into practice some of the positive scriptural teachings these have sought to provide, the understandable
concern that brethren have about a deterioration in our adherence to the Truth would be dissipated.
But what of the unity of the Brotherhood? Eventually those who do not believe the doctrines of truth find that they have
to leave, because they are not of us (1 John 2:9). For the rest, there is an urgency to return in thought, word and action
to Christ-like living. The strength of our fellowship is such that it can withstand attempts to divide it, or to dilute its basis
of truth, and brethren and sisters should be encouraged to work positively to ensure that their labour in showing forth
the gospel they have embraced “is not in vain in the Lord”. What better way to demonstrate the certainty of our hope
than to engage in a more concentrated witness to its truth?
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Appendix 8: The Authority of the Bible as an Accurate Historical
Record (BASF Foundation Clause)
John Thomas – Phanerosis, 1869, pp. 45 [Logos 1969 Edition]
“But, in turning to the Bible, which we regard as the only reliable source of information concerning God…”
LG Sargent, The Christadelphian, 1965, vol. 102, p. 340 “THE ORIGIN OF MAN”
There are a great many things we do not know, and doubtless will never know fully until we can look on them with
immortal eyes. Our best help to our young people is to show them the fallibility of scientists compared with the certainties
of the Word of God, and the limitations of the scientific method, particularly in dealing with origins which cannot be
repeatable. It is the Word which is sure, and the investigations of men which are uncertain.
Edward Whittaker, The Genesis Record of Creation, in The Testimony, vol. 39, p. 129 (1969)
The man of faith has nothing to fear from the advances of science. He accepts simply and unhesitatingly the obvious and
self-evident meaning of Genesis 1 and 2 and refuses to stretch, twist or in any way distort the sense of the text to
accommodate it to modern theories. He believes this latter attitude to be indefensibly unscriptural. God's Word stands
true for all time because it is God's Word, and the Almighty does not need the services of our feeble intellects to contrive
to make it true. Our simple duty is to open up the Word in such style that it will speak its own message convincingly
enough not to need the support of the subtleties of human arguments. When the Lord comes to resolve all problems and
we "know even as we are known", the Word will be seen to have remained unchangeably true through all the passing
changes of human opinion and philosophy. This was the Psalmist's thought—"Thy Word is true from the beginning" (Psa.
119:160, see A.V.m), or else he was specially jealous for the integrity of the first book of Scripture which is the subject of
the present study.
But even such sound confidence can too easily elevate itself into spiritual arrogance. Scientists should not be despised by
the man of the Word as if, by their calling, they are the avowed enemies of God; the humblest of men rank among them.
They have done a great work in bringing untold, if not unmixed, benefit to the society of which we form a part. For this
they deserve respect, even if because the problems of the universe are too big for them and they never live long enough
to achieve much relatively, they are more in need of commiseration. Nor should the brother who is a scientist presume
to pontificate from the vantage point of his profession as to what Genesis cannot mean, because as a brother he must
acknowledge the miraculous element in the creative acts of God, even though by the very nature of his profession it
cannot be allowed any place in his scientific thinking. The true meaning of Scripture can come to any brother, be he
intellectual or otherwise, if he is "of humble and contrite spirit, and trembles at God's Word", and applies himself to it
patiently and prayerfully.
Edward Whittaker, The Genesis Record of Creation, in The Testimony, vol. 39, p. 132 (1969)
Too readily we bring our twentieth century intellectual sophistication to the problems of Scripture, and so far as Genesis
1 and 2 are concerned, look at the text as through the eyes of an Astronomer Royal instead of realizing that to be
understood by all races in all ages and all stations of life it must have been expressed in phenomenal language, or the
language of appearances as seen by the naked eye. Let Scripture define its own terms.
Edward Whittaker, The Genesis Record of Creation, in The Testimony, vol. 39, p. 134 (1969)
… Here, in these critical Pauline passages, as with the Genesis Creation Record, the people of God have allowed their
interpretations of His Word to be influenced by the discoveries of human knowledge, and twentieth century scientific
concepts to dictate what they think the Word of God should mean. The lesson should not be lost on us. Paul's warning
in 1 Cor. 1 is still pertinent: "The wisdom of this world is foolishness with God."
Michael Ashton, God’s Living Word, The Christadelphian, vol. 131, 1994, p. 334
To many people, God’s word is dead because it remains closed: they regard it as a book which is out of date, irrelevant
to the modern world, and outmoded in its requirements. Despite our own acceptance of the scripture as the Word of
God, we can treat it like that too. Unless it is appreciated as the only reliable source of information about man and God,
and applicable in every situation, it will be a dead book to us as well as to others.
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Appendix 9: Fellowship – It’s Spirit and Practice
The Christadelphian Committee, The Christadelphian, 1972, vol. 109, pp. 7-13, Fellowship—Its Spirit and
Practice
“I and my Father are one.” Can there be any simpler yet more profound description of true fellowship than these words
of the Lord Jesus? In the days of his flesh the beloved Son of God made his Father’s will his own and glorified Him in all
his ways. The Father acknowledged the Son as the one “in whom I am well pleased” and glorified him with His own self.
The sharing of the divine will which enabled Christ to identify himself so closely with God was completed by a participation
in the divine glory and nature.
The sharing of a common aim, the doing of things together so that two or more may be as one, a bond created between
giver and receiver—all these ideas are contained in the Scriptural concept of fellowship, of which the prime example is
this relationship between God and a man begotten of Him yet of our nature, and described as “in the bosom of the
Father”, declaring the glory of God, the Son whom the Father loveth and into whose hands He giveth all things.
John 10:30; Matthew 3:17; John 20:17; 1:18; John 3:35.
The Believer’s Fellowship with the Father and the Son
In this fellowship others may share. Indeed, the very will of the Father which the Son made his own was that other sons
should be brought unto the same glory. “And for their sakes I sanctify myself, that they also might be sanctified through
the truth . . . that they all may be as one, as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be one in us . . . And
I have declared unto them thy name, and will declare it: that the love wherewith thou hast loved me may be in them,
and I in them.”
This was “the apostles’ fellowship”, but the Lord specifically included “them also which shall believe on me through their
word”. The aim of the apostolic preaching of the things they had seen and heard, and of which they had been a part, was
that those to whom it was declared “might have fellowship with us: and truly our fellowship is with the Father, and with
His Son, Jesus Christ”.
John 17:19–21, 26; Acts 2:42; John 1:1–3.
The distinctive quality—indeed the distinctive test—of this fellowship is that it binds together those who by human
standards seem to have nothing in common. Worldly “fellowships” aim to exclude those who have not the skill,
knowledge, social status or money to belong to them. There is only one thing with which all men are by nature “in
fellowship”, and that is sin and its consequences—a fellowship which does nothing to bind men together, but which leads
to “wars and fightings”. It is when we realize the true nature of “fellowship with the unfruitful works of darkness” and
our total inability to do anything about our condition, that we appreciate the greatness of the mercy of God who was “in
Christ, reconciling the world unto himself” and of the privilege of being called into fellowship with God and His Son.
James 4:1; Ephesians 5:11; 2 Corinthians 5:19.
The Believers’ Fellowship with One Another
The believers’ fellowship with one another not only depends upon their relationship with the Father and the Son—it is
an essential part of it. The idea that one can exist without the other has no support in Scripture. Divine fellowship is
bound up with the corporate life and witness of a community: it is a living fellowship. For the perfection in unity of
apostles and believers the Lord prayed, both so “that the world may believe that thou hast sent me”, and “that the world
may know that thou hast loved them, as thou hast loved me.”
John declares in his first Epistle that unless our fellowship with each other is real, our claim to fellowship with God is a
hollow sham. “He that loveth not his brother whom he hath seen, how can he love God whom he hath not seen?” The
test of obedience is the test of love. “Living in the light” and having fellowship with God is not a matter of sentimental
feelings and language, but of loving God in deed and in truth. It is the love of God in giving Jesus for our sins which makes
it possible for us to join the family of God as His children, and therefore as brother and sister one with another. Those
who walk in the light, as He is in the light, John says, may enjoy true fellowship with each other.
For a brother to claim this divine fellowship, but to treat lightly or harshly his relationship with his brethren, is to miss the
mark completely. No distinction should be made between brother and brother on the grounds of social status, wealth or
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intellect, or claims to superior knowledge or enlightenment. The idea of an inner circle, a spiritual élite, is foreign to the
apostles’ teaching. According to the Scriptures, “there is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there is
neither male nor female: for ye are all one in Christ Jesus.” Where the Scriptures make a distinction between brethren, it
is to impose upon “the strong” the duty of sustaining “the weak”.
Ephesians 4:15–16; John 17:21–23; 1 John 4:9–16,20,21; 2:10; James 2:1–4; 1 Corinthians 12:12,13; Galatians 3:28,
Romans 15:1.
The Basis of Fellowship
What then is the basis of our fellowship? Is it the doctrine we have come to believe? Is the breaking of bread together
this fellowship of which we speak? It is neither, yet it is both: it is greater than either and greater than their sum. The
heart-searching message of the day of Pentecost which caused “all that believed” to be “together” and to have “all things
common”, led to a joyful experience. Luke says, “They continued stedfastly in the apostles’ doctrine and in fellowship, in
the breaking of bread and the prayers”.
The things believed led to a response in baptism; a new association with the Father and Son who came unto them and
made their abode with them, as the Lord had promised; a fellowship with those of the same faith and obedience; a
showing forth together of the Lord’s death and resurrection by the “many” who were “one bread”; and the spiritual
experience of the communal approach to the Father. In all these things “they continued stedfastly”.
So their fellowship was based not merely on an assent to the apostles’ doctrine, although it could not have existed without
it; nor was it the act of breaking bread, although this could not have been omitted. It was not the charitable feeling or
the sense of joy and gladness, although this was an essential characteristic of the sharers in a common faith. It was
through the perseverance in all these things that fellowship was maintained, with the Father and Son and with each
other. Basic beliefs found expression in a living fellowship of which each aspect was a natural part of the whole.
Acts 2:42 (R.V.), 44–46; 1 Corinthians 10:16, 17.
Persevering in Fellowship
There is a Scriptural doctrine of perseverance, which reveals fellowship as a continuous attention to the teaching and the
practice of “the faith once delivered to the saints”, and a growing in grace and knowledge. The language of John 15:16,
17 shows that the Lord had chosen and ordained his disciples that they should keep on bearing fruit, the fruit itself should
continue, the Father would never fail to give what was asked in Christ’s name, and those who kept his commands would
persist in their love for one another. The believers were exhorted to “give diligence to keep the unity of the Spirit in the
bond of peace”, because in the one body, one spirit, one faith, one hope, one Lord, one baptism, it was the one Father
who was over, through and in all of them.
The test of continuance revealed those who were not “of us”, who only “endured for a while”. They did not “abide in the
light”. Yet this “patience and faith of the saints” is not based upon personal will power and energy; it is achieved by those
who humbly trust that He who “hath begun a good work in you will perform it until the day of Christ”.
2 Peter 3:18; John 15:16–17; Ephesians 4:1–6; 1 John 2:9; Revelation 13:10; Philippians 1:6.
The Statement of Faith
Practical necessity has forced upon us a use of the word “fellowship” which, regrettably, has often caused it to be given
a technical rather than a spiritual sense. It is used as the equivalent of section or faction; it describes something which is
withdrawn, resumed, or withheld; and even as a description of things shared in common, it has sometimes merely meant
a common opposition to a view taken by some other group. All this is far removed from the spiritual meaning of the word
as used by the Apostle John.
Even so, the attempt has been made to capture the spirit of the first century fellowship in our own ecclesial arrangements.
The object of a statement of faith is to provide a basis of fellowship, not of dis-fellowship, although like the love of God
itself, it is both inclusive and exclusive. When God so loved the world that He gave His only begotten Son for its salvation,
it was evidence that He “will have all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth”. The limitation of
“whosoever believeth in him”, however, upholds the very principles upon which that love was based. Although no formal
set of words can guarantee true unity of the Spirit, our statement of faith is a human expression of what we accept as
our common basis of belief; it is the framework of faith gleaned from the Scriptures. It is essential to recognize both its
importance and its limitations.
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Nowhere in Old or New Testament is there a systematic statement of faith. The Bible does, however, state principles and
illustrate them by example in such a way as to convince us that such propositions as, say, “There is no immortal soul” are
true. In addition it gives case histories which show how doctrinal propositions arose. If there were in Corinth for a short
time some misguided people who said that there is no resurrection of the dead, it would have been impossible to retain
such people “in fellowship” after Paul had written 1 Corinthians 15. Whatever is meant by “abiding not in the doctrine of
Christ” and “confessing not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh”, John’s instructions in his Second Epistle would
emphatically exclude from the community the heretics who denied this doctrine. If there were those who would have
tolerated incest in the community, they could have no title to do so after Paul had written 1 Corinthians 5.
In response to similar needs we have drawn up our own statement and although we must not impute to it inspiration or
infallibility (a statement of faith is no substitute for the living faith itself), for Christadelphians, whose faith is Bible based,
it is a distillation of the truth we have agreed to hold “with one accord”. Because no human statement can be perfect and
sufficient for all time, it will from time to time give rise to questions or discussions or interpretations—or even
amendment as has been the case in the past.
1 Timothy 2:4; John 3:16; 1 Corinthians 15:12–23; 2 John 9–11; 1 Corinthians5; 1 Timothy 1:15; 4:9, etc.; Acts 1:14; 2:1;
2:46.
The Scriptures the Basis
It is the Word of God alone and not the Statement of Faith which produces faith. When someone wishes to become a
Christadelphian, the question is not primarily whether he accepts the Statement of Faith but whether he holds the Bible
teaching on which it is based. It is important to have our priorities right and not impute to any human writing, whoever
wrote it, the power to produce saving faith and to be the authoritative basis for it. This is not to underestimate the value
of the Statement: it is simply to put it in perspective.
The value of the Statement of Faith and its importance in fellowship is that it is a definition of what we have agreed to
hold as Scripture teaching in all its essentials. Viewed negatively, where there is no common faith there can be no true
fellowship, because we cannot share that relationship with each other which is an essential part of our fellowship with
the Father and the Son. Put positively, the Statement of Faith can form a basis of fellowship—a conviction of the common
faith which issues in baptism and a promise to be Christlike—but only if we couple with the tenets of belief the life to be
lived. Because the Statement of Faith says much about the one and little about the other, and to this extent is incomplete,
some have tended to produce an imbalance of emphasis as between believing and living.2 Indeed, it is a grave error to
attempt to separate the two, as though we could be truly believing without becoming like Christ, or truly growing in Christ
without believing. Belief is no mere assent to a set of principles: it is a relationship between God and man based on an
acceptance of the Word of God.
The Need for Order in the Community
It is clear from the reading of the Old and New Testaments that community life is part of worship. A community needs
order and method in what it does, otherwise it will sow the seeds of its own destruction. The New Testament makes it
plain that the apostles expected the ecclesias to have decency and order in their arrangements; but the same apostle
who wrote, “Let all things be done decently and in order”, also wrote, to the same ecclesia, “Let all your things be done
with charity”. Some of our ecclesial behaviour may smack more of law than of grace; and it behoves all of us, not least
those who have charge of our affairs, to remember that two quite different duties, both alike Christian, confront us. The
one says that a community of people accepting a common basis for their association should not encourage its members
to treat lightly the basis which they have undertaken to uphold. The other says that there are varying degrees of
proficiency in the Scriptures among our members, and bids, “Him that is weak in the faith receive ye, but not to doubtful
disputations”. Through differences in age (the very old and the very young being specially vulnerable), and training, and
disposition, ability to grasp the fine distinctions which some doctrinal discussions involve, and to make wholly logical
deductions from accepted premises, varies enormously from member to member. Precious though the gift of precise
thinking may be, it can become unbearably tyrannical if over-pressed; and we must beware of the danger of making it
seem that salvation, or even fellowship itself, is a matter of competence in logic and consistency in exposition. On the
other hand, mere dogmatism unsupported by sound Scriptural reasoning, is not conducive to healthy fellowship. If we
administer the letter of the Statement of Faith without regard for its spiritual meaning, we have forsaken Christ for a
system of justification which cannot be supported by Scripture. The teaching of Christ and of the Gospel through all
Scripture is clear enough: “For if righteousness came by the law, then Christ died in vain.”
On the other hand, if any man would play fast and loose with the Statement of Faith by driving his heretical chariot
through “legal” loopholes in the wording, he has missed the meaning of fellowship and the proper use of our common
basis. We are not to seek cover for any fundamental differences between ourselves and those with whom we are in
fellowship by exploiting flaws in the human wording which gives expression to that fellowship. The warm spirit of
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fellowship which does exist between brethren throughout the world has grown in a community with the Statement of
Faith as its agreed basis. It is not honourable to enjoy the one without accepting the other. If our views are unquestionably
and fundamentally at variance with the plain intention of the Statement of Faith, then the honourable thing is to
acknowledge this difference and to make it plain that we cannot subscribe to the apostles’ doctrine and fellowship as
understood by the Christadelphians. We must not mistake laxity for grace. We must uphold in a spirit of love and
compassion the Statement upon which fellowship is based, but this does not mean that we need not observe it or call
upon others to do so.
Galatians 2:21 (R.V.); 1 Corinthians 14:40; 16:14.
The Need to Uphold the Basis
We do rightly therefore, when interviewing prospective members of our community, to ensure for their sakes and ours
that we have a common understanding and belief. It follows that any member who unquestionably departs from this
position and does not respond to loving appeals to preserve the unity of belief, has already broken the bond of fellowship
with his brethren and the ecclesia confirms this in its reluctant act of withdrawal. The same is true of behaviour unworthy
of the name of Christ, if this is not repented of and acknowledged.
Since each ecclesia has agreed to hold as the basis for its existence the written expression of its beliefs as found in the
Statement of Faith, it is in honour bound to uphold that. Each ecclesia is the custodian for its own members of that
common faith. The members have given willing assent to that faith when seeking fellowship with the ecclesia and the
community of ecclesias which form the Brotherhood. No member may teach doctrines clearly inconsistent with that faith
nor ought an ecclesia to retain in its fellowship one so acting. It is noteworthy that in his epistles Paul addresses individual
ecclesias as though they were the whole household of God, and in his commendation of his fellow helpers from one
ecclesia to another, assumes a spiritual relationship between them. Each ecclesia administers its own affairs, but it does
so upon common principles which must be upheld. Our Brotherhood throughout the world exists only because we have
agreed to behave in that way.
Romans 1:5–6; 1 Corinthians 1:2; 2 Corinthians 1:1; 1 Thessalonians 1:1; etc. Romans 6:1–2, 3–4; 1 Corinthians 16:10, 19–
20 etc.
The promulgation of a doctrine inconsistent with our mutual faith, the disruptive influence of personalities, or often a
combination of these things, produces schism. But whether the schismatic influence arises through doctrine or behaviour,
it is no excuse for the rest of the ecclesia or Brotherhood to drive the wedge deeper between brother and brother. Schism
as a policy is wrong: it is roundly condemned in Scripture as one of the “manifest works of the flesh”. Brethren in Christ
must practise reconciliation, atonement and unity, not seeking to expose sins but to recover the sinner. They have no
authority from Christ to mark up the failings of others and to make known from the housetops their deviations and sin.
“Love keeps no score of wrong, does not gloat over other men’s sins, but delights in truth.” We should be no wedgedrivers but reconcilers, and not fall into the error of rejoicing more over the one sheep that is lost than over the one that
is found, over withdrawing fellowship rather than restoring it.
Galatians 5:20; 2 Timothy 2:24–26 (R.V.); 1 Corinthians 13:6 (N.E.B.).
Dealing with Error
What then if there is persistent and unmistakable error? If the ecclesia is to live up to its name, then it must seek to find
unity, and only when all else has failed will it contemplate severing fellowship. Meanwhile, other ecclesias should not
seek to pronounce their own judgments or to ventilate the alleged errors of brethren not under their care. From wide
experience, it can be said that facts are hard things to ascertain on the spot, let alone at a distance. Moreover, the spoken
exchange is frequently very different from extracts which appear in writing and words spoken under duress are given
various interpretations according to the mood of the reader.
Ecclesias should understand that they do not live to themselves. Their decisions matter, since they form the basis not
only of fellowship within their ecclesial family circle but also with the wider Brotherhood. Decisions should be arrived at
honourably and in full accordance with our mutual basis, and when so reached they should be respected by other
ecclesias. For other ecclesias to push too far their own differing judgments against an individual brother, or against an
ecclesia, produces fragmentation and ecclesial anarchy. If a brother who has been withdrawn from by his home ecclesia
seeks to join another, the first step which the second ecclesia must take is to ascertain, with discernment and charity,
from the brother himself and from his former ecclesia, what were the grounds of the loss of fellowship. There is no other
circumstance in which the second ecclesia should become involved and there is no other way in which satisfactorily to
heal the breach not only between the brother and the community but also between himself and his ecclesia. Nor is it
open to the second ecclesia to receive the brother without thorough examination of the circumstances, in the hope that
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by ignoring the original breach some kind of restoration can be effected. Furthermore, if the issue is fundamental, it
should not be difficult for both ecclesias to agree on what should be done, provided that the decision is based on
Scriptural principles. If it is not fundamental, then there may be room for differences of judgment. In any case, the
grounds for arriving at judgment by the ecclesias concerned should be clearly set forth. As provided for in the Ecclesial
Guide, the second ecclesia might finally decide to accept the brother in the full knowledge of the circumstances and after
full consultation with the first ecclesia. Though such cases are and should remain few, they may on occasions be
inevitable.
Causes of Disharmony
All that being said, it should not be the custom for a brother withdrawn from in one ecclesia to go from ecclesia to ecclesia
in the hope that one will finally accept him as a member. Such persistence inevitably leads to trouble. When dissension
arises over cases of this kind, there is as much trouble from the personality of the brother as there is from his teaching.
Our community has often suffered more from personality troubles than from other forms of heresy. There are those who
cause disharmony among brethren irrespective of the particular views they hold. Anyone who aggressively persists in
such action so as to separate true brethren is wrong in spirit.
Titus 3:10–11.
The position of individual ecclesias is more difficult to ascertain. For this reason extreme care is necessary in considering
the relationships between one ecclesia and the rest of the Brotherhood. Very rarely will an ecclesia as a whole become
the teacher of error; in such circumstances it would find itself at odds with neighbouring and other ecclesias. The question
would thus be resolved by discussions between the ecclesias concerned. Occasionally, however, when differences of view
arise concerning an individual brother, inter-ecclesial relationships should be determined by the general procedure
indicated in the previous section. The whole subject merits further close consideration.
Respecting the Boundaries of Fellowship
It is one of the lamentable features of our community that over the years there have been schismatic influences which
have in the end created separate “fellowship”. Looking back, it is possible to level criticism at the spirit and the method
in which the affairs were carried through, or on the other hand it is possible to justify the action then taken. Of one thing
we can be sure: no one ever knows all the facts, and if we imagine that the “fellowships” which now exist are the same
as those which were created at the time of the separation, we shall almost certainly be mistaken.
But that is no excuse for ignoring the existing boundaries of fellowship. To act in such a way, is to do despite to the
brethren who have gone before and to treat irresponsibly the beliefs of ourselves and others. The boundaries must be
respected until we find a means of healing the breach on sound and mutually accepted lines. Those who have had
experience in repairing such breaches can testify that some of the greatest hindrances to their work have been brethren
who moved irresponsibly between fellowships, as though barriers did not exist. The only way in which breaches can be
healed is to proceed prayerfully, sympathetically, and truthfully with the Bible in hand and Christ in the heart, in order
eventually to produce a common declaration of intent fully in accord with soundly based essential doctrines. In carrying
out this process, no one has the right to hold an inquisition on individual brethren in the “other” fellowship. The
responsibility lies with their ecclesias to apply the principles of the agreement. Witch-hunting, real or imaginary, is no
part of the work of a servant of Christ. A right attitude to this would have saved the waste of tons of paper which has
been shot like ammunition (and in the same spirit) from the homes of individual self-appointed judges or from upstart
committees having no ecclesial basis. Our behaviour in these matters must be Christlike; we must know what spirit we
are of. Idle gossip, rumour-mongering and the spread of malicious talk, which in other circles would be regarded as
libellous, have no part in the household of God, whether the talk is about those within or those without. Those without,
God will judge: we must remember, however, that in the long run judgment will come home to the house of God. With
what measure we mete and with what judgment we judge, we shall ourselves individually and communally be assessed.
1 Corinthians 6:13; 1 Peter 4:17; Matthew 7:1–5.
Preserving the Unity already Attained
In the past two decades breaches between the Central Fellowship and the Berean brethren in America, the former Central
and Suffolk Street Fellowships in Britain and in Australasia have been healed by patience and understanding and on sound
principles. There was considerable rejoicing on earth when those events took place and we would hope to learn that
heaven too shared the joy. Since then the world has become a small place and there is constant exchange of visits
between all its parts—a powerful factor in the strengthening of communal bonds and the opportunity for greater
understanding of each other, but bringing also the danger of the quick spread of any new rift or divisive tendencies. All
the more reason then to be alive to our responsibilities and to the true basis for our fellowship—the living relationship
with God through the Lord Jesus Christ and the revealed word. It is imperative that we “continue stedfastly” to practice
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peacemaking and to preserve unity, not at all costs, but as a principle by which we subsist. For us who have achieved so
much under God’s blessing in the last two decades, it would be disastrous and culpable to forsake our true calling for
internecine strife. Mutually destructive criticism were far better replaced by searching self-examination. Our brother’s
deadly sins are no excuse for spreading our own poisonous talk. Our primary purpose must be his recovery and not his
loss, and this can be achieved only by love and not by hate.
Being brethren of the same family and under the same Head, we should esteem any loss as his loss, and any gain as his
gain, when righteously done in his name. All this is for a purpose and is not an end in itself. We are seeking an eternal
fellowship for ourselves and should strive with all our hearts to ensure it for our brethren. “May the love of God and the
grace of our Lord Jesus Christ and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit” be with us until he come.
1 Corinthians 1:9–13; Romans 16:17, 18; 2 Corinthians 3:14.
The Committee of The Christadelphian
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Appendix 10: CBM (UK) Baptismal Guidelines
CBM (UK) Preparing For Baptism (Blue Book), 1970s
3.1 How was man made?
ANSWER: Man was created "in the image of God". The first man was formed by God from the dust of the ground. God
breathed life into him, and he became a living creature. See Genesis 1:27; Genesis 2:7.
3.2 Does the Bible support the theory that man evolved from animals?
ANSWER: No. The Bible condemns this theory by revealing that God created the first man, Adam, and the first woman,
Eve; and that all other men and women are descended from them.
See Genesis 1:27; Genesis 3:20; Matthew 19:4; Romans 5:12.
3.3 How does the Bible explain the fact that all men die?
ANSWER: Adam rebelled against God. As his punishment he was sentenced to death by God. This curse of death has
been passed down from Adam to us, because we are descendants of Adam, and through him, we are naturally
rebellious against God. See Genesis 3:1-19; Romans 3: 9-10; Jeremiah 17:9; Mark 7:21-23; Romans 5:12.
3.4 What is sin?
ANSWER: Every time we break one of God's commandments, we sin. It is still sin, even if we do not realise that we are
sinning. See 1 John 3:4; Leviticus 4:27.
3.5 What is death?
ANSWER: Death came as the punishment of sin. See Genesis 2:17; Romans 6:23; Ezekiel I 18:4.
3.6 What happens to people when they die?
ANSWER: When people die they cease to exist. Dead people are not able to think, or do anything, or feel anything. They
are unconscious, as if in a deep dreamless sleep. See Psalm 6:5; Psalm 49:12, 14, 20; Psalm 146:3-4; Ecclesiastes 9:56;
John 11:11-14.
15.2 Who tempts us to sin?
ANSWER: Temptation to sin comes out of our own minds and bodies; we are tempted by our own "human nature". The
apostle Paul called this the "law of sin" in his body. Sometimes other human beings persuade us to give in to the sinful
desires of our own nature. See James 1: 14-15; Mark 7:21-23; Jeremiah 17:9; Romans 7:18-25; Romans 5:12; Proverbs
1:10.
15.3 What is "the devil"?
ANSWER: The devil is a kind of parable of the wickedness of human nature. Unchanged human nature is displeasing to
God. He shows this by calling it "the devil". Wicked men are also sometimes called "the devil". See John 6: 70: John
8:44; 1 John 3:8; Revelation 2:10.
15.4 What happens if we give in to the wicked desires of our human nature, and so live sinful lives?
ANSWER: We shall die. That is why the Bible says that the devil (human nature) has "the power of death". See Romans
6:23; Hebrews 2:14.
15.5 What did the Lord Jesus do to the devil?
ANSWER: The Bible says that the Lord Jesus destroyed the devil. This proves that the devil cannot be a great evil
monster, who is alive today. Our Lord had a human nature just like us, and he was tempted to sin just as we are. This
means that the Lord Jesus had to struggle against "the devil" (his own natural desires) just as we do. But, unlike us, the
Lord won every struggle; never once did he give in to temptation, and so "the devil" was defeated. Since Jesus Christ
rose from the dead, he has had an immortal body and no longer faces temptation. For him, human nature ("the devil")
has been destroyed and is dead. See Hebrews 2:14; Hebrews 4:15; Romans 6:6- 10; 1 John 3:8.
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CBM (UK) Christadelphian Bible Postal Course, 1970s
Paper No. 5 – God and Creation
Many people believe that this wonderful world of ours came about by chance. They think some spark of life just
happened, and from this beginning, over millions of years, there came the ordered and beautiful world we see today.
So, they say, marvellous things, like eyes that see and ears that hear, just came about by chance.
Not so many years ago most scientists believed the “theory of evolution”, as this idea is called. They said the world we
live in today came about by gradual change over millions of years. Today, however, many well-known and well-qualified
scientists are coming back to the view that the evidence of design and order around us speaks of a Great Designer; it
just cannot be the result of chance.
The Bible says “In the Beginning God Created the Heaven and the Earth”. It does not tell us how he did it, and if it did,
we should not understand. We have to accept his word in faith. One thing is certain – we cannot believe that God
created all things, and at the same time believe that the world came about by chance.
“By the word of the Lord were the heavens made, and all the host of them by the breath of his mouth (Psalm 33:6).
The early chapters of Genesis tell us the same message. We have to understand these early chapters of the Bible
before we can understand the work of the Lord Jesus in overcoming sin and death, which we read about in the Gospels.
We saw in in Genesis 1 how God made the world, and created man and woman on the sixth day. Now read from
Genesis 2:15 to Genesis 3:24. These verses tell a sad story. At first everything was perfect in the Garden of Eden. Then
Adam and Eve disobeyed God, and their disobedience brought sin and death into the world.
In his love for men and women, many years later God gave His Son, the Lord Jesus Christ. Jesus was able, by his perfect
life and death on the cross, to make a way for God to forgive sin. Jesus brought us hope of life.
Summary: 3. All men’s theories of how the world began are false if they deny that God is the Creator.
Paper No. 6 – God so loved the world
Adam disobeyed God. His disobedience eventually led to his death, as God has said it would. It also made it easier for
Adam to sin next time, and more than that - every man and woman since that time has found it easy to sin. In Romans
5:12 we read: “… as by one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that
all have sinned”.
Before he sinned, Adam lived in harmony with God. Now that friendship was broken, Adam was a sinner, and could no
longer have fellowship with his Maker.
Adam probably did not know what a lot of trouble he was starting. Ever since he disobeyed God, for thousands of
years, every one of his descendants (including you and me) has followed in his footsteps and sinned (except Jesus of
course). And because we are all sinful, we are all cut off from God.
In fact it is even worse than that. From our birth we are in Adam’s family and inherit the effects of Adam’s sin. We are
dying creatures from our beginning. And then we all make things worse by our own sins.
One way to consider salvation is to think of families. Adam was the head of the family of Man and from him, and his
wife Eve, all of us are descended. Adam sinned and brought death to the human race; so all men die. The Lord Jesus
Christ established a new family. He could only do this by breaking the hold of sin. It needed a perfect sacrifice to
overcome the curse that Adam had brought on mankind. Jesus was that perfect sacrifice.
So there are two families – Adam’s family and Christ’s family. We are all born in Adam’s family and if we do nothing
about it and die in Adam’s family we will perish for ever. We have to act! Christ wants us to join his family and we can
do so by learning about Jesus and the purpose of God and then by being baptised. Baptism is a symbol of dying and
rising to life again. So we die to the family of Adam and rise again into the family of Christ.
Summary: 1. All the troubles in the world come from man’s sinful nature, inherited from Adam and Eve.
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Paper No. 18 – The Death of Jesus
The sacrifice of the Lord Jesus makes it possible for both the Lord Jesus Christ and all his true followers to escape the
consequences of the sentence of death inherited from Adam. And it also makes it possible for the followers of Jesus to
have their sins forgiven.
Why did Jesus have to die? Adam sinned; so Adam died. Death was his punishment. We are told: “The wages of sin is
death” (Rom. 6:23). The is God’s law, and it cannot be broken.
All men (except Jesus) die because:

Jesus died because:

1. We all have Adam’s dying nature

1. He had Adam’s dying nature

2. We all sin

But he did NOT sin.
2 Reasons

Only 1 Reason.

Jesus was tempted just as we are, and in some ways more than we are, yet he never sinned. In Hebrews 4:15 we read:
Jesus was “in all points tempted as we are, yet without sin”.
So Jesus had to die because he had human nature, but he did not deserve to die because he had not sinned. Because of
this God was able to raise Jesus from the dead without breaking his own law that “the wages of sin is death”.
After his resurrection God gave Jesus a new nature – a nature that was no longer dying because of Adam’s sin and also
a nature that could no longer be tempted to sin.
Paper no. 22 - Sin and its Consequences (Part 1)
The world is in a mess. Wars, famine, disease, death, crime, violence … God created a beautiful world. Man has spoilt
it. Man’s sinful nature with his greed, selfishness, jealousy and disobedience have ruined society and this earth.
… God had said they [Adam and Eve] would die if they disobeyed. So Adam and Eve were condemned to death and
driven out of the Garden of Eden. Although they lived a long time after this, they became dying creatures – and just
like you and me, they would become tired and sick, grow old, and finally die.
What is death? Death was a punishment for sin. God had said: “Dust thou art, and unto dust thou shalt return” (Gen.
3:19). So Adam’s body decayed when he died and returned to the dust from which it was made.
… Part of Adam did not go on living in heaven. Of course not! His death was God’s punishment of sin, and death means
the end of all the life processes.
Adam’s death was no different from ours. We all sin, so we all die (Rom. 5:12).
… All men are condemned to death because of sin. They do not live on in another form after death.
Summary: 3. God gave Adam a commandment. He told him that if he disobeyed this commandment, the punishment
would be death. 4. Adam and Eve disobeyed God and broke his commandment. They became dying creatures. 5. All
men are descended from Adam, and inherit his sinful nature. All men sin, and die. 8. Death is a punishment of sin.
Paper No. 27 – Everlasting Life
You will have already noted in this Bible course that the first man Adam was made by God forming a body and then
breathing into it the breath of life. But Adam and Eve sinned and so became dying creatures. All men and women
eventually die, because all are sinners, and the punishment for sin is death (see Romans 5:12). We are all mortal (or
dying). It is unthinkable that sinners should live forever.
Only one man has been made immortal (never to die again), and this is Jesus. He overcame the power of death by
living a sinless life.
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No. 30 - The Devil and Sin
In 1 John 3:8 we are told why God sent Jesus: “For this purpose the Son of God was manifested, that he might destroy
the works of the devil.” Jesus came to destroy the works of the devil. In Hebrews 2:14 we are told that Jesus also came
to destroy the devil, as well as his works:
Hebrews 2:14
“Forasmuch then as the children
are partakers of flesh and blood,
he also himself likewise
took part of the same
that through death
he might destroy
him that had the power of death,
that is the devil.”

Meaning
Believers (people)
are made of flesh and blood (human nature)
and Jesus himself also in the same way
had flesh and blood (human nature)
so that through his death
he would destroy
the power of death (which is sin)
(or the devil)

The verse says that Jesus was born as a human being; and this was so that he could destroy the devil, by dying on the
cross. If the devil were a powerful superhuman being, how could Jesus by his death destroy it? This cannot be the true
meaning of the devil. Notice Hebrews 2:14 says the power of death is the devil and we know that it is sin that leads to
death.
The Devil that Jesus destroyed was really the power of sin which was in him, as it is in all human beings. (Remember,
he inherited our nature from his mother, Mary.).
This is what Hebrews 9:26 tells us: “.. he (Jesus) appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself”. Jesus lived a
perfect life. He was “in all points tempted like as we are, yet without sin”. (Hebrews 4:15). We are tempted, and we
sin. Jesus was tempted, but he never sinned – he never gave way to temptation. He was able to overcome sin in this
way because he was the Son of God.
He fought against sin all his life, and finally on the cross he destroyed it completely, but destroying the very nature that
could be tempted. Because of this, God raised him from the dead, and gave him a “glorious body”, free from all
temptation to sin, and immortal.
What then is the devil? Sin and the devil are the same thing. All that the Bible says about the devil, it says about sin:
The devil is the enemy of God
The devil is the tempter of man
The devil is deceitful
The devil causes death (Heb. 2:14)
The devil was destroyed by Christ’s death

..........
..........
..........
..........
..........

so is sin
so is sin
so is sin
so does sin
so was sin.

From these comparisons we can see that the devil and sin are the same thing. So where does sin come from?
The bible has the answer to that question, too. It comes from our own hearts. Jesus once said: “For from within, out of
the heart of men, proceed evil thoughts, adulteries, fornications, murders, Thefts, covetousness, wickedness, deceit,
lasciviousness, an evil eye, blasphemy, pride, foolishness: All these evil things come from within, and defile the man.”
(Mark 7:21-23).
These evil things are not only in the hearts of bad men. Even the best of men have evil thoughts in their hearts. The
apostle Paul, good mand that he was, found it hard to do good and easy to do wrong. He says in Romans 7:18 that in
his flesh dwelt no good thing. James gives us the same message. It is in ourselves, and not from some outside power,
that we have the temptation to sin. He says: “Every man is tempted, when he is drawn away of his own lust, and
enticed. Then when lust hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin: and sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth death. (James
1:14-15). Even though this passage is talking about temptation, it does not mention a devil here. Every man is tempted
by his own evil thoughts.
THE DEVIL IS THE SINFUL FORCE WITHIN HUMAN NATURE
… Repentance begins when we realise how sinful and evil all men are; and – this is vital – when we recognise this sin
and evil in ourselves.
Summary: 1. “Devil” is the Bible word for the sinful force of human nature. 2. Jesus overcame sin in himself. It is
therefore said that he “destroyed the devil”.
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No. 39. A Summary of Bible Doctrines
16. The wages of sin is death – Death is the punishment for sin in the human race. Since Adam was disobedient in the
beginning, all have sinned (except Jesus) and so all have died. All men and women will perish in the grave unless they
know the purpose of God, and respond to the gospel.
22. The Devil and Satan – In the Bible, the “devil” describes the power of sin which is in all men and women. Those who
oppose the will of God are sometimes called “satan”. There is nothing in the Bible about an evil angel or god, outside of
a person, which tempts them to sin.
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