
vssss-y.

1
'% :■ rl^m

m % l : 1

i.
• ■

r-gkl
■ ■:<*'%; i -•• .:

"• y
P.

L-: .

•' ■a
<■,

m -m mmmmmm&mMMMsimm

j
ISSliii ' Si . SSSfilsP

Y'4

r*-*S«. • . -

KY-
< •

■ ■

s

ftv-yryc"t-

i-

,Y

£
B .’•

.•. •.

y*. ’

KV

Church of God General Conference:  McDonough, GA;  https://coggc.org/



*. • ^ y• ? \ /
■ ' r

i•.
f >-c • .>i r • /

. ■r- * / jr rr• V..4f • ■ ' 
/

■»■ J.f '

a

//f \ { i V' .*
v i J//^ej'i

■

•e

■

i

■i

■
ft

■ft

■«
• ■

:• .

% *%
m %

■ i

«?« *
m

i

*
r

m

a '•i

€
v

#Church of God General Conference:  McDonough, GA;  https://coggc.org/



1

M
-wmw 'ill I

i

I;

OK ••
;

i

v-

l
*

■

1.

i
i
1

!

Church of God General Conference:  McDonough, GA;  https://coggc.org/



:

1

CLASfiOW:

Printed by JAMES PAUL, 90 Mitciiei.i. Street.

MDCCCXCVII.

I
■

3
■
5■
\
a
;
i

Church of God General Conference:  McDonough, GA;  https://coggc.org/



TABLE OF CONTENTS.

PAGE. PAGE.
Adamic Transgression ...

Remarks on same ...
Adam before Transgression ... ...22,23
Actual Inspiration of Scripture, The ... 
Ambassador, The
An Ipse Dixit..........................
Another Jesus .........................
Atonement as taught by Bro. Stainforth,

v. the Scriptures ... 15, 37, 86,89
Answer the Argument.............
A New Argument for the Bible
Apocalyptic Studies .............. 43, 65, 90
Bible Shield and Reflector, The vii., xiv.
Bro. M'Glashan’s Death 
Collectanea ... ii., vi., vii., X., xiv., XV. 
Criticisms
Criticisms and Questions on some mat

ters treated of in last issue (No. 45)
of Investigator ..........................
Notes on same 

Christadelphian, The ...
Christadelphian Instructor, The 
Christendom Astray 
Christian’s Life and Work, The 
Declaration, The
Debate with Bro. J. J. Andrew, The

Proposal to....................................
Diary, The 
Devil, The 
Doctor’s Apology, The (“ H.B.”) ... xiv.
Divers and Strange Paragraphs 
Early Days of Christianity, Farrar’s 
Editor 4, 6, 9, 13, 14, 23, 26, 30, 36, 40,

65, 6S
Either a Cause or a Consequence ... 20
Errata ...

Nature of Jesus and of the Christ
Other Side, The ..............
Our Authority for Preaching ...
Our Defence ..........................
ParkhursCs Greek Lexicon

5 3l
5 13

37
... 56

«3
Pamphlets, MSS., &c., received ii., vii., x.,

xiv.

11
13
12
IS

Phanerosis 
Publisher’s Notes 
Question, A 
Questions, A Few 
Questions needing Answers 
Remittances 
Remarks...
Responsibility Question, The ...
Review—Our Defence—Sonship 
Sacrifice, Meaning of ...
Sanctuary Keeper, The...
Seed of the Woman, The 
Sea of Glass, The 
Second Life, The
Sin-in-the-Flesh..............
Spirit in Man, The 
Sunday Morning, Bro. Gillon’s 
Sword, The Christadelphian ...
Tabernacle in the Wilderness, The ... 24

Criticisms on same 
Thirteen Lectures 
True Belief, The 
Visitor, The Fraternal...
What is Revelation ? ...
Youngs Analytical Concordance ... x.
“ X ” on “ What is Revelation ? ” ...42, 67

Hebrew Words and Phrases.—Abbir,
60, 85 ; chay, xv. ; chayyah, xv.; chayyim, 
ii., xv.; elohim, 60, S5; hagadoth, 43; kha- 
sid, 83; malach, S5; nephesh, xv.; nephesh 
chayyah, xv.; neshamah, 49, 50, 51, 75, 7S, 
S2, xv.; nishmath chayyim, 74, 78, S2, xv. ; 
nishmath ruach chayyim, 49, 7S; quadosh, 83; 
ruach, 49, 50, 51, 7S, S2, XV.; ruach chay
yim, 49 ; ruach elohim, S2 ; yatsar, 49.

Greek Words and Phrases.—Aion, 42,
SS ; aionian, SS ; aionios, 61 ; akakos, S3 ; 
amiantos, 83; anairco, 3S; anastasis, 57, S4; 
andros, 56 ; anggelloi, 30, S3 ; anggelos, 60, ' 
S5; an gel on, 84; anthropos, 7; diabolos, S3, 
91; en parasbasci gegone, 7; epilambano, S3; 
epilambanetai, S3, 84; epithumeo, 10; epi- 
thumia, 10; hagioi, 61, S3 ; hagios, 62, S2,
S3 ; hagnos, S3 ; hekastos, 55 ; hosioi, S3 ; 
hosios, 62, S2, S3; huper, 3S, 89; isanggeloi,
84 ; katallagc, S9 ; katallasso, S9 ; hekastos 
auton, 55 ; hekastos hemon, 55 ; hekastos 
humon, 55; kleronomoi, S5; kosmos, 38, S9; 
krisis, 20; krima, 20; leitourgika, S5; meta- 
noia, S3; metanoeo, 3S; metccho, S4; nous, 
40, 75; oikoumene, S; paracleton, 39; phro- 
nema, 75 ; phronesis, 75 ; phronema tes sar- 
kos, 52, 75 : pneuma, 40; pro, vii.; psuche, 
ii., SS; psuchikos, S2; seauto, vii.; sozo, 16;

4
...iii., vii., xiv.

6S35
... vi.19

vi.
... iii., vii., x., xiv.
............. 6, 40, 65

... XV.

... 56

X.

26
24

... ii., 9
21 21
23 20

ii., 12, 13, xv.
. 14,62 

.• 55.56,79
... 69

ii.
...9, 22, 23, 41 
34, 45. 74, xv.

20
ii.55

ii. 26
15 20

... 36

... ii.

... 67

ii., xiv.

62
20

ii., vi., x., xiv.
Eternal Life: a Conversation between 

Three
Eternal News ...

X., 22
27

Frogs Croaking, The ...
Few Questions, A 
Genealogies, The Two...
Glad Tidings ...
Human Spirit, The 
Index of Contents ‘
Inspiration 
Investigator, The 
Is it a Command ?
Ipse Dixit, An ...
Life—Either a Cause or a Consequence 20
Life Inscrutable.............
Life in a Midge...
Likeliest Belief, The ...

‘Literal Translation of John xvii. 5 ... vi. 
Lord from Heaven, The 
Meaning of the Sacrifice of Christ, The 13 
Miscellanea 
Measure of a Life
Nature of Jesus who was made Christ,

On the
Remarks on same ...

Never a verbally perfect Bible...

7, 22, 42
vi.

...21,23
27

12, 22, 40
I I
Vi.

•• II, 15, 36, 56, S2
68
12

19
20

... 36

22

...19, 36
73

...1, 28, 57, S2 
4, 30, 61

11

Church of God General Conference:  McDonough, GA;  https://coggc.org/



f:

TARLE OF CONTENTS.

soi, vii.; ton anthropou, 56; ton einai, vii.; 
lou licli, 23; ton theou, 23, 61; lo phronema 
lou pneumatos, 40; zoc, ii.

Other Terms and Phrases.—Angels, 
S4; atonement, 39; body, 40; chayyah-life, 
xv.; eternal life, 61; faculties and attributes, 
79; ‘free-life’ theory, 31, 60, S5; free gift, 
3°> 57 \ genus homo, 7 ; instead of, 16, iS ; 
living soul, 79 ; lust, 9 ; neshamah-breath, 
xv. ; nephesh-life, XV. ; post hoc, 43 ; pre
existed, 30; propitiation, 39; propter hoc, 
43; psuche-life, xv.; reconciliation,39; ruach- 
breath, xv.; sacrifice, 16; sin-in-the-flesh, 9, 
41; spirit a mode of deity, So; zoe-life, xv.

List of Authors.
PAGE.

PAGE.
• S2 i Pet. i. 23, - - 3
• 76 „ ii. 5-9, - • S3

. - 76 Phil. i. 4, 5, 6, 7,9,47
- 3 „ i. 22, 24, - 47

-35,40, Ps. ii. 7,- 
45, 53 » iv- 4, - - 83

- - 82 „ xv. 3, - - S3
- - 84 ,, xlix. 9, - - S2

2 ,, xlix. 19, - 92
,, >i- 9.
„ Ixxvi. 12, - 76

S5 ,, lxxvii. 6, - 76
SS ,, Ixxviii. 8, - 76
71 „ xcvii. 7, - 85

>i cvi. 33, - - 76
7, * • 77

77 „ cxxxix. 7, - S2
92 „ cxliii. 3, - 76
76 Prov. xi. 13, - - 76 

„ xvi. 32,- - 76
„ . xxi. 16, - 92

,, xxxiii. 4, - 7S „ xxix. 23, - 76
,, xxxiv. 14, - 78 Rom. i. 9, - 46,77 

Jer. xx. 14-17, - 6S „ ii. 12, -
„ xxiii. 34, - 82 „ iii. 13, 14, - 77

Jude 19/ - 77 „ iv. 5,
Joel i. 5, - - - 77 „ v. 14, - 4, 39
„ ii. 12,13, - 77 „ v. 18,
„ ii. 28, - - 78 ,, vi. 22,

Lam. ii. 12, 18, - 77 „ vi. 23, - 30, 57
„ iii. 41, - - 77 ,, vii. 14, - - 52
„ v. 12, - - 77 „ vii. S, 25, 47,52

Luke i. 35, 2,61,62 „ vii. iS, 22, 45,47
„ i. 47, - 46,47 „ viii. 6, 9, 40,46,
„ ii. 46,47, - 82 52, 75
., ii. 4S, 49, - 32 „ viii. 9, 10, - 40
„ iii. 8, - - 85 ,, viii. 11, 52,77
„ iii- 23-3S, 1,21, „ viii. 16, 47,77

23 ,, viii, 26, - - 46
61 „ xi. 14,
76 ., xiv. 17,
3 Rev. xviii.,

84 ,, xix.
84 „

PAGE.
Isa.Iv. 3,
>, Ivii. 15,- 
,, lxv. 14,- 

Jamcs i. 18, - 
„ ii. 26,

John i. iS,
,, »• 5L 
„ iii. 3-12,
„ v. 26, 58, 70, S5 
„ v, 28, 29, - 92 
» 'iii. 39, - r

17

.>1 x- 34,
„ xv. 6,
John iii. 9, - 3, 34
„ iii- 24, *
„ iv. 13, *

77 „ cxv.PAGE.
i Jacobs, II. C. . 6

10 Jardine, \V. D. 62 
69 Melrose, R. . . 31
24 Nisbct, T. 9, 54, 74 
13 Saunders, J. 37, S9 

Smellie, J. . . 41 
12, 40, 45, 75 Stainforth, R. 1L 15, 

42, 43, 65,

Allen, C. S. . 
Andrew, J. J. . 
Berry, G. F. 
Brown, J. J. . . 
Cornish, G. . .
Diboll, J. W., Jun.

„ v. 7 - - 
Job vii. 11, - 
,, xxxii. S, 35, 49, 

76, 78

92Gill, W. 20, 42, 86 
90 Weir, R. S. 2S, 34, 

48, 57, 75 
• 42, 67

57Harwood, A. . 21 
Ilodgkinson, F. 7 “X.”. .

39
Passages of Scripture Specially 

Noied :— 75

PAGE.PAGE.
Acts ii. 27, - - S2 Eph. iv. 4, - - 77
„ xiii. 14, - - 3 Ex. vi. 9, - - 76
„ xiii. 34, 35,' 82 ,, xix. 6, - - 83
„ xix. 2, - - 77 Gal. i. 23, -

- 68 „ iii. 12, -
- 92 „ iii. 16, - - 58

23,40, „ iii. 19, * - 3S 
46, 53, 75 ,, >>i. 21, - - 61

- - 53 „ iii- 29, - - 85
- - 40 „ iv. 4, - - 57
- - 47 „ vi. iS, - - 46
- ' 53 ̂ cn. i. 2,
-40,45, „ ii. 7, - 35, 49, 74,

4<3, 53, 77 78, 79, 82
„ xu. 13, - - 40 „ iii. 15, -
„ xii. 12, 19, - 47 Ileb. ch. i., -

40 „ ch. ii., - - 84
46 ,, i. I, - - - 88
45 „ i- 14, - * S5
48 „ ii. 9-16,- - 59

„ v. 10, - - 92 „ ii. 14, 16, - 84
„ v. 16-19, * 32 „ ii. n, - . 84
„ xii. 2,-45,47,48 „ ii. 17, -

1 Chron. v. 26, - 76 ,, ii. 9-18, - - S4
„ xxxvi. 22, - 76 „ iv. 12, - 53, 77

Dan. ii. 1, - - 76 ,, vi. 11, -
„ vii. 15, - - 76 „ vii. 26, - 62, 83

Deut. xxxii. 43, - 85' ,, xi. 11, - - 61
,, xxxiii. S, - S3 ,, xi. 17, - - 4

Ecc. iii. 21, - 
„ 'ii. 8, 9,

10
„ xx. 7, -
„ xxiv. 15, - 

1 Cor. ii. 11,

57

„ Hi- 3S.- 
„ yiii. 55,
,» jx- 35, ■
,, ix. 52, - 
„ xx. 35, - 
„ xxii. 15,- 

Mal. ii. 16, - 
Mark i. 2,
Matt. i. 1 -16, 1, 21,

47„ v. 5, - 
f, vi. 17, 
„ vi. 19, 
„ vi. 20, 
„ ' ii. 34,

77
43
6582 ,*
90xx., - 

10 „ xx. 5,
76 11 Sam. xxii. 26, 83 
84 1 Tim. i. 9, - •

„ ii. 14, -
23 „ iii- 1, -

1, 2 „ iv. S, - •
„ vi. 15, 16, 3

10 11 Tim. iv. 22, 46, 53,

92

e
I

6l84
„ xiv. 1-4,. 
„ xvi. iS, - 

11 Cor. v. 4, 
„ v. 8,- -

5s
10a

,, i. iS,
„ iii. 16, 17, - 3
„ xiii. 17,- 
,, xv. 8,
,, xix. 16,- 57,61 iThcs. v.23, 35,53, 
„ xxii. 32,
., xxvi. 41, 45,46 Titus i. 1,

Num. vi. 5. - - S3 Zech. xii. 1, 35, 49. 
„ xvi. 22,- 35, 76 74, 77,78

1 Pet. i. 10-12, - 42 
,, i- 12,

37i
3
2

77 77
29

772
88

10

7S,, xii. 10, -■
10

35 „ xii. 9, 23, 53, 77
76 Isa. xxvi. 9, - -
76 „ xxvi. 14,
35 „ xxix. 13, &c., 77

76
,, x* 4," 
„ xii. 7,

92

I.

Church of God General Conference:  McDonough, GA;  https://coggc.org/



The Investigator
“ All things, put to the test; the gooJ retain?—1 Tliess. v. 2r.

Vol. XII. JANUARY, 1897. No. 45.
i

ON THE NATURE OF JESUS WIIO WAS MADE THE CHRIST.
i

T HE question comes to me in this wise: Are not the brethren making 
of none effect the promise of God (Gen. iii. 15)—“ It shall bruise thy 
head, and thou shall bruise his heel,’ by their traditions?

Certainly so, if we make Jesus the seed of man, as well as the seed of th< 
woman—that is, at begettal. This would be adding to ! This, ceitainly, thost 
who teach Joseph to be his father, are doing.

Then how about those who make God to be his father, by begettal ?—that 
is, to become the babe born of Mary ?

Is not this more than the promise ? I verily believe it is ! Wc want to 
keep in mind that the promise is to, or of, “ the seed of woman ’’—not the seed 
of the woman and the seed of the man ; nor yet the seed of the woman and 
the seed of God.

Keeping this before us will help us greatly to understand the matter; and 
then we shall be able to teach it to others.

I believe right here is where the whole trouble lies; that is, by making God 
his father, in place of man, as he was the babe laid in the manger (not born 
in the manger). Even teaching that he had a father at all, would, and does, 
make trouble. But if we will not be wise above what is written, or go to the 
latter end first, the matter will clear itself. Some cannot get back to the be
ginning again, while some go further back than the beginning, that is, of the 
seed of the woman. And this might be right, if they did not jump over the 
fence, or climb up (to God) some other way besides the right one.

So now we will go to the record, and see if we can get to the true solution of 
the “Son of Man” question, that is, the nature of Jesus who became “ Christ” 
while he was on the earth. Let us look at Matt. i. 1-16. Here we have “ the 
generations of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham.” 2nd, 
“ Abraham begat Isaac,” &c. Then we go to the 16th, “ And Jacob begat 
Joseph, the husband of Mary; of whom was born Jesus, who is called the 
Christ.0

Notice right here that it does not say he was “ begotten ” by Joseph, nor 
that he was begotten at all. That is in the first chapter of Matthew. Before we 
go to the 1 Sth, we will go to the third chapter of Luke, commencing at the 
23rd ver., “ And Jesus himself began to be about thirty years of age, being 
(as was supposed) the son of Joseph, which was the son of Heli.” Heli, if 
you will examine, is only the father of Joseph by law, or by marriage; his 
father who begat him was Jacob, as you will see by Matt. i. 16.

By this we see Joseph was not the literal father of Jesus, only his father 
by law, or by marriage. But if we follow the line down in Luke iii. 23 to 3S, 
we will see that Jesus was first the son of Mary, and grandson of Heli. Then 
31st, “son of David;” “son of Judah;” 24th, “son of Abraham.” I hen

I

.
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THE INVESTIGATOR. January, 1897.2i
! 38th, “ Which was the son of Adam, which was a son of God.” If we are not 

covered up with notions of our own, or with notions and traditions of others, 
it would seem to me that we should see that Jesus the Christ, or “ the seed 
of the woman,” as born of Mary, was only son of God because Mary came 
through Adam. And in fact this is the true state of the case. Go to Job 
xiv. 4, “ Who can bring a clean from an unclean ? Not one.” You will even see, 
by the birth Mary was “ unclean ” (Luke ii. 22). Also by Luke ii. 21 we see 
that Jesus had to be circumcised the eighth day; to have sins flesh cut off. 
If this had not been done he would not have been counted an Israelite. Jesus 
was “ of the fruit of David’s loins according to the flesh ” (Act ii. 30); and in 
Rom. i. 3, “ made of the seed of David according to the flesh.” How ? Because 
Mary came down from David through Nathan—not through Solomon. Then 
he was the seed of Abraham (Gen. iii. 15, &c.); also Gal. iii. 16, “ Not ‘and 
to seeds many,’ but as of one, and to thy seed, which is Christ.*'

If Jesus was the seed of Mary, and the seed of God also, he was seeds, if 
not many, at least two; and this would make more than one seed ; it certain
ly would make seed male and seed female. This would be just one seed too 
many.

It seems to me that already I have made the subject plain. At least how 
he was the son of God by Mary. But a step farther: as he came through 
Adam was he not counted a sinner, just as all the rest of us ? Yes, he was 
“ made like his brethren ” (Heb. ii. 17, &c.) He was made out of the same 
kind of flesh, not part of flesh and part of something else.

This is the reason he had to be baptised for the remission of sins: the 
sins pertaining to the Adam—not his own ; or to fulfil all righteousness. And 
as the children of the flesh are not the children of God (Rom. ix. 8), so Jesus 
had to be born (begotten) again, or from above (John iii. 3 to 12). We, and 
Jesus also, are, or were, all born dead, by flesh-birth ; so counted dead sons of 
God, that is, if sons of God at all! So counted as though God was not our 
God—“ God is not the God of the dead ” (Matt. xxii. 32). The first Adam 
had no father by begettal. But God was his father by creation; or by cove
nant, as he placed him, or planted him, in his—God's—garden, or garden of 
Eden. Jesus had no father at flesh-birth (that is, literal or natural birth). If 
God was his father by begettal, then he was more than the seed of the woman. 
It would make him the seed of God and the seed of the woman..’ No male 
at all; not even God !

Take notice that it was not God but his Holy Spirit that set the seed of 
the woman in motion, or made it alive so that it could become a babe.

If you will notice, Isaac was born under like circumstances, the spirit act
ing on the seed of both parents; being quite as miraculous as the production 
o.' Jesus; both father and mother past age. It seems to me we should see 
that Jesus had no father—literal—at flesh-birth.
David was his father, 
through Adam.

In Matt. i. it does not speak of Jesus as the son of David, or Abraham, by 
begettal. Neither does Luke speak of Jesus being the son of God by beget
tal. So how was he begotten? if begotten at all? We go to Matt, i 18, 
“ Mary . . . was found with child of the Holy Spirit.” And in Luke i.
35, “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.” (Were not all the babes called

God was his father just as 
And as Abraham was his father, God was his father

sons
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January, 1897. THE INVESTIGATOR. 3

of God—that is, all those born of Israel ? except those born out of wedlock ; 
they were termed bastards.) But God had provided that he should not be 
called illegitimate, or not be called a son of God. You see Joseph was of this 
opinion and about to put her away; but being advised, he took Mary for wife, 
and “ knew her not” until after the babe Jesus was born. 1 his, no doubt, was 
why Jesus was a more proper and healthy child, and more intelligent than 
other children; so the better able to withstand, or overcome sin; and the 
better able to take away the sin of the world. But I must not get off the sub
ject. By Malt. i. 18 and Luke i. 35, we find, if Jesus had any father at all, it 
was the Holy Spirit: and if the Holy Spirit was his father, it, or he, must 
have been a person. And if God was his father at this time, the Holy Spirit 
must have been God. And so two Gods 1 But no, the Holy Spirit is not 
God, or a part of God, but “ power of God ” (Luke i. 35)—the same power that 
overshadowed Abraham and his wife. And again, if God was his father by 
begettal, then Jesus must have been immortal, and partly divine (1 'J im. vi. 
15, 16) at birth, for like begets like—at least must have been part immortal.

I see no help for this, and do not see why all who believe God to be his 
real father—at birth—do not take up this position. For like the father must 
be the child—that is, in nature. Brethren stop ! Study and think; go over 
the ground once more. But he was only “ the seed of the woman,” as bom 
of Mary: no seed of God at all. If it could be shown that God was his 
father by begettal, as Mary’s babe, then the promise in Gen. iii. 15, &c., 
would be wrong, and God’s word in error.

What is the seed of God ? Is it the Holy Spirit? No ! But if we go to 
1 Pet. i. 23, and to James i. 18, we see the seed of God is his Woid. So how 
does God beget children ? Answer: By his Word. Look at Psalms ii. 7 and 
Acts xiii. 34 : “ Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee.’’ This must 
apply to Jesus after his mind was matured, and could be acted upon by 
the Word of God. It is the inner man (the mind) that God’s seed takes 
effect upon. The inner man, or mind, of Jesus, was acted upon by God’s 
Word : and Jesus was born (begotten) again at baptism. And here is where 
he became the son of God, with life (Matt. iii. 16, 17)—“the Spirit o( God 
descending like a dove and lighting upon him, and lo, a voice from heaven, 
saying, This is my beloved Son in whom I am well pleased. But God did not 
say at this time, “ Hear ye him ” (Luke ix, 35); he had yet to be tried. Here 
at baptism is where “ the Father, who had life in himself, gave to the Son to have 
life in himself.” Here is where he became the Christ; also where he became 
the second Adam, or “ the first-born of every creature ”—in a sense at least 
—got back the life the first Adam lost. He at this time took the place of 
the first Adam. All must be built up in him. Get out of the first Adam ; 
get into, or put on, the second Adam.

But some may say all God’s children are begotten by the Word of God; 
so Jesus must have been begotten some other way. If so, let them show that 
God has got some other seed by which he begets. But, “ How is he the only 
begotten son of God if begotten by the Word 1” John explains, partly, in 1 
John iii. 9, “Whosoever is born (‘begotten’ rather; God is not female) 
doth not commit sin, for his seed (The Word, not immortality) remaineth in 
him, and he cannot sin, because he is born (begotten) of God.” Jesus the 
Christ, is the only one who filled the bill, or came up to the God standard, 
as you see by Rom. viii. 9, “ But ye are not in the fiesh, but in the spirit, if 
so be that the spirit of God dwell in you.” So Jesus the Christ was counted
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! outside the flesh-family, because the spirit of God dwelt in him ; that is, the 
mind of God dwelt in his mind. That was how God was manifest in the 
flesh. None of the rest of us have kept ourselves free from sin.

Jesus always had the seed of God, the word, in him, in his mind, ready to 
help him to overcome all temptations. And he did overcome. And this he 
did himself. God did not do it for him, unless he was a part of God ; which 
he was not; unless everything is a part of God. Yes, Christ not only came 
in the flesh, but was flesh ; but after baptism, did not have the fleshly mind, 
or rather overcame it, as it arose.

Abraham’s son, Isaac, is spoken of as his only begotten son (Heb. xi. 17), 
while, at the same time, Ishmael had been begotten by him as well as Isaac. 
So we should be careful how we set up our thoughts against God's thoughts; 
for God thinks not as man thinks.

Again, if we go to Isaiah ix. 6, we see Christ is called “ the mighty God, 
the everlasting Father.” And in Rom. vi. 23, “ But the gift of God is eternal 
life through Jesus Christ our Lord.” By these texts, and many others, we 
we should see that Jesus the Christ, is the son of God : but we are the sons 
of the Christ; and this would certainly leave him to be the only begotton son 
of the Father. Christ is not our Elder Brother, as many say !

Jesus was the son of man, by being born of Mary. In fact none arc sons 
of God by flesh-birth. And when Jesus the Christ comes again, he is coming 
as “ The seed of the woman to bruise the serpent’s head (sin); as the son 
of man, or son of David, to sit on the the throne of David : not as the son of 
God, in fact. Then at the end of the 1000 years, after having perfected the 
kingdom, or fitted it for God, the Father, Jesus the Christ, and his body, the 
approved saints, will be manifested as sons of God, at one and the same 
time.

.

’ ►

1

Jesus the Christ, the head, and we, if faithful, the body. And then God 
will become the head, even of the Christ. And so God all, and in all (1 Cor. 
xv. 28. Then will all be alike in nature. So all be immortal. And not 
before //

Now, brethren, I have not made a completeness of the Son of Man or 
“ Seed of the Woman” question : I have only touched the Son of God sub
ject. It is a deep subject, that has not been made plain in any paper that I 
have noticed. It is not an understood subject. I had only intended to 
bring out the nature of Jesus, as the son of man, or the seed of the woman, 
and I have tried to be as short as I could, and yet make it plain.

Now, brethren, this is at your mercy, Criticise it sharply ; I am perfectly 
at your disposal, either in print or by letter : but do it as brothers, in love with 
the truth, and I shall be glad to be shown where I have been mistaken.

Your brother, a servant of Jesus, the Anointed One.

I

P.O. Box, 132.
Kansas City, Kansas, United States of America.

Kditokial Noth—The foregoing article by Bro. Allen emphasis a view, the reading of which 
will give satisfaction to not a few. To hold that God was the father of Jesus, out of Mary, in a 
different sense from which he was the father of Isaac—although Isaac had Abraham for his father 
—logically leads one to the “Free Ufa Theory.” Ur. Thomas, in Pkatterosis, establishes a par
allel between Jesus and Isaac, but he argues therefrom that Isaac was son of Gcd : Bro- Allen 
argues that neither was son of God ; or that both were equally so at birth.
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THE ADAMIC TRANSGRESSION.

I N the January number of the Investigator, on page 3, I said: “If Adam 
were equally in the transgression why does Paul maintain such 
expressive silence?”

2. To this question you attach a foot note, and “Yankie” like, answer it by. 
asking another one, as follows: “To what, then, does Paul refer when in 
Rom. v. 14, he speaks of some who “sinned not after the similitude of the 
transgression of Adam who is a type of that about to bet"

3. This is a pertinent question and should have been anticipated and met 
in my former article but space would not permit. I shall now attempt to 
answer your question.

4. Adam is here accused of transgression, and yet, this same Paul, in 
writing to Timothy (1 Ep. ii. 14), in which he gives certain reasons why the 
woman should not be placed at the head, says: “Adam was first formed,” 
and “ Adam was not deceived \,” a but the woman was in the transgression 
(i.e. the transgressor). If the man were equally in the transgression, I cannot 
sec any force in Paul's statement, as he is showing certain superior character
istics in the man which would naturally entitle him to the Head-ship. If 
then, when writing to Timothy directly concerning Adam and Eve, Paul did 
not include him in the transgression, I cannot believe when writing to the 
Romans he referred to him as a transgressor, notwithstanding he writes of 
Adam’s transgression.

5. What, then, is the explanation of these words? Adam and Eve con
jointly are called “ Adam” (Gen. v. 2). The woman takes on the husband’s 
name, even as the Church takes on the name, not of her “ Elder Brother,” 
but that of her Sovereign Lord, her maker. This Adam (who transgressed), 
was a type, Paul says, of “ that about to be” (manifested). The Head-Adam, 
“the man from heaven (1 Cor. xv. 47), had already been manifested (1 J110. 
iii. 8). and the woman was now in process of creation (Eph. ii. io\ and of 
being adorned (1 Peter iii. 4) as a bride (Rev. xxi. 2), preparatory to her 
manifestation in the paradise of God in the union with her great Head, her 
husband and Lord, “of whom she was” (1 Cor. viii 6), even as the allegorical 
Eve was of the Adam.

6. It seems clear that Paul presents the Adam, a type of the Christ
7. If the type be male and female we may expect to find the same, or 

something in the antitype corresponding to it. Is there anything wrong in 
identifying Christ and his followers as the antitypical Adam?

8. The head of the first Adam is not accused by Paul of being in the trans
gression, but the wife is.

9. The Head of the second Adam is without sin, but his wife, which at 
that time was in great trial and affliction, had been exceedingly sinful, but 
was now “washed, sanctified, justified.”

10. The wife of the second Adam was originally a transgressor, but her 
head or husband forsook the glory which he had before the world was (Jno. 
xvii. 5), in order to go after this woman, which was deceived by the Satan, 
to redeem her unto himself. Did not the first Adam do as much for her 
who was “bone of his bone and flesh of his flesh,” when we have Paul’s 
declaration that he “ was not deceived,” and when we compare his finite
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condition and surroundings with Him who is infinite and surrounded by the 
infinite glory ?

11. We might, with eminent propriety, ask Paul, which portion of the 
Adam do you refer to as having transgressed ?—the man or the woman?

12. And his reply, no doubt, would be, I wrote to Timothy, “the woman 
was the transgressor.”

13. I think the Editor will agree with me that Adam is the type Paul refers 
to in this particular passage and not Moses, as some hold. If, in this place 
then, Adam the man, be referred to, how could Paul call him a transgressor, 
seeing he is to typify one who did not transgress? But if we allow the trans
gression to refer to that part of the Adam which he said “isbone of my bones 
and flesh of my flesh,” even to that part which was “/// the transgression

with what exact propriety Paul could use that phase of The 
Adam to typify that part of the Christ which had been redeemed from sin, 
thereby becoming “members of his body, of his flesh and of his bones.” 
(Eph. v. 30).

14. Thus we have,
The Adam—Male and female.
The Christ—Jesus and his Bride.
Adam—Not deceived.
Jesus—In whom was no sin.
Eve—In the transgression.
The Lamb’s Wife—Redeemed from sin.
Adam—Forsook the garden of delights for his wife.
Jesus—Who was rich, for our sakes became poor.
Adam—Undeceived, must have laid down his life willingly.
Jesus—Laid down his life for his friends—the Church or Bride.

man taketh it from me, but I lay it down of myself.”
15. In my former article, the remarks concerning Adam and Christ were 

based on what I supposed to be facts—namely, that the Adam applies to an 
individual and also to a dual phase of plurality. The first plurality was 
composed of the man and his wife, Eve. Later in Biblical history the Adam 
applies to humanity, or the entire human family, excepting Noah and his 
family. In like manner, the Christ applies to the individual Jesus, and 
secondly, to a plurality composed of Jesus and a chaste virgin to become his 
bride. Later on, the children of these two will become “a great multitude 
which no man can number,” causing the earth to be filled with the Divine 
glory.

! j

i
h; V.

1 -

i. 1
1
1

we can see

“ No

1

;Chicago, Ills.

REMARKS.

(Par. 4).—The superiority of Adam is not predicated on the absence of trans
gression but on the ground that he was not deceived. This fact however would 
seem to make him more rather than less of a transgressor than the deceived woman.

t
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Assuming that his intellectual endowments were greater, he is therefore the greater 
sinner of the two.

(Par. 5).— No doubt Eve is part of “the Adam” belonging as she does to the 
genus homo, but when “the Adam” is spoken of it would be a mistake to conclude 
that only Eve is meant. When she is meant, she is mentioned by her name by 
Paul, as in 2 Cor. xi. 3, “ As the serpent beguiled Eve.”

(Par. 6).—It does not seem clear to me that Paul presents Adam as a type of 
Christ, but of that about to be. What was this ? The Adamic condition of alienation 
from the life of God by wicked works.

(Par. 10).—I fail to see any resemblance between the work of the husband of 
Eve, and the Christ, but my imagination may be to blame. Adam in pleasing 
his wife was pleasing himself and displeasing God ; he was therefore a wrongdoer, 
a transgressor.

(Par. 12).—Paul does not say “ the woman was the transgressor,” but “the woman 
being deceived, in transgression has come to be enparabaseigegonc—as I take 
it, along with the husband. Can Adam be regarded as morally better than Ev< 
because not deceived ?

(Par. 13).—I agree that Adam, not Moses, is the typical one, but I take it a 
stated in answer to Par. 6, that he was the prototype of those who sin after thi 
similitude of his transgression, i.e. under light and law, and thus with a full know
ledge of what they are about. The expression “that about to be ” does not allow of, 
at least does not suggest, some thousands of years’ interval before it takes place, 
k (Par. 15).—I do not see sufficient grounds in the scriptures for believing that “ the 
Adam ” applies to humanity, or the entire human family,” (even “ excepting Noah ” 
and a few others), which is the common belief among the brethren : there seems 
good reasons for regarding “ the Adam ” as an expression comprehending those 
only who sin after the similitude of the original Adam’s trangression. It is how
ever true that the expression of Paul in Rom. v. 12 “through one man” does not 
reler to Adam personally, but merely that through “one man” (antliropos), i.e. a 
member of the human race—death passed through into male and female alike.

In conclusion I do not think that Bro. Jacobs’ theory hangs well together in all 
its parts, while there is much of a suggestive character in what he says. His first 
article would have been more generally acceptable had he excluded certain 
thoughts not really essential to his argument, but which were qualified to prejudice 
readers against his main contentions—at least such is my impression.—Editor.

THE FROGS CROAKING.

AVING perused W. Gill’s letter on Apocalyptic Studies, No. 13, on 
Chapters xv. and xvi., I note his honest remark on the second 
column, page 96 in your last issue of October, 1S96, viz. “ I don t 

profess to know what those frogs represent.” Having recognized the extreme 
importance of this symbol, I have, for many years, pondered upon the solution 
of it. Our leaders, and many other writers, have fixed the period of the ad
vent of the Lord, oblivious of the fact that it was a hidden period a wise 
precaution of God, and I am of the opinion that the last great signal of the 
advent is commencing to unfold this symbol for the benefit of the believers of 
the Gospel of the Kingdom, that they may keep “ their lamps trimmed, and 
“their garments spotless,” “that they walk not naked,” (this must apply to

H
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i those in the flesh; not to the risen Saints, as I read Brother Gill’s suggestion, 
page 96, Oct. No., 1st column, 2nd par.)

Some months ago, I wrote you my ideas, of the Three Frog symbol—briefly, 
which you inserted in your Jan., ’96 issue and published and despatched, 
April, idem, on page 22, inviting the thinking brethren to consider the pro
position, and express their approval or dissent, supported by their reason— 
I can hardly request you to insert that letter again, unless you think its im
portance requires it, or that the suggestions are worthy of consideration.

I have seen no reference to it, nor opinions expressed from the brethren, 
for or against. These I should value. Perhaps it can be demolished, and a bet 
ter suggestion be forthcoming. I write in the hope that some one may reduce 
the symbol, so as to obtain a better understanding of it. It appears to me to 
be of supreme importance, at the present situation of political strain upon the 
“oikoumene,”and indicating the speedy approach of Christ—the resurrection 
—(the first) and the immortalization of the dead in Christ who shall rise first.

The Bible contains the most marvellous political forecasts of any authority 
in the World, forecasts which have been verified by History—it ‘‘was written 
for our learning,” and to give the learned measurements to come, of great 
events—it has as much to do with politics, as religion—the two great bones 
of contention—of all times, people and countries. In Rev. ix 5 and 10—ifi 
and 19—we havea description of the introduction of comparatively modern war
fare, or progressive barbarian warfare—Cavalry, Artillery, Gunpowder (See Em
phatic Diaglott); passing over several centuries we come to Naval armaments, in 
the Frog symbol, for the gathering together of Maritime Nations, to Armageddon. 
The Far East question has spoken to Europe; China, Japan and Russia, com
plicating European politics—all the Nations are increasing their Navies— 
“ these impure Spirits,” as, or “ like frogs,” “ for they are the Spirits of demons 
working miracles or signs,” floating in water, moving under water, coming out 
of the mouth of countries, docks, harbours, rivers, etc., and more in evidence 
now than armies. These are signs or symbols preceding events:—

1st.—The Dragon—Paganism, the Far East. The heraldic symbol of pagan 
China and Japan, etc.

2nd.—The Beast. So-called Modern—Civilized Christianity, the offspring 
of Statecraft, married to Churchcraft.

3rd.—The False Prophet—Mohammedanism, Egypt, India, with Turkey 
heading the sect as Caliphate.

All these three possess Navies, and are increasing and equipping them, and 
all these Frogs are waking up, and croaking ! Russia with the Black Sea 
fleet and armies, is ready to pounce upon Turkey and .take possession of 
the Bosphorus, preliminary to acquiring rights to the Suez Canal, as she must 
have an outlet to the East. This brings her to the Mt. of Israel, and brings us 
to the prophecies of Ezekiel. Turkey as the custodian of Palestine must 
evaporate, and her people who came from the far East centuries ago, may be
come the people of that “nation born in a day,” as descendants of Israel, 
with all the facial pecularities, the nomenclature, believing in one God, and 
practising circumcision, supplemented by the scattered host of Israel, who 
shall be carried then by the ships of Tarshish (or Britain) to the glorious 
mountain.

Oct. 24, 1896.
Hendon, London

;
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“ SIN-IN-THE-FLESH.”

As announced in last issue, I am to be allowed two pages in the Sanctuary Keeper in denial of 
Bro. J. J. Andrew’s proposition—

“ That' sin ’ is an clement oj the flesh since the Jail, and that Christ inherited a nature con
taining ' sin.’ ”

The correspondence reproduced below may be read as preliminary to this. Bro. Andrew 
prefers that I should lead off, finding my material for criticism in what he has already written on 
the subject. 1 had suggested that he should lead off, but he thinks otherwise, preferring to abide 
by his proposal made in the Sanctuary Keeper for Sept. 1896. The two letters which follow’ this 
have not appeared in the Sanctuary Keeper, but I publish them as introductory to the discussion 
—while I cannot see that Bro. Andrew’* reply helps to clear the ground very much. " Lust” he 
uses "in the sen e of evil desire ” while admitting that it is also used in scripture to signify 
a good desire. This " evil desire ” is something more than the capacity to desire evil, since the 
"capacity to desi e is,” he says, "quite distinct from the desire,” so that “evil desire” is the 
manifestation of that capacity in one who has come to "desire that which he knows lobe
wrong.” The descendants of Adam and Eve are, he says, "bom with this evil desire.” To me 
it seems that if they are born with any desire at all, it is a desire for the mother’s breast, and that 
is not evil but good. But I fail to see how they can be born with more than the capacity for 
desire, whether for evil or for good, seeing it still remains for them, as he says, to "derelop this 
evil desire.” Then, according to Bro. Andrew, Jesus was not only born with the capacity to 
desire—which I do not dispute—but he droeloped this evil desire, for he says "hecertainly 
desired to do that which he knew to be wrong.” I feel somewhat staggered by this assertion. 
It seems to me to imply more than " sin-in-the-flcsh,” to go beyond what is correctly termed a 
mere suggestion toward wrong doing which may present itself to the mind, for I do not see how 
any one could "develop this evil desire—apart from any outside influence,” without actual 
defilement of the mind, which is possible only in a sinner. Bro. Andrew, therefore, makes Jesus, 
constructively, a sinner, hut he cannot really mean more than that a suggestion presented itself 
to his mind, which, if fallen in with, would have led him to do wrong, but as he did notact 
upon the suggestion, but repudiated it, I do not think he can be truly said to have "desired 
to do that which he knew to be wrong.” Then Brother Andrew evidently thinks that knowledge of 
good and evil is, or implies, “sin in the flesh,” but this cannot be since the Elohim have no " sin 
in the flesh,” and yet they have knowledge of good and evil, which knowledge must, everything 
considered, be better than ignorance. There is no evidence offered by Bro. Andrew, here or 
elsewhere, that, following the trangression of Adam and Eve, “ evil desire became a fixed element 
of the mind,” and until this is done the whole question of " sin in the flesh” is but begged. The 
work of examination before me does not seem very inviting, still I hope to occupy to some 
advantage the two pages in the Sanctuary Keeper so kindly allotted to me by Bro. Andrew, and 
to be afterwards reproduced along with his reply in the Investigator.—Editor.

[copies.]
Dear Bro. Andrew,

Although I had fully intended 
taking advantage of the space offered 
me in the Sanctuary Keeper, 1 find my
self quite at a loss to deal with what 
you have said, in any effective way, 
without first getting a clearer notion of 
what you really mean by the use of cer
tain terms. I might, of course, assume 
a definite meaning, but I do not wish to 
occupy any portion of the limited space 
at my disposal in speculation as to what 
is meant.

I did actually set out to deal with the 
definition of “ sin-in-the-flesh,” which 
you give on page 53 of the Sanctuary 
Keeper (No. 6) for 1895, where you say 
“Sin in the flesh is the lust or evil desire 
which resulted from Adam’s eating the 
forbidden tree,” but after spending much 
time in the endeavour to determine 
your meaning I gave it up, and now ap
ply to yourself for information. My

difficulty is not with Adam’s eating the 
tree, for, although you say this, I am 
quite sure you do not mean it. It was 
a mere slip of the pen : you meant 
“Adam’s eating of the tree.” I am, 
however, quite unable to determine if 
by “lust” you mean such lust as ne
cessarily leads to sin, in which case you 
mean something more than the faculty 
and exercise of lust simply (for you have 
yourself said that “lust means also a 
good desire”—Seep. 34, No. 10, Sanctu
ary Keeper). You have also said “lust 
which leads to sin is necessarily evil ” 
(p. 3 Blood of the Covenant), which im
plies that lust is not evil or wrong in 
itself, but is only so, as you have your
self said on p. 34 of No. 10, Sanctuary 
Keeper, “because its outcome, when 
allowed to prevail, is transgression ”— 
in a wrong direction, that is to say ; for 
as you know, “ lust ” may and often does 
take a right direction, as, for example, 
in the case of J esus, who on the occasion

a
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;
as it seems to me, lies the crux of theof his lust being satisfied, said, “with 

lust (epithumia) I did lust {cpithu~ whole matter.
me o') to eat this passover with you 
before I suffer” (Luke xxii. 15). Here 
the theme elsewhere mostly rendered 
“lust,” is, in the A.V., rendered 
“desire.” Then Paul’s “desire to de
part” (Gall. i. 23) was his lust (epi
thumia). The same thing is shown .
even more abundantly in the case of queries I will now answer as pointedly

as I can.

Yours fraternally,
THOS. NISBET.

Nov. 19th, 1896.

' Dear Bro. Nisbet,
Yours of the 19th ult. arrived 

when I was too busy to reply. Your
!'1

the verbal form epi thinned, occurring in
the following passages: Matt. xiii. 17, *• I always use tae English word
“ Righteous men have desired to see ^ust in l^e scnse of it///desne, be-
1 Tim. iii. 1,“ Hedesircth agoodwork”; puse that is its conventional meaning ; 
Heb. vi. 11, “ We desire that every one Hie Greek equivalent, I admit, means
of you”; 1 Pet. 1 12, “which things the simply desire, and is used in both a
angels desite to look into.” Elsewhere good and a bad sense, 
the word is rendered “lust,” “ lust after,” 2< The capacity to desire is quite dis- 
“ would fain ” “ covet.” tinct from the desire. Adam was created

When therefore you say, “ sin in the with the capacity, but not with the de
flesh is the lust or evil desire which re- s,re* Evidence of this is seen in the
suited from Adam’s eating of the for- ^ie suggestion to partake of
bidden” tree, do you mean by “lust,” the the forbidden fruit came from without, 
exercise of the faculty of desire, what- viz., from the Serpent. Through yield- 
ever its outcome—good or bad—may evtl desire became a fixed element
be ? If not, what do you mean ? When of the mind. Previous to eating, Adam 
on page 9 of Debate you say, “sin in the and Rve had “no knowledge of good 
flesh is the desire to do evil, which is in and evil ” ; aftei wards they had. Their 
fallen human nature,” do you mean the descendants are born with, and gradu- 
desire to do that which one apprehends ally develop this evil desire -apart from 
to be evil or wrong to do ? or do you any outside influence, 
mean the desire, or tendency, to please 3- Jesus certainly “desired to do 
one’s self, which is natural to us all, tha* which he knew to be wrong”; 
and which the lower animals share in otherwise he would not have styled one 
common with us 1 If the latter, would suggestion “Satan” (Luke iv. S). Un- 
you say that Adam and Eve were with- like Adam and Eve, his evil desire sprung 
out such desire previous to transgres- from within ; for it was a part of the 
sion? If the former, would you say nature inherited from his mother, 
that Jesus ever desired to do that which Such desire has nothing whatever to do

with “ the natural, and, in its own place, 
would proper desire of self-preservation.”

4. The justice of condemning those 
who inherit the sin-nature, without the 
moral guilt of Adam, lies in the fact 
that their condemnation was decreed

ji

he knew to be wrong—that he “knew 
sin” in such a sense? II you 
not say this, while saying that Jesus had 
“sin in the flesh,” do you mean by that 
something more than the natural, and, 
in its own place, proper desire of self- 
preservation ? If nothing more is meant, before they were born—for God is en-
what did you mean when in the Preface titled to prescribe the conditions under
to Debate {p. 3) you say “God con- which the descendants of a sinner shall
demned sin in the flesh of his own son ?” come into existence. Moreover, their
And where, in such a case, is the justifi- condemnation was accompanied by pro
cation of such condemnation ? Can one vision for their justification ; indeed, 
be justly condemned who is guiltless ? without such provision they would never 

There arc many questions I might have existed, 
ask, but I shall be able to proceed with Trusting that the foregoing will suf- . 
my criticisms of your position if you will fice 10 make mY meaning clear, 
favour me with a clear, definite idea I am, yours fraternally,
of the term “lust” as you use it, and . _ J- J- ANDREW,
the evidence from Scripture of its exist- 
tence and genesis. In this term “lust,”

!
■i

:!It
f;

j

26 Douglas Road, 
Canonbury, London, 

Dec., 17th, J896.
••
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have the same meaning in the various passages 
referred to—the meaning indicated in question 
No. 9.

i An Ipse Dixit.—“Every magazine 
started in the name of the Truth has 
sooner or later marred that work.” So 
writes Bro. Roberts in the November 
issue of the Chrisiadelphiatt. This is 
pre-eminently true of the Christadel- 
phian itself—albeit Bro. Roberts means 
it to be an exception to the above con
ceit. I know no magazine emanating 
from any portion of the globe which has 
been more mischievous in its operations 
both inside and outside the body. In
side it has fomented division : outside 
it has brought the Truth into disrepute 
by its collusion with a public swindle 
from which the simplest elements of the 
Truth, believed and obeyed, should pre
serve one. But Dr. Thomas, we are 
told, believed in only one magazine, and 
that magazine was the Christadelphian, 
and Bro. Roberts the one to edit it. If 
the Doctor really was so intolerant as 
this would make him, I am sorry—sorry 
also that he should have been so short
sighted. But the Doctor was a man of 
like passions with ourselves. And he was 
too trustful: he was often taken in : he 
did not know, and he did not live to 
see that, given enough of rope, Bro. 
Roberts would hang himself—meta
phorically.—Editor.

; Yours fraternally,
J. W. DIBOI.L, Jr.

P.S—I am unconvinced by your remarks on 
1 Pel. iii 2i, but will say no more.

■ !

91 St. George’s Road, 
Gt. Yarmouth,

Dec. rst, 1896.' IJr,
f.i (1) Bro. Diboll is not satisfied with my 

Answers to his Questions, and nobody else has 
taken any notice of the latter since, w hich seems 
to suggest either that the Questions are not 
regarded as calling for answer, or that I have 
fairly answered them. But it might be assum
ing too much, to so conclude. Bro. Diboll 
might suggest that it is because they cannot be 
answered unless by those who conclude that 
the spirit of man is " a something dwelling in 
the body, distinct from the body, necessary to 
its life, with powers of thought and will, and 
departing at death.” 1 think myself the appli 
cation in Scripture of the term " spirit ” requires 
some elucidation, as it has uses not fully 
recognised and admitted in our literature— 
which deals more particularly with the physical 
and "natural” rather than the ethical and 
" spiritual ” aspects of the terms.

The Questions should be answered if that has 
not been already done, and if possible a basis 
afforded which may enable Bro. Diboll to 
escape from his apparently foregone conclusion 
regarding the " human spirit”; and I shall 
therefore be pleased to receive any contributions 
on the subject from any of my readers who may 
have something to say on the matter.
. (a) I should have preferred that Bro. 

Diboll had tried to dispose of what 1 have 
placed before him : it is hardly satisfactory to 
have this declined on the score that no '' good 
end would be served by an examination, in 
detail, of what I have written.” He might 
have benefited by arguing out the question ; if 
not by "examination in detail,” then, at least, 
by endeavouring to refute one or two points 1 
make in my An severs.

(3) Certainly if he could have done no 
better in such an attempt than he does in his 
reference (3) to the one thing lie singles out for 
notice, and which he evidently thinks he has 
reduced to an absurdity, I need not wonder at 
him shirking the labour of it. His illustration 
of " Peter fishing” and " Peter preaching” is 
without application to the case in point. But 
it isn’t even true what he says : the application of 
the term "Peter” is not different. In the 
second case it refers to the same Peter converted 
from a fisherman into a " fisher of men ”; there 
is a change of occupation ; it is the same 
Peter.

Bro. Diboll could not have fully expressed 
his thought in the statement : " the application

:
• ■!•’!

■;

1,
.. ,

“THE HUMAN SPIRIT,”
AND

i Pet. iii. 21.
r

Dear Bro. Nisbet,
(1) I have carefully read your Answers 

in the Oct No. to my Questions on the " Hu
man Spirit,” but cannot say that they strike me 
as satisfactory. (2) I don’t know, however, 
that any good end would be served by 
animation, in detail, of what you have written. 
(3). I here is one thing, though, that I might 
remark, and that is, that I fail altogether to see 
the logic of Answer 6, where [in reference to 
my question as to whether ‘ the spirit of man 
which is in him, and knows’ (1 Cor. ii. 11). is 
not the same as that ' spirit’ without which ‘the 

'body is dead’ (Jas. ii. 26) ] you reply, " They 
are not the same : the application is different; 
therefore the meaning is not the same in both 
cases.” 1 might rejoin—the application is dif
ferent in two passages, one of which speaks of 
Peter fishing, and another of Peter preaching ; 
therefore, according to your reasoning, it can
not be the same Peter in the two cases !

(4). Till better answers to my questions, Nos. 
6, 7 are given, I must continue to think that 
there is no good reason why * spirit ’ should not

:! an ex-

i,

r
r

is different in two passages,” etc., without 
stultifying himself, as will appear whenever I 
ask: "The application of what—of the term

i
!;i
i-
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" Peter ”? " Peter *' is the only term he could 
supply if he is to establish anything approaching 
to a parallel. But it would not be true, for the 
term •'Peter” applies to the very same 
individual in both eases and does not alter in 
meaning. Peter has changed his occupation. 
If Bro. Diboll could show that it is the same 
spirit in the one text (“the body without the 
spirit is dead ”—Jas. ii. 26) as in the other, 
(" the spirit of man which is in him ”—1 Cor. ii. 
11) as easily as he can show that it is the same 
'' Peter,” there would be no room for argument; 
but this he fails to attempt. His illustration is 
amusing but it is not argument.

(4) 1 am afraid there is not much encourage
ment held out by Bro. Diboll towards the 
production of " better answers to his questions 
6 and 7.” I admit my Answers, as a whole, 
are sometimes brief, and those to 6 and 7

specially so, but they were meant to be as 
categorical ns the Questions themselves: and 
it is no doubt true that from another standpoint 
they may not be good answers, and could 
therefore be improved upon by amplification 
and proof, but as the Questions were only got a 
day or two before my Answers had to be in 
type, there was no time to give exhaustive 
replies, and in point of fact the Questions did 
not seem to invite other than categorical 
answers.

Bro. DibolPs " P.S.” states that he remains 
unconvinced by my remarks on 1 Pet. iii. 21, 
"but will say no more,” from which it appears 
cither that argument fails him or he has got a 
surfeit of it. My own inclination would be to 
continue the argument ’until I convinced an 
opponent, or was convinced by him—as I 
occasionally have been. EDITOR.

THE OTHER SIDE.

(Being a Reproduction of Bro. Cornish's Reply to Bro. Roberts* Meaning of the Sacrifice of 
Christ, which Reply I think well to reproduce in view of the wide circulation given to 
the hard things said in the Christadclphian against a capable, honest, and lovable 
brother.—Editor.)

R. ROBERTS, or his friends, 
have issued an eight page 
paper, under the title, “ The 

Meaning of the Sacrifice of Christ,” in 
which paper he charges me with “ un
truthfulness and misrepresentation,” 
without setting forth any evidence to 
prove the statements true ! He seems 
to think that on account of my deafness 
I did not get a “correct impression” of 
what he said. This was quite possible 
had I been debating with him alone, 
but seeing that twenty others were pre
sent there whose hearing is good, three 
of whom attested to the written account 
of the debate as being true, his charge 
of untruthfulness must apply to them 
also ; and those who know Mr. King, 
who was chairman, will doubtless con
sider his statement as reliable as Mr. 
R.’s ; and Mr. C. C. Walker, the assist
ant editor of the Christadclphian, being 
well acquainted with Mr. Slade, he, I 
am assured, will acquit Mr. S. of the 
charge of untruthfulness. It is cer
tainly a bold thing for one man, without 
witnesses or evidence, to charge three 
others besides myself with untruthlul- 
ness ! But I am not surprised at R. 
R.’s doing so, as conscientiousness is 
evidently not large in him. This was 
painfully evident during my debate 
with him. When I asked him, “ Did

you not quote Gen. ii. 7 on the previous 
Friday evening to prove that man was 
mortal? he answered “No.” Now there 
were more than a dozen then present, 
who distinctly heard him quote that pas
sage to prove that man was mortal, and 
that he dwelt upon it for some minutes. 
Yet, in their presence, he flatly denied 
this ! and this is the individual that 
charges three besides myself with un- 
truthfulness ! !

On that night, October 22nd, 1S95, 
Mr. Roberts distinctly stated that he 
had never taught that “ Adam’s nature 
did not change when he was sentenced 
to death ! ” When I read the article in 
the March Ambassador, for 1869, he 
asked, “ What date was that written ?” 
So I showed him the book, and he re
plied, “Ah, yes, that was before the 
Turney affair, and when that was writ
ten I did not understand the whole 
bearing of the question.5' Now he seeks 
to deny this statement, and dismisses it 
by charging me with “untruthfulness 1” 
This is an easy way to evade a difficulty, 
a way more common than commend
able.

M

But we shall see presently who is 
“untruthful” in the matter, 
paper of eight pages, which is said to be 
“advance extracts from Mr. Roberts’ 
diary,” and which, presumably, will ap-

In this

Church of God General Conference:  McDonough, GA;  https://coggc.org/



i
11

! THK INVESTIGATOR. January, 1897.14

pear in the Christadelphian, on p. 3 he himself by saying that**// became a
says that “ First of all, there was an cn- dying nature through sin” ! ! ! And
deavour on the part of Mr. Cornish to this is the individual that charges me 
prove that I had changed from my 
original position. He tried to prove 
this by citing an article printed in 1869, 
in which I said that no change of nat
ure was effected in Adam by his con
demnation ; that the only difference 
between his before and after state, was 
a difference of relation to the dissolution 
process lying ahead. I now said that 
I adhered to what was written in the 
article, and could wish no better exposi
tion of the matter taken as a whole.

t
with “untruthfulness”! Readers can 
decide to whom to apply the term.

In the Christadelphian Instructor, p. 
14, item 35, R. R. says “ We receive 
the nature that he (Adam) had alter he 
was condemned to die.” If there was 
no alteration in the nature, why does 
he teach that “we receive the nature that 
he (Adam) had after he was con
demned ?”

Mr. R. says that “Adam was neither 
mortal nor immortal when created.” 

What Mr. Cornish had omitted to con- He also teaches that Adam became 
sider was, how—according to the said mortal because of sin ! ! If Adam was 
article—the difference of relation was neither “mortal nor immortal” before 
established. I afterwards pointed out disobedience, and as R. R. candidly ad- 
that, in the early part of the article, it mils that “there was no alteration in 
was laid down that the altered re- his nature,” then it is manifest that he 
lation became a law of his nature,4 run- must have been “ neither mortal nor mi
ning in the blood” and that thus only mortal” afterwards!! No one will 
was the sentence transmissible to pos- accept this as being the truth, so that 
terity. This was no alteration of nature, we are shut up to the plain fact that as 
but the introduction of the law of Adam was mortal after disobedience, 
death into it, leaving it the same nature and no alteration took place in his nature 

But Mr. Cornish called this previously, then he must have been,
and was, MORTAL before.

To affirm that Adam was “neither 
mortal nor immortal before transgres
sion, and yet to say that he became mor- 

explanation” ! ! We shall see whether tal after, but that there was “ no altcra- 
it be so in fact. We have here from the Hon in his nature,” that “ it was the same 
pen of R. R. an emphatic statement nature ” as before transgression, is such 
that there was no alteration in the a flat contradiction that no thinking 
nature of Adam when he was condem- mind can accept it. 
ned, that it was the same nature after All are agreed that we are mortal 
condemnation that it was before. now. Would it be possible for us to be-

On pageS Mr. R. says that “Adam come ‘‘neither mortal nor immortal,” 
was neither mortal nor immortal when without any alteration of nature? If 
created.” And if no change took place . not, then reverse it ; If Adam was 
in his nature when condemned, then he “neither mortal nor immortal” before 
must have been neither mortal nor IM- transgression, how could he become 
MORTAL ” afterwards!!I But, while em- mortal without any alteration of nature ? 
phatically denying that any change took In stating that Adam was “the 
place in Adam’s nature, yet he distinctly same” after as before disobedience, 
affirms it in this very eight-page paper. Mr. R. has virtually abandoned his posi- 
Referring to a conversation that he had tion. He will see, and I trust admit, that 
with Mr. Unsworth, he says on bottom as Adam was mortal while uncon- 
of p. 7 : “The difference between you demned, so the Lord Jesus was mortal; 
and me as to the nature of Adam is but never having sinned he was not 
this : you think it was a dying nature under condemnation in any sense, 
before sin came. I believe it became GEORGE CORNISH,
so through sin.” This is his unanswer
able explanation ” !! First, to emphati
cally deny that any change took place in 
Adam’s nature, and then to contradict

■

I*.
!•!

1 &
i'l
Pii

i

still.
‘evasion/ the common expression of 
perplexed antagonism in the presence of 
unanswerable explanation.”

Mr. R. calls this an “unanswerable

i;
.

■

r January 16th, 1896.
1 [Note.—Readers will agree with me that 

Bro- Cornish has certainly the best of the 
argument here, and those who have read Bro,

1 Church of God General Conference:  McDonough, GA;  https://coggc.org/



January, 1897. THE INVESTIGATOR. J5

Roberts’ Meaning, etc. (since republished in 
the Christadclphian), to which the foregoing is 
a Reply, will know that the latter is mild by 
comparison in its expressions towards an 
opponent.
usual tactics with an opponent (who gets 
repeated unfavourable mention in his Diary): 
when he feels he cannot dispose of an argument 
he seeks to depreciate the intellectual capacity 
of his opponent, and endeavours to do by 
prejudice what he cannot do by argument. 
He has pursued the same course with Bro. J. J. 
Andrew. 1 presume it will come my turn some 
day. But while there can be no question 
that Bro. Roberts hates the Investigator, he 
seems to cheriih some other sort of feeling for 
its editor, which seems to have operated in the 
past in precluding any personal reference of a 
derogatory nature. I am sure I have given him 
occasion—I do not mean cause—enough to say 
something : but lie doesn’t say it—Editor ]

quirements of the offended Law hav
ing thus been fufilled to the offended 
Law Giver’s satisfaction, His law was 
magnified and made honourable by 
its sentence being thus Legally car
ried out, and the sinner was free. 
Still as this fulfilment was merely 
effected in a figure, as permitted by 
the kindness of the Law Giver, the 
culprit was declared not “innocent” 
but “forgiven.” By the sacrifice he 
simply escaped the law’s penalty. 
The same principle applies to Jesus’ 
sacrifice. His Substitution was more 
perfect than the Mosaic, as I have 
shewn at great length in Another Jesus, 
in that he was able and willing to 
endure not only the violent and pain
ful death on the cross, repesenting 
the *' Tribulation and Anguish ” of 
Rom. ii. 6, &c , which are to be ren
dered to the disobedient, and which 
the animals could be made to puffer; 
but Jesus was further competent to 
receive also the “Indignation and 
Wrath ”—the Terror of the Lord,” 
viz., the mental anguish also due to 
the guilty, in which an animal was un
able to participate; this being effected 
in Gethsemane when he was in an Ago
ny and prayed. It is always said “that 
this condition of mind was produced 
in him by fear of crucifixion.” I 
doubt that In disproof we find him 
refusing the stupefying draught speci
ally prepared by the pious ladies of 
Jerusalem fot those about to be cruci
fied. Having thus suffered all that 
the law required, salvation was by 
God’s arrangement procurable by all 
who identify themselves with him 
repentantly by belief and immersion, 
being (as the R.V. improves it) united 
with Christ by the likness of his death 
and resurrection. Of this more fur
ther on.

(c) I cannot understand a man in
telligently “subscribing with (or “on”) 
his hand ” as being “ in the loving 
Christ,” while estimating the nature 
of his Atonement as “ not even of

Bro. Roberts lias pursued his

THE ATONEMENT AS TAUGHT 
BY BRO. STAINFORTH.

HAVE numbered the pars, in 
the three papers on pp. 80 to 
84* from (a) to (t/), and will 

cut my remarks as short as I can.
(e) I will give my opinion of Sub

stitutionary Atonement, as proposed. 
God’s Law having been broken by 
Adam, and by all his descendants 
save One, the threat, “ the soul that 
sins shall die,” has, in every case, to 
be carried out. But since that course 
must defeat His declared purpose 
that “ the earth is formed to be in
habited ” by sons of Adam, God, in 
his wisdom and forbearance, has 
devised “ Sacrifice,” by. which cere
mony the sinner, having been forgiven 
on genuine contrition and change of 
mind, was. permitted to Substitute 
an animal with which he had identi
fied himself, by laying his hand on its 
head (Lev. iv. 4), and confessing his 
sin (Lev. v. 5); an animal in accor
dance with certain legal requirements 
as to nature and quality. By its 
violent death and destruction by fire, 
he acknowledges his own desert of 
similar utter effacement. The re-

' Readers will find it convenient to number 
those paragraphs in the three papers in question, 
—Editor.

I
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. : condemned good man if even more 
than 500 brethren at once had died 
“ Missionary deaths” for him ? How 
inconceivable il is until one actually 
encounters the hard fact, that men 
can have the Bible open in their 
hands, and preach about it, and yet 
flatly contradict its plainest and most 
vital assertions ! [(e) continued] “The 
God who cannot lie” having declared 
that “ the soul that sins shall die,” 
evidently cannot balance his legal 
accounts apart from the Death of that 
Soul. For, failing the prescribed 
satisfaction to the Law, the forgive
ness of the sinner on his mere repent
ance would be an ignoring and dis
honouring of that law which is rather 
“ to be magnified and made honour
able” by perfect fulfilment. Any 
such evasion would no more be a 
legitimate balancing of Divine ac
counts than a ruling out of debits in 
Bro. Horsman’s ledger could be styled 
“ balancing his books.” I ask then— 
apart from the Sinner’s Death—how 
is the Law to be “ honoured ” that 
denounces death against him ?

The doctrine of Sacrifice shews 
how. “ When the wicked man turn- 
eth away from his wickedness . . .
and doth that which is lawful and 
right he shall live.” First, Let him 
Repent; then do that which is “ Law
ful” by fulfilling the requirements of 
the Law by a Substitutionary Sacrifice; 
and thenceforth do Righteousness. 
Every breach of the Law recorded as 
passed over by God has demanded 
compliance with the above course. 
Although denied in Christadelphian 
literature, even in breaches of the ten 
commandments the Law was open 
to accept in satisfaction a Sacrifice 
after Repentance guaranteed by ample 
satisfaction. See Lev. vi. 1-7 in re
spect to Commandments x., viii., and 
iii., re coveting, thieving, swindling, 
and false oaths. So with the evil
speaking (alias blasphemy) against 
God of Job’s three friends : so with

secondary importance.” “ I would 
not have you ignorant, brethren, con
cerning spiritual matters.”—Paul.

(d) I sec no folly in “comparing 
the death of the accidentally entang
led (?) ram with the voluntary death 
of Christ.” I instanced the ram’s 
death as an undeniable case of Sub
stitution, the possibility of which in
gredient in sacrifices is scouted by 
every Christadelphian of my acquain
tance, although distinctly asserted by 
Moses; this assertion, all three an
swers conveniently ignore, 
ye believe not Moses’ writings how 
shall ye believe my sayings?” (Jesus). 
It is true that “ both Isaac and Jesus 
were only-begotten sons,” and that 
“ both were freely given up by their 
respective fathers”; but while Jesus 
indeed “ was freely given up for us 
all—He died for the ungodly—with 
his stripes we are healed,” etc., etc., 
for whom did Abraham give up 
Isaac ? Who was healed by Isaac’s 
stripes ? How then do we get in the 
latter case a striking illustration of 
giving up for us all an only-begotten 
Son?” But there is some sense in 
my application of the story, 
the Ram’s stripes Isaac was undeni
ably “ healed,” or “ saved ” (sozo) by 
the Substitution of that ram by 
Abraham “ instead of his son ” (Gen. 
xxii. 13). One such effectual proof 
should have convinced any honest 
mind.
When Paul illustrated (or failed to 
illustrate, if you prefer it so) the ob
ject of Christ’s death by supposing 
the willingness of some friends “even 
to die for a good man,” did he mean 
“ that they purposed working on the 
good man’s susceptibilities by exhibit
ing to him living pictures of faithful
ness unto death in the pathway of 
affection ?” Is it not plain even to the 
meanest intellect, that he refers to 
their willingness to die instead of the 
good man, so that he might not die ? 
For what' could it have profited the

1 r*
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David’s perverse and wilful number- (1i). “ A substitutionary sacrifice 
ing the people. Even his adultery cannot be just: for the innocent to 
and murder (Nos. vii. and vi.) were suffer for the guilty is the height of 
followed after contrition and forgiven- Injustice.” Then every sacrifice from 
ess by sacrifice; 11 then shalt thou be the beginning must have been un- 
pleascd with (“desire”— Young) just. But God is a Just God, yet He 
sacrifices of righteousness” (Ps. li. foreordained that the just should die 
19). Not that David supposed that for the unjust, to the intense disgust 
cutting a bullock’s throat could atone of Christadelphians. Well, suppose 
for murder; in that connexion he the just had failed to “ die according 
says, “Thou desirest not sacrifice” to the Scriptures for them,” could 
(ver. 16) save that of a bioken and anything else have availed for their 
contrite heart;” but given first that rescue from death?
“ heart,” then a substitutionary sacri- *• Missionary death’ fulfil the re- 
fice is desired, nay, demanded. Evi- quirement of the Law”—the sinner 
dently failing those sacrifices,forgive- “shall surely die?” No one doubts 
ness would have been witheld in all the perfect efficiency in his mission 
the above instances. of John the Bapist. He, indeed,

Christ hassimilarly “put away (oun) died “a Missionary death ” if anyone 
sin by the sacrifice of Himself;” by ever did. Could it then be said that 
which sacrifice we benefit by * im- . John “died for the sins” of those 
mersion, just as the Israelite did converts, if any? —who were influenced 
when he laid his hand on the bul- thereby ? that “ he loosed them from
lock, thus recognising his own deserts their sins by his own blood,” that
by the figure. Subsequent good “ he bore their sins in his own body
works are then acceptable, and obli- to the ” block ? Those who have
gatory on our part. I say then that done any more than “ hold the
God has (not “adopted my,” but) Bible open in their hands” know
ordained this only method of atone- well that it is the Substitutionary
ment in inseparable connection aspect of Christ’s death—that “we
with substitution. I can see no have Redemption through his blood ”
other conceivable Legal method, (implying of course his Death), that
and I have adopted it thankfully as is constantly insisted on as its effica-
thc only declared method. cious peculiarity. Accordingly we find

(g). (I am sorry the paper pre- him symbolized in the New Testa-
pared by Bro. Smith miscarried.) In ment not as a “ missionary murdered
“ pursuing the pathway of truth by by wild men,” but as “ the Lamb ot
stating his view of a subject and his God who takes away sin,” “the Lamb
evidence, without noticing opposing as it were slain;” indeed to such an
vagaries” (opinions and evidence?) extent is this all-pervading view main-
Bro. Smith distinctly claims infalli- tained by the disciple who was most
bility. “Rome has spoken—the in Jesus'confidence and affection (Jno.
case is settled.” But considering xiii.23 with i. 18),that weread that“the
that the principle I have ventilated, Lamb opened the seven seals,” “The
is styled at Birmingham “ Blasphemy Lamb overcame them in battle,” that
and libel against God,” viz., “that “the Lamb’s wife has made herself
He should slay the just and spare ready,” and of “the Marriage-supper of
inconsequence the unjust,” I think the Lamb,” “ the wrath of the Lamb,”

“ the song of Moses and of the Lamb,” 
“ the Lamb is the light thereof,” “The

How could a

that it should be disproved, if possible, 
not feebly ignored.
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“th.it Isaac was identified with the 
Ram ; and was actually in the place of 
the victim on the altar.” Yes, or in 
other words the victim was substituted 
there instead of Isaac, and about to 
die instead of him, as his Substitute. 
Since the skin-coat was a proof that 
the Edenic curse had been executed 
upon an animal to Adam’s release, 
I ask, what more need be, or could have 
been, done if a Substitutional Atone
ment was actually the alternative to a 
literal personal Death ?

(j.) “In the case of the Passover 
Lamb the sign-shadow included the 
house, the door especially, and the 
inhabitants/’ On the contrary—it re
ferred solely to the first born Son, as 
the most casual reader can see. For 
if there happened to be a Jew like 
Zelophehad who had only daughters, 
or one with no children at all, it is 
evident that he need not have taken 
the special precautions to preserve the 
life of his “ first-born Son.” It was a 
question whether the Son’s life was to 
be taken by the angel, or that of a 
lamb by the father. The blood on 
the door post was the appointed sign 
that the lamb had been duly sacrificed, 
and therefore the son was passed 
over. How could Substitution be 
better exemplified ? 
blood was the sign of the execution 
of the Law.” (See i.)

(k.) “Jesus was made sin—in him 
sin was destroyed by the sacrifice of 
himself.” This—the vilest item in 
the composition of the aforesaid 
“Brummagem wine”—teaches “that 
Jesus, having been born of a woman 
whose flesh was sinful, was thus him
self also unavoidably afflicted with the 
same ‘ loathsomeness ’ in the sight of 
God ; but that his flesh was cleansed 
from its sinful quality by undergoing 
the purifying process of death : ‘ He 
that hath died is freed from sin.’ 
And that apart from such purification 
he must have been destitute of all 
efficacy as an Atoner or Saviour.”

Lamb’s Book of Life,” etc. I sup
pose such a collection of incongru
ous metaphors could be matched in 
no book written by a sane man ; and 
the only explanation of a man of 
John’s ability and clearness of head 
so doing, is that he was so impressed 
with the overpowering importance 
and dignity of the “Lamb-ship” of 
Christ as to entirely lose sight of his 
“ Missionary ” capacity. That Lamb- 
'ship was no meaningless symbol, but 
pointed back to the original Old 
Testament Lambs : the ram on Mount 
Moriah among the number. “ Here 
is Love!" “Greater love than this 
hath no man, that he should lay down 
his life for his friends,”—“as a faith
ful Missionary?” What a bathos! 
When Peter offered to “lay down his 
life for Christ,” will any one of these 
three answerers have the hardihood 
to deny that he contemplated dying 
instead of Jesus, in case of need, so 
that Jesus might not die? (See, how
ever Bro. Nisbet on this text).

(i.) Since the idea “that Adam’s 
skin-coat was derived from a Sacri
fice,” is mere guess-work, alias “a 
vagary,” I might pass by Bro. Smith’s 
surmise. But I allout it. He has 
then surrendered his entire conten
tion ! Thus—“ the skins indicated 
previous blood-shedding; blood-shed- 
ing was the sign of the execution of 
the Law.” Good ! but of what Law? 
What Law could it be except the one 
that had just said “ Thou shalt surely 
die?” Therefore, since the sentence 
of that Law had been effectively car
ried out on a sacrificial victim, who 
was not the sinner, and certainly not 
“a Missionary,” that Law was evi
dently willing to accept a Substitute 
in full discharge of its claim on the 
disobedient. (We thus see that an 
honest man who can summon up 
courage to incur the odium of looking 
Sacrifice in the face cannot avoid re
cognising therein Substitution.) So 
likewise Bro. Smith further owns

Truly “ the
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All this, Observe, notwithstanding his Bible who say it was concocted by the priests 
, for their own selfish ends. For if they had

production as a Holy One, apart from devised it they should, of all men, have under- 
the will of the flesh, by special miracle! stood it. But they don’t understand it. and
Ho declared himself a Temnle of the ncvcr have untJcrstood it. If then it was notlie aeciarea nimseii a jempie 01 inc deviscd by lhem> it cculfi not have been dc-
Deity— Destroy this Temple, &c. Vised of man at all, for who else could have
“The Father dwelleth in me” (John had any interest in leading people to follow
ii. 19 and xiv. 10), that is to say, the "cunninKly dc.iscd fables ”-on ihe other handrather : the presumption is a very strong one 
very same God who would not enter that it is what it professes to be: both genuine
the Tabernacle until it had been and authentic-a record of God’s dealing with

• c j /t? , , x man in the past, and of his purposes with him
sanctified (Lx. Xl. 9 and 34)> was con- jn tjic f,nurC: and possessing an authority and
tent to dwell in a body “ loathsome assuming the right to lay down conditions of

salvation to perishing humanity.with sin,” as per our recognised litera-
t»re(!) for 3| years before it was Life !-Wh»t notion have we ot
thus purified! The bearing of this Life life?—Life is inscrutable : no one
“ doctrine of demons,” t.e.. “ teaching Inscrut- by searching can find it out. No 

c , • j, / • ,» . ••• \ able. analvsis of it is possible. Its
of lunatics (examine Mark 111. 11), very nature precludes this,
may perhaps be brought home to We believe in Life because we must—there is 
some on whom other arguments fail, no gainsaying the fact that life is, but what it is 

. O » IS quite another thing,
by asking—Was not Jesus the Lamb It has never yet been satisfactorily defined,
without spot,” as symbolized by the Many attempts have been made, and as
Mosaic sacrifice*;? Where then do ’ many failures have to be recorded.Mosaic sacrilicesr Where then 00 Definitions of Life are usually mere descrip-
we read of any such lamb requiring tiocsofit. But a definition, to be such, must
purification before sacrifice? And if b.e n'ore l)ini? a description, a definition
“ a constitutionally sinful-flesh Christ” S'^n Logic "to signity^exp'JS'oi. which
COUld be cleansed, and thus rendered explains any term so as to separate it from
ceremonially fitted for sacrifice for everything else. M a bounday separates fields.
Sinners, by /its own death (see J., line merely furnished with a definition of a term
8), what could there be to prevent a rather than of the thing of which the term is
Jew from similarly sacrificing a scabby
sheep, or even a Pig—which would death” (Bichat) ; or when it is said, " Life is
be equally cleansed by their own the synthesis of all vitalI properties”; or •* Life
1__n ^ xtn . • .1 j ■> is the active state of au organised body.

deaths ? But What IS the good . These arc true descriptions, that is, by these
No Christadelphian “ believes Isaiah's descriptions we understand that life is referred 
report” recorded in chap. 53, why *0. bur we d° "o. thereby imdcrs.aml rhe jhing 

. 1 . 1 1 itself. I hese merely tell us that Life belongs
then should they believe me ? to organized bodies, that is. animals and

vegetables. Birth and development, decay and 
death, are peculiar 10 living bodies—which wc 
call Life. But Life, as every one who has 
thought about the subject must know, is itself 
inscrutable. Does it preside over functions 
as a chairman presides over a meeting, ordering 
and directing, controlling and moulding means 
to an end ? Or is it a result itself of functions 
of the body—not itself a reality, but a relation, 
the product of certain organic powers which 
evolve all the various manifestations of life— 

That the Bible has been mis- animal or human—from the lowest physical to
Anew understood by its professional the highest intellectual processes? Who, by

argument exponents is not an unmixed any exercise of his natural powers, and apart
for the evil. The fact that it has been from a divine revelation—who can tell ? Not
Bible, so misunderstood, that, indeed, one.

it has never been understood by 
the class whom those who reject the Bible have to accept without understanding it, without

to look to for an understanding of its being able to gel sufficiently near it to compre
hend its What. We do know a little about its 
Haw, or the conditions which admit of its 
existence—but very little even of that.

( To be concluded.)

MISCELLANEA.

Life is one of those facts which we have got

reason
contents, is of great evidential value to the 
genuine character of the Book : it affords an 
excellent answer to those opponents of the
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?
Now, Life is cither a real entity, grace of God into lasciviouness and deny the 

Either a that is, having an existence in it- Master and Lord Jesus; all these virions evil- 
cause or self, independent of outside con* doers, while they are acknowledged as liable to 
a conse- dilions, or it is not. It has either judgment, are tepresented as having nothing to

fear beyond the grave. But if these and all such 
like indeed receive their full recompense in this

sequencs. a substantive existence, or it is 
merely a result of conditions

favourable thereto. If it be an entity then it is life, I ask Bro. t/illon, who can there be left to
capable of separate and independent existence compose the class of whom Jesus said " I hey
apart from what we call matter, having its that have practised evil shall come forth to a
being in itself and not in surrounding con- Resurrection of judgment ”—h/is/s f Is it not
ditions. And if so, it must be in its nature the case that such sinners appear at least as
superior to the laws governing what we call free from worldly trouble as the righteous all
matter—because being in such a view not their lives long?
comprehensible within what is called matter. Secondly what is '* the faise hope into which 
If so superior, it must be inde;tructible in the men like Butler, Wesley and Spurgeon, have
sense in which Things which we recognise as been led by the crucifixion.” 
made of organised matter are destructible ; and Thirdly, if Paul threatened Felix merely, or 
hence Life would be necessarily immortal—in at all, "with a participation in the judgment
its very nature unending. It would further about lobe poured out upon the Jewish nation.”
follow that if our consciousness of individuality was he not a false prophet? since Felix was
inhere in this thing called I die, as essential shortly after summoned to Rome and compelled
quditics of it, our Life would be our real selves, to disgorge his ill-gotten gains, and narrowly
and thus we—our Ego—in virtue of such qual- escaped with his life; see Farrars’ "Early

< ities, must be capable ol existing in the presence Days." Palestine would be about the last place
of any other conditions in any other sphere or an impoverished and deposed Roman Official

* age. No ending could thus be predicated on would choose for retirement,
any grounds with which we are yet conversant.

r-. .;

:

t

R. R. S.

The principal, and perhaps the 
Life in a most palpable objection to such
Midge, reasoning outside of the Scrip

ture—always more or less an 
unsafe thing—is that Life is as much a reality 
in a midge as in a man, and the same reasoning 
which seeks to demonstrate a present immor
tality for man is equally good for a midge. 
As a matter of logic then, we must maintain 
the immortality of the midgejequally with that 
of the man.

But who is logical when it comes to matters 
of self interest ?

Fortunately, however, Logic is inexorable, 
and while we do not at all times fed disposed 
to accept the logic of a thing, we cannot well 
deny it and repudiate it in the case of the 
midge, while falling in heartily with its behests 
in our own case.

And why should a midge be less immortal 
than a man ?

I am sure the natural midge, equally with 
the natural man. serves his creator ; and if 
existence is a sufficient basis lor the predication 
of immortality in the case of the man it is at 
least equally so with the midge.

But who accepts " the immortal midge?”

THE SEA OF GLASS OF 
Rev. iv. 6, and xv. 2.

1 cannot sec that Bro. Smith (see p. 80) need 
be perturbed at my remarks rc this "Sea” 
(p. 2.]). He is not responsible for the idea, only 
for unwariness in adopting it. Is it not evident 
that any effectual "mingling of Fire with an 
Ocean,” as exegeted in Thirteen Lectures, must 
result in the Boiling and final Evaporation of 
that Ocean ? certainly not solidification ; no 
amount of Meat will produce Ice. The original 
error then is the " Vagary,”and not my correct
ion thereof. This is only another speci
men of "the Wine just lately handed 
round among the Nations,” which is in some 
respect worse than the old stuff: "the Old is 
better.” When we regard the Throne of Kev. 
iv 6,—I, as •* but a piece of cabinet work ” and 
Bro.Smith as "a dominion encircling the earth— 
" we arc merely taking two different points of 
view. I looked at it as an item in the vision 
seen bv John, which is introduced thus: " I saw 
a Throne, and One sat on the Throne ; and 
round about the Throne were twenty-four 
thrones, and upon them twenty-four Riders 
sitting.” The idea thus conveyed to most minds 
would be, I think, that John did see twenty- 
five '• pieces of cabinet work ” and twenty-five 
persons seated thereon. No doubt the thrones 
were Emblems, but how could John sec in a 
Vision, "a world encircling dominion, itself 
encircled by twenty-four thrones? When he 
was shewn "the world encircling dominion of 
Popery” he saw nothing but "a Woman seat
ed on a Beast.” The head of "gold” was all 
that Nebuchadnezzar saw in his Vision, yet 
that too represented a vast dominion. 1 do not 
know what Dr. Thomas said as to " the Sea,”

R. R.S,

I:
■ j!
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BRO. GILLION’S “SUNDAY 
MORNING.”

;
On pp. 73.79 Bro. Gillon quotes a score of 

pissages, winch declare certain offenders liable 
to krima - judgment; among others Hypo
critical Scribes and Pharisees ; those wilfully 
blind to Jesus’ claims; Felix; the Immersed 
believer who partakes of the Lord’Id- s supper un
worthily; and those who would pervert the
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The Investigator
“ All things, put to the test; the good retain.” —1 Thess. v. 2 r

APRIL, 1897.Vol. XII. No. 46.

CRITICISMS AND QUESTIONS ON SOME MATTERS TREATED 
OF IN LAST ISSUE OF THE INVESTIGATOR.

The Seed of the Woman.
HE subject of the first article has always seemed to me a branch of 

Christian theology greatly tangled, from which tangle Christadelphian 
theology is not altogether free. This is recognised by the writer of 

the article in question, which is an addition to the many previous attempts of 
various brethren to make the matter intelligible, but with the usual result, 
namely, that without a number of pure assumptions, the case is hopeless. For 
instance, when God said to the serpent, “ I will put enmity between thee and 
the woman/' where is the evidence that he meant the mother of Jesus? and 
is it not an assumption to say that “her seed" refers exclusively to Christ? 
Further, if the “ seed of the woman ”—is this a Scriptural phrase?—refers liter
ally to Jesus, who is the seed of the serpent ? and is Christ to bruise the head 
of the same living creature that tempted Eve ?

The writer’s attempt to get clear of the difficulty involved in the term 
“ begotten,” when applied literally to the physical origin of Jesus of Nazareth, 
is not satisfactory. There is no presumption in saying that God’s covenant 
requires that the Christ should be “of the seed of David according to the 
flesh ” in the most literal sense. “ Of this man’s seed,” says Peter, “ God 
hath, etc.” Is not this saying in the plainest way that he was the “ seed of 
man ? ”

T

The two genealogies of Matthew and Luke most certainly converge upon 
Joseph, and therefore look like two independent attempts to show that Jesus 
of Nazareth answers to the requirement of God’s covenant with David. Here 
I must ask where do we find proof that Mary was of the family of David; and, 
when it was plainly stated that Joseph was the son of Heli, on what ground 
am I to understand it to mean that Heli was the father of Joseph’s wife? 
Are all these assumptions essential to harmony, and is Divine inspiration 
in need of this kind of assistance ? I cannot see that the apostles troubled 
themselves about this matter in their preaching and letters, unless Paul refers 
to it in 1st Tim. i. 4, and Titus iii. 9. Therefore, if the subject must be con
sidered, let it be as a non-essential, for surely assumptions are no sure ground 
for essentials.

The Adamic Transgression.
The writer of the next article—“The* Adamic Transgression”—says, “It 

seems clear that Paul presents the Adam a type of the Christ,” and then en
deavours to institute a parallel. Is it not rather that Paul presents the 
risen immortal Christ in contrast to the natural (animal) man Adam ; for have 
we not the “ quickening spirit ” v. “ the living soul ”—“ the Lord from 
heaven ” v. “ of the earth, earthy the immortal v. the mortal ? *
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Surely the writer does not mean that Christ was the “ Lord from heaven ” 
in the days of his flesh ! Paul certainly refers to Christ’s future coming from 
heaven as a “ quickening spirit ” to quicken—make alive—those found in him 
(1 Cor. xv.) Was there any literal coming “from heaven” of Jesus of 
Nazareth, and was he “Lord” before he was made “ both Lord and Christ,” 
that is, before his anointing ? I think there is always a straight road to true 
conclusions, and if a round-about way has to be pursued to arrive at the same 
conclusions, it looks as if some obstruction blocks the direct road. If 
pioneers of truth would discover and remove these blocks, some of us might 
be saved much weariness.

VI
-

Frogs Croaking.
The writer of this piece must be testing the credulity of your readers, for 

one can hardly regard him as serious when he speaks of the warships of various 
nations as the literal counterpart of the “ unclean spirits ’’like frogs; and pagan 
China and Japan as the Dragon; and Mohammedanism as the False Prophet. 
He may be nearer the mark in identifying civilized Christianity—the offspring 
or Statecraft married to Churchcraft—with the Beast. If so, I have to ask if 
this “ civilized Christianity, etc.,” received its “ power, seat, and great author
ity ” from China and Japan? (Rev. xiii. 2).

Sin in the Flesh.
Then about “Sin in the Flesh.” What a lot of unprofitable contention 

we have had, or are having, on this question; and how needless when all are 
agreed that there was an element in Christ’s nature common to all human 
nature, which, if not under control, leads to trouble or transgression—Christ’s 
being the only case in which it was under perfect control. Did he not bear 
this “ to the tree ?” It certainly did not accompany him to heaven. Now if 
this element, because of its relation to transgression is by some, and perhaps 
by Paul, termed “ sin in the flesh,” others seemed almost shocked; hence this 
“ mountain in labour.” As far as I can see, the objection is rather in the 
name than in the idea. If so, why not choose a term acceptable to all, and 
unite the fighting force against the common adversary ?

Adam before Transgression.
Just a word about Adam before his transgression. This is another ques

tion on which there has been much beating about the branches instead of 
going to the root of the matter. Why not simplify the matter by using the 
terms “corruptible” and “incorruptible,” or “mortal” and “immortal,” if 
preferred, used in the same sense they bear in Scripture, as applied to human 
beings, /.<?., a physical transformation from the mortal? The first man was of 
the earth, mortal or animal, and had he chosen the way of life, would have 
been subject to that change in due time. He certainly was corruptible flesh 
and blood, or he never could have gone to corruption, and can no more be 
said to be immortal than a true believer who may be alive and remain at 
Christ's return, when “this mortal shall put on immortality, etc.” This con
dition is in all cases preceded by probation.

The Human Spirit.
I cannot pass the question of the “ Human Spirit ” without a few remarks. 

In view of the backward tendency of this writer’s theory, it is somewhat strange 
that none but yourself should have taken this in hand; the reason being, I sup
pose, that your correspondents are so much occupied with their own particular 
questions. It certainly cannot be on account of the strength of the position
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to be met. Were I capable of putting my thoughts on paper in a passable 
way, I should certainly make an attempt to deal with this, but as it is, I must 
be content with a short criticism.

This writer seems to see in the “spirit of man” (1 Cor. ii. n) a separable, 
conscious, thinking personality, capable of retaining these attributes when 
separated from the body, and without which the body is dead. Now, I must 
ask, if I accept this view, what should be my reply on being asked if the same 
view stands good with regard to the “Spirit of God ” in the same connection ? 
If this is satisfactorily explained, what about “spirit of the world ” also men
tioned in the same passage; is this to be considered a separable, conscious, 
thinking personality, capable of retaining these attributes when separated 
from the body, and without which the world, or world’s body, is dead ?

Further, Paul speaks of being “present” in a certain place “in spirit,” 
and not “ in body.” Was this a case of being “ absent from the body ?" And 
if so, was his body dead during the absence? Again, when he says, “whether 
in the body or out of the body I cannot tell,” does not the above theory of 
spirit require us to understand that Paul did not know whether he was dead 
or alive at the time ?

Then, in regard to the “ inward man.” If it be a “ human spirit,” as 
above described, then the outward man must be the body. If so, Paul must 
teach that as the body grows feeble, the spirit—conscious, thinking man— 
grows- stronger, unless by “perish” he means death, in which case the daily 
renewing of the inward man would be an after-death process. May not our 
personal observation and experience be consulted in this matter? Just one 
more thought. The writer sees in the expression “absent from the body” 
support for his view. If such really is Paul’s meaning, he stultifies himself by 
saying that he did not desire what he was “ willing rather to be.”

It seems very evident that if uniformity of meaning with regard to the 
term “ spirit ” be desirable it must be sought on other ground than that put 
forward by this writer.

CmGolden Dog Lane, 
Norwich.

NOTES ON THE FOREGOING.
The Two Genealogies. I have always considered that we have two distinct genealogies present

ed to us in Matl.i. 1-16 and Luke iii. 23-38. the first that of Joseph, the second that of Mary. 
The latter I read as follows—with altered parenthesis—" And Jesus himself was beginning to be 
about thirty years of age being (as was supposed a son of Joseph) of Heli, of Matthal, of Levi, 
etc Jesus was “of 1-ieli” while he was a supposed son of Joseph. Heli was not the father of 
Joseph : it was one “Jacob who begat Joseph” (Matt. 1-16). It is not said that Jesus was a son 
of Heli but that he was “ of” Heli— tou Heli, just as Adam (ver 38) is not said to be son of God
but “of” God— tou theou.

The Lord from Heaven. I think there should be no difficulty in accepting the statement that 
Jesus was “the Lord from heaven.” He himself said, “ I came down from heaven.” There is 
certainly no evidence that he was “ the Lord from heaven ” prior to his baptism but if he was 
able to show Philip the Father during his ministry he could only do so as “the Lord from heaven.”

Sin in the Flesh. While there is strong common sense in the suggestion this paragraph con
tains, I cannot agree that the contention on the subject has been unprofitable. For it is more than 
a matter of nomenclature : the ideas are different and certain doctrines are based upon and de
duced from the conceit that'' sin ” is an element of the flesh, which is Bro. J. J. Andrew’s contention. 
It is not a matter of names but of things with him : hence the need of contention.

Adam before Transgression. So with the subject of Adam, before and after transgression— 
particularly after. This matter should be gone to the root of. But there can’t be any agreement 
upon terms until there is an agreement in thought. The subject needs threshing out. All the 
difficulty arises as with regard to Adam after—was there such a physical change took place, as 
some believe, necessitating the shedding of the blood of some one. I don’t personally believe there 
was, and should like to see the matter thoroughly sifted.—Editor.
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THE TABERNACLE IN THE WILDERNESS. 
Meaning of Sacrifice.

;
1

TERNAL principles of mighty moment to sentient beings we should 
expect to find somewhere in the Bible, struck with the seal of God’s 
authority : and sure enough there they are, outstanding in great gran

deur, on that shrine, the Tabernacle in the Wilderness.
Models and pictorial illustrations abound of the Tabernacle in the Wilder

ness, and even in the merest bird’s-eye glance at it, the prominent spiritual 
ideas typified by its prominent features are plain to the ages.

Here we have a vast, four-sided enclosure, longer than it is broad, and at 
one of the ends is the entrance. At the other end of this enclosure, but 
within it, is the tent or Tabernacle proper, which consists of two apartments, 
namely, The Holy Place and The Holy of Holies. This Holy of Holies is 
the inmost place from the entrance, and we may call it “ The Presence Cham
ber of the King of Kings,” for God’s special presence rests there.

Now, one of the most important questions askable is this : How shall 
man approach in an acceptable attitude into the presence of God 1 We know 
that God is an Omnipresent Spirit; that we live, move, and have our being 
in him. But, we also know that his spirit is holy, and that our spirits are 
perverse. Therefore, then, the great question is : In what attitude shall our 
spirits approach acceptably the Great Spirit so as to commune and be recon
ciled 1

E1
! '• •:
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The answer is revealed as plainly as possible by this Tabernacle in the 
wilderness. This is God's own great hieroglyphic publication to the world of 
the mode, of the manner of spirit in which man may come before him.

Come then and let us go into the presence of God. God is in the Holy 
of Holies, which is just beyond the Holy Place. These are situate, as has 
been already stated, at and within one end of a vast elongated area fenced in 
on its four sides. At the other end of this fenced-in area is the entrance. 
Let us enter by the entrance then. So now we enter. And what are we first 
of all confronted with, just at the entrance ? The great altar of sacrifice. 
Upon this the Israelites offered up the daily sacrifice. No priest dare ap
proach the Holy Place or God’s Presence without first having offered up 
sacrifice here.

What means this ? It means that we too must sacrifice : what else can it 
mean ? Of course, this is but the symbol; therefore we must sacrifice in 
spirit and in truth before God. The letter kills but the spirit gives life. 
How much sacrifice is necessary? Oh ! I remember just now the Indian of 
the west, who, being unsuccessful in the chase believed God was against him. 
He wished to please God, so he sacrificed one after another of his necessary 
goods and chattels uselessly, but was still unsuccessful. Brought to bay by 
circumstances, in despair a thought struck him. What more could he give ? 
He would give himself to God, but not uselessly. Just then on that decision 
a deer flew past, which he brought down, and fed his famishing family and 
himself. He was now successful, and when the missionary found him, he 
found him a Christian who had never heard of Christ; he found one who be
lieved that he belonged not to himself but to God ; he found one who under
stood the meaning of sacrifice. Alas ! for that other Indian of the east, who 
thought to appease God, and went and rudely chopped off his own hand, 
which a missionary was horrified to find upon an altar. This was raisunder-

1
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standing indeed. But what misunderstanding of the meaning of sacrifice 
even in Christian lands ! Christ gave himself for us : but how? Just as a 
missionary sacrifices himself in living, and dying, if need be, to enlighten and 
bless the heathen: so the Son of God sacrificed himself in a missionary- 
martyrdom to enlighten and bless the world. “ Lo, I come to do thy will, 
oh God !” Oh ! what shall properly impress this great idea, sacrifice, upon 
us ! The idea of the idea of sacrifice is ^//-sacrifice for the good of others. It 

. is a law of necessity. No benefit without labour. Nothing without sacrifice 
But oh 1 let us be reasonable and not labour to no end, not sacrifice to no 
purpose. Let us have the wise use of that which is good and not the abuse 
thereof. The great Father of all eternally labours and sacrifices on behalf of 
his creatures. There’s necessity in the case. Let us acknowledge it, and 
co-work with him. So we shall please him. And if we please him he may do 
for us his best. Have we the willing attitude then for sacrifice? Now we 
see the great principle involved in the sacrificial rite. Could any greater 
principle be found ? Wherefore must bluod be shed in the rile ? To show that 
we must self-deny ourselves, even unto death if necessary. This is the prin
ciple (much misunderstood) in all the sacrificial altars of the ages. God 
required the rite as a record of this truth ; and the willingness to sacrifice for 
him, Alas 1 how the ages have abused this ritual! But Christ came and ful
filled the meaning thereof in his martyred life to such a degree, that his 
example now is sufficient, without the sacrificial rite, if we but memorialise his 
death.

The ordnance of the Lord’s Supper memorialises in the present day the 
great truth which the daily sacrifice at the altar foreshadowed then. And so 
the symbolic representation to the world of how man is to approach God is 
still plainly before the world.

We too must come by sacrificing of ourselves. This is our first step.
But besides the great altar of sacrifice there is something else confront

ing us before we can enter into the Holy Place. It is the Laver. At this 
vast vessel of water the priest must wash hands and feet before approaching 
to the Holy Place. It is easy to see what this represents. Before our spirits 
can approach the Great Spirit acceptably, our spirits must be purely sincere. 
“ Wash you, make you clean; put away the evil of your doings from before 
mine eyes ; cease to do evil; learn to do well; seek judgment, relieve the 
oppressed, judge the fatherless, plead for the widow. Come now and let us 
reason together, saith the Lord : though your sins be as scarlet they shall be 
as white as snow; though they be red like crimson, they shall be as wool ” 
(Isaiah i. 16-18). So that besides coming to God by sacrificing of ourselves, 
we must also wash our hearts in sincerity and resolve henceforth to walk in 
newness of life. “ If thou bring thy gift to the altar,” says Christ, “ and there re- 
memberest that thy brother hath aught against thee, leave there thy gift 
before the altar, and go thy way; first be reconciled to thy brother and then 
come and offer thy gift” (Matt. v. 23-24).

As the Lord’s Supper is the continuation in a new phase of the daily 
sacrifice, so believer’s baptism is the continuation in a new phase of this 
washing at the Laver. And therefore the symbolic representation to the 
world of how man is to approach God is still plainly before the world. 
“ Arise and be baptized and wash away thy sins, calling on the name of the 
Lord (Acts xxii. 16). (Moved with the conception of this truth, I personally 
went and was immersed, 17th March, 1SS9.) But it is not the performing of

Church of God General Conference:  McDonough, GA;  https://coggc.org/



%
.
f

THE INVESTIGATOR.26 April, 1897.

t these actions in the letter that saves. It is the performing of them in spirit 
and in truth. At all times we should approach God in spirit and in truth— 
in the right attitude, casting our whole selves, if need be, upon the altar, 
and with our hearts pure and sincere. And this is the spiritual truth that 
those concrete symbols proclaim.

We can now enter into the Holy Place, for the Altar and the Laver are the 
only things that confront us in the open area or court.

We enter the Holy Place and find it furnished with just three things. 
First, at our right hand is the Table of Showbread, which shows us our de- 
pendance upon God for the very bread which sustains us in being. But man 
shall not live by bread alone, but by every word that proceedeth out of the 
mouth of God. 
stick which giveth light, 
guide. We have his Spirit to guide; we have the Bible ; and we have Christ, 
The Light of the World. At this stage do we not feel our hearts burning 
within us with a desire to offer up the incense of our praise and prayer to 
God ? Well, just in front of us there is the Altar of Incense, the third and 
last thing with which this Holy Place is furnished. This Altar of Incense 
stands before the veil which separates the Holy Place from the Holy of 
Holies. Here we stand. And in the right attitude, the veil is rent, and lo ! 
we stand in the presence of God 1 Just at the Mercy Seat which is upon the 
Ark of the Covenant in which are contained The Ten Commandments !

How awful is this place ! Here now we stand before God. And God is 
reconciled. We stand before the Ark of the Covenant alone with God. 
There in the Ark is the great business transaction betwixt us and Plim, or 
betwixt Him and us—The Covenant—The Ten Commandments. God him
self, directly with his own finger printed those Commands on tables of stone, 
and here they are. Here is our Covenant with Hirn. We broke this Coven
ant, The Ten Commandments. But now our hearts are properly subdued ; 
now we rep$ht; now we are willing and obedient; now we love and are forgiv
able to others : and God forgives us now.

But still there in the Ark is the Covenant, the great business transaction 
betwixt God and us or betwixt us and God. The Ten Commandments are 
the Covenant still. And if the mighty importance of those Ten Command
ments were shown when God himself directly wrote them on tablets of stone 
(the only writing He himself ever directly wrote us) and published them with 
thunders from Mount Sinai, how much more now is their mighty importance 
seen, when we behold them secured as the main concern in the very centre of 
this shrine of the glory of God before the eyes of the ages, and illumined with 
the blood of Christ. Oh ! for the sake of God, whom we love and trust, and 
for the sake of our brothers and sisters in the universe, let us be anxious, ex
ceedingly anxious to keep The Ten Commandments.
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Therefore, second, at our left hand is the Golden Candle- 
So we see our dependance upon God for light to
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Criticisms.—There are several things “in the foregoing which would naturally 
have excluded it from the pages of the Investigator, but as 1 thought well of the 
article otherwise, and had given the author of it the option of suppressing certain 
portions or of leaving the article as it was for criticism, he chose the latter alter-
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native, being, of course, unable to alter his judgment of things on demand. He 
preferred to hear what could be said against the ideas, so that he might, if necccs- 
sary, reconsider them. Mr. Brown is the author of Eternal News, a book which 
has been very variously noticed in Christadelphian magazines. He is one who has 
been thinking for himself, and has accordingly moved away from orthodoxy, ac
knowledging, at the same time, the aid he has received from Christadelphian 
thought. Adverse criticism he docs not deprecate but rather invites, recognising, 
as every lover of “Truth as in Jesus” does, that he has much to unlearn as well as 
to learn. He therefore welcomes criticism, to which I accordingly proceed.

The idea, in the 7th paragraph, of a “ Christian who had never heard of Christ ” 
must not be too literally construed, since “ a Christian who had never heard of 
Christ,” and therefore “ never learned of him,” could not really be a Christian un
less in the sense—and this I presume is the sense of the writer—that his self- 
sacrifice was like Christ’s, who gave himself to God. If we realize the truth that 
there are Christadelphians who are not Christians, we will perhaps the more readily 
appreciate the above remark regarding the Indian of the west. A man may be a 
Christian without being a recognised Christadelphian. without indeed ever having 
heard of the name. Still that Indian was not a Christian of the apostolic sort.

The expression in the 14th par., “ God is reconciled,” may also be taken ex
ception to by some, as I did myself at first—for our traditions lead us to regard 
ourselves as the reconciled ones and God as the unchanging one, who needs no 
reconciliation. On second thoughts, however, it seems to me that all that is meant 
by the writer, or that is fairly implied in the expression, is involved in the other 
statement which follows shortly thereafter, viz., “ God now forgives us.” For if he 
forgives us he must be reconciled, since reconciliation is fairly implied in forgive
ness—his face is no longer hid from us : we are introduced into his favour.

I take stronger exception to the statement that we broke our covenant with Him 
—the Ten Commandments, for if we, as ignorant Gentiles, never had these Com
mandments imposed upon us, much less ever entered into a covenant to keep 
them, then we cannot be said to have broken any covenant with Him.

Further, it does not appear that these Ten Commannments have ever been im
posed upon the saints. The substance of all of them, except the seventh, which 
refers to the Sabbath, has been re-enacted—not formally, perhaps, but in spirit— 
in the teaching of Jesus and his apostles. And Paul explicitly says that the whole 
law (of the Ten commandments) is fulfilled in one word, in this ; “Thou shalt love 
thy neighbour as thyself.” If there is anything in the seventh commandment refer
ring to a day of rest and of consideration of others, that then will also be embraced 
in our duties and privileges in the truth as in Jesus. But all this while not forget
ting that in Christ Jesus principle supplants law, and we must resist any entangle
ment with any “yoke of bondage” or worship of the letter.

This brings me to my last and strongest objection to the article, viz., its want 
of consistency in not carrying to its legitimate conclusion the principle of transla
ting the imagery of the Tabernacle and its contents into New Covenant Truths. 
An exception is made in the case of the Ten Commandments : these symbolise 
nothing higher : they are, in the estimation of the writer, “ the heavenly things 
themselves.” But may they not also be held to be significant of something else, 
viz., of those principles of action “in Christ” which are as superior to law, or 
formal enactments, as Christ is to Moses.

It is a consideration of this which makes the concluding remarks of the article 
assume the character of a sort of anti-climax, which, for the writer's credit I should 
have preferred to have drawn the editorial pen through.

EDITOR.

more to the success of the magazine, a success 
which I gather from the editor’s remarks, had 
become fairly assured in the hands of its late 
editor, Bro. Elwick, who is relieved from the 
work because of continued ill health.

“Glad Tidings.”—This penny periodical 
is now edited by Bro. Wm. Grant of Edin
burgh, and a copy of the April issue is just to 
hand in time for notice here. The new editor 
brings to bear on the work an ability combined 
with hwilthy energy which should conduce still
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ON THE NATURE OF JESUS MADE CHRIST.

N the January Investigator an article appeared under the above heading, 
by Chas. S. Allen, Kansas City, U.S.A., on which he invites, and I 
think, deserves, criticism. A pleasing feature of Bio. Allen’s exegesis 

is that he does not resort to the reprehensible practice, followed by some, of 
cutting out sections of the Word that do not agree with his theory ; but it 
seems to me there are portions he has overlooked—at any rate, they have 
been somehow omitted.

Substantially, Bro. Allen states his case on p. 2, as follows :—“ If we are 
not covered up with notions of our own or with notions and traditions of 
others, it would seem to me that we should see that Jesus the Christ, or the 
“ seed of the woman,” as born of Mary, was only son of God, because Mary 
came through Adam. And in fact this is the true state of the case.”

Contrast with this statement of opinion, the following from p. 4, “ Jesus 
was the Son of Man by being born of Mary. In fact none are sons of God by

I

flesh-birth. And when Jesus the Christ comes again, he is coming as the ‘ seed 
of the woman’; to bruise the serpent’s head (sin); as the son of man or son 
of David, to sit on the throne of David : not as the son of God in fact.”

If “Jesus the Christ as born of Mary was only son of God because Mary 
came through Adam” and if “ none are sons of God by flesh-birth,” it follows 
that if he was son of God at all, it must have been by some other means than 
natural birth.

The other means is stated on p. 3—“The inner man, or mind, of Jesus 
was acted upon by God’s word, and Jesus was born (begotten) again at bap
tism, and here is where he became son of God . . . Here is where he
became the Christ, also where he became the second Adam, or ‘ the first
born of every creature.’”

This seems in glaring conflict with the following from p. 4 :—“Jesus al
ways had the seed of God, the word, in him, in his mind, ready to help him 
to overcome all temptations. And he did overcome. And this he did him
self, God did not do it for him, unless he was a part of God ; which he was 
not, unless everything is a part of God. Yes, Christ not only came in the 
flesh, but was flesh; but after baptism did not have the fleshly mind, or rather 
overcame it as it arose.”

If Jesus was “ begotten of the word at baptism,” that must have been the 
beginning of his connection with the Word, inasmuch as bcgettal signifies a be
ginning ; how, then, can it be said by Bro. Allen that “ he had always the seed 
of God, the. Word, in him ?” And how about the thirty years of his life prior 
to baptism ? If only begotten at baptism he either must have been a natural 
sinner during that period, or he must have been introduced to the world sin
less, by being born son of God, His character during.those thirty years mani
fests his superiority to the rest of mankind ; if you deny his miraculous con
ception. how do you account for this, seeing that the Holy Spirit was not 
given till baptism? The testimony is that “he did not sin” (at any time). 
He never was begotten, i.e.y converted, because no such thing was necces- 
sary, or, indeed, possible. Regeneration is a mental-moral affair. It cannot 
take place except where mental deformity exists, but such could not be 
charged to Jesus, therefore He could not be regenerated—begotten again. He 
always did the will of his Father.

Bro. Allen denies this; he says, p. 2 :—“ As he came through Adam was
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he not counted a sinner, just as all the rest of us ? Yes, he was made like 
his brethren. He was made out of the same kind of flesh, not part of flesh 
and part of something else.”

It is not necessary to conclude that Jesus was made a sinner, because he 
was made of flesh like unto his brethren. Adam was made of flesh, yet he 
was not a sinner to start with ; he became a sinner by his own act in trans
gressing the law of Eden. Correspondingly, Jesus, the “Last Adam,” was 
not a sinner when he was born under the law of Moses. “ He was made of 
a woman, made under the law, to redeem them that were under the law ” 
(Gal. iv. 4). Had he transgressed it would have been impossible for him 
to become the Redeemer. The reward of perfect obedience to the law was 
“Eternal Life” (Matt. xix. 16); and this Jesus earned, so that it was un
necessary for him to die at all except as our Redeemer, in obedience to his 
Father’s will (Jno. x. 18). Both laws—the law of Eden and the law of Moses 
— were based on the same principle—“works”—“Do this and live—doit 
not and die.” The whole human family, except Jesus, violated the law, ie., 
they are all sinners. He kept it perfectly, then took it out of the way and 
introduced a new order of things—“ Grace and truth came by Jesus Christ." 
“ By the deeds of the law shall no flesh be justified in His sight, for by the 
law is the knowledge of sin.” “ All have sinned and come short of the glory 
God.” Jesus is exempted from this “ all.” Ordinarily-begotten “ mortals ” 
were unable to keep the law. Why? Because they had inherited a nature 
weakened by the excesses of 4000 years. Had Jesus been begotten by 
Joseph, he would have been brought forth in a physical condition similar to 
his parents. He could not have been much, if any, superior to them ; how 
then could he have kept the law perfectly ? Besides, the keeping of the law 
perfectly from infancy, indicates unbroken spiritual-mindedness; therefore 
regeneration or spiritual-begettal, during his life-time, was a moral impossi
bility, and the theory favouring'it is a fallacy. He was anointed with Holy 
Spirit at His baptism, but that is no evidence of regeneration.

Nor is it true that “ He became the Second Adam at baptism.” Were 
we to admit that he was such as Bro. Allen affirms, we should have the “ Last 
Adam ’’ immensely inferior, at the commencement of his life, to the first Adam 
at the same point—an admission which would destroy the fitness of things 
entirely. The passage (Heb. ii. 17) “ Made like unto his brethren,” is mis
understood and misapprehended. If “ brethren ” mean mankind in general, 
or if it be confined to the children of Israel, or, closer still, to believers, there 
would be found among them such an infinite variety as to defy imitation. It 
cannot be that he was to be exactly like every one of these physically, men
tally and morally diversified creatures; but if it simply mean that lie was 
made human, and therefore capable of feeling “ every pang that rends the 
heart ”—and that is what it does mean : he took not on him the (immortal) 
nature of angels, but the seed (mortal nature) of Abraham—then the argu
ment of Bro. Allen fails utterly.

The phraseology he uses in the portions dealing with the “ seed of God ” 
is so indelicate that a reverential examination of the subject is rendered im
possible. This is very regrettable, as all God-fearing, duly-sensitive persons 
are debarred from taking part in it. The subject, however, is well worthy of 
a place in the Investigator, and if the Editor, who, strangely enough, in his 
“ editorial note,” has as good as endorsed the article, will undertake to pre
sent it in discussable form, he will not fail to receive due attention.
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While doing so, it would, doubtless, be interesting to many, were he to 
prove his affirmation that “To hold that God was the father of Jesus, out of 
Mary, in a different sense from which he was the father of Isaac, although 
Isaac had Abraham for his father—logically leads one to the “ Free-Life 
Theory.” For my own part I see no connection between the ideas.

Toronto, Canada.

ii

! «• Note.—There are positions taken up and things asserted in Bro. Allen’s article 
which I did not homologate, but I did not, therefore, feel called upon to animad
vert upon them, indeed, had I been so disposed the space at my command would 
have prevented me. Were I to enter my objections to any article wherever and 
whenever I had such, I fear my hands would be a great deal fuller than they are. 
I reckon something on the intelligence of the readers and do not feel called upon 
to object to everything they or I might take exception to. Sometimes I may sug
gest an objection by a Query. For instance, in objecting to some of the things 
Bro. Weir says, I might ask—

1. Where is “eternal life’’ever spoken of as a reward? Can it be both a 
“free gift ” (Rom. vi. 23) and a “reward ?”

2. Where, in Bro. Weir’s estimation, does Bro. Allen teach in his article that 
Joseph was the father of Jesus ? I have not understood him to do so; neither 
have I done so. He had no “father” until the relationship of “Father” and 
“Son” was established on a spiritual basis.

3. Are the educative influences which God brought to bear on the Jewish na
tion to count for nothing in “counteracting the excesses of 4000 years ?” And are 
the educative influences specially brought to bear on Jesus not to count for any
thing in bringing about the results which obtained in his case? If these did 
nothing, what made the man Christ Jesus “ holy, harmless, and undefiled ?” I do 
not ask what “ kept ” him so, but what “ made ” him so ?

4 Was he born of Mary “ holy, harmless, and undefiled,” or did he become so ? 
and if he became so, did he not need to be “begotten ” of the Divine seed—the 
word of the kingdom ? and so become a subject of regeneration ?

5. Does Scriptural repentance imply previous sin on the part of the subject 
of it?
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6. Does not the assertion that Jesus “took not on him the nature of angels ” 
imply that he existed previously (“ pre-existed ”) and exercised a choice in the 
matter ? It seems to me to be fairly and fully implied by such a statement, 
is it ever said that he took on him “ the nature of angels ?” Is it not too much to 
expect brethren to accept such an idea on the strength of some italics which the 
Translators have gratuitously added to the text ? What sort of idea does the 
phrase “the nature of message-bearers” convey to Bro. Weir? Is not “office,” 
or “ work” a more fitting term to supply ?

7. Does the expression, “ seed of Abraham,” of necessity take a physiological 
direction ? Is it not rather a spiritual conception, as indicating a higher relation
ship than that of the message-bearers {angelloi) in God’s arrangement of the ages?

8. Can any exception be taken on grammatical or other grounds to the follow
ing translation—“For nowhere is-he-laying-hold-for-himself of-things-of-message- 
bearers, but he-is-laying-hold-for-himself of-things-of-seed of Abraham ?

9. In answer to Bro. Weir’s invitation to “prove” that “to hold that God was 
the father of Jesus . . . logically leads to the ‘ Free-Life Theory,’” I have to say 
that I think I should have qualified the statement by adding after “Theory,” the 
words “or to utter confusion of thought.” It seems to me to be either the one 
or the other. For if “as the Father hath life in himself so hath he given to the 
Son to have life in himself ” (when he became a son, which Bro. Weir applies to 
Jesus’ birth of Mary)—// this was a birth-right, Jesus must, as a physical being,

But:
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have been differently related to life and death from all other sharers in flesh 
and blood. This is the essence of the “ Free-Life Theory,” which many brethren 
are logical enough, though mistaken, in holding still—perhaps not more so, how
ever, than are those who hold him condemned in Adam on account of his connec
tion with his mother, Mary.

As I have received a number of contributions on the subject of Bro. Allen’s 
paper, I shall say nothing further on the subject at present. Some of the articles 
appear in this issue*: others will follow. EDITOR.

ON THE NATURE OF JESUS AND OF THE CHRIST.

BRO. Allen’s article in last issue of the Investigator on “ The Nature of 
Jesus who was made the Christ,” seems to be very wide of the mark; 
nor is that which is taught proved from Scripture. It contains some 

things which contradict each other, so, really, Bro. Nisbet, I wonder how you . 
could give such an Editoral Note as to say “ the reading of it would give 
satisfaction to not a few.” I should think the very reverse. The subject is 
very complicated as it stands amongst the brethren, and said article does not 
help it in any way.

The principal part of his teaching seems to be that Jesus had no father 
at all; but what particular good that does, he fails to show, as he shows from 
Heb. ii. 17 that he was made in all respects the same as his brethren. I 
should think if there was to be a difference at all, it would be in what was 
brought forth and not in how it was produced. No one thinks of making a 
difference between Adam and other men simply because they were not brought 
into being in the same way: more especially take Eve’s case. Bro. Allen 
labours to show that Jesus was “the seed of the woman,”-because born of 
Mary; and near the end of the article says, he was the son of man because 
he was born of Mary. Then Mary was both man and woman. Rather a 
curious position to bring oneself into. But rather than criticise the whole 
article, I should prefer to give a few suggestions as an indication of how 
the subject could be looked at. There has been much writing these few 
years back on the nature of Jesus, and our relation thereto, and I am afraid 
there will need to be much more before the brethren fully understand the 
matter. The phrases, “seed of the woman,” and “ son of man,” as far as I 
can make out in the whole book, are not used with regard to the flesh princi
ple at all, but with reference to the higher or spiritual principle; and we have 
Christ using both the expressions “ father ” and “ mother ” in this way. The 
term “ mother ” we have a good example of in Matt. xii. 47-50 : “ Then one 
said unto him, * Behold thy mother and brethren stand without desiring to 
speak to thee.” But he answered and said unto him that told him, ‘ Who is 
my mother and who are my brethren 1’ And he stretched forth his hands 
towards his disciples, and said, ‘ Behold my mother and my brethren. For 
whosoever shall do the will of my father which is in heaven, the same is my 
brother, my sister, and mother.’ ” Now here is the parentage of which the 
teaching of the New Testament speaks, having nothing whatever to do with 
the flesh principle : what comes in otherwise is only incidental. The whole 
difficulty with the subject arises from not looking at the two principles separately, 
but mixing them up and applying to the one what should apply to the other. 
Why all the writing about how the flesh came? We have that in the first 
chapters of Genesis, with the account of the creation of Adam. And as.
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1* Jesus, as far as the flesh was concerned, was in the line of mankind from 

Adam, and as that flesh principle was condemned in Adam and no exception 
given whereby it could ever raise itself above its own level, it follows that 
jesus* flesh was included; and “flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom 
of God.”

• But before we go on to—What then can inherit the kingdom ? we might 
look a little at what the Adam principle in Jesus did, and what became of it. 
I will not give many quotations in this, reserving these for another time when 
the ideas are called in question—as they must be if the brethren are at 
all grounded in what is at present held. Well, as I have stated, the flesh prin
ciple in Jesus was condemned to go out of existence, as in Adam and all his 
posterity; and as it could never be cleansed, neither by keeping the law, nor 
any other means, then that principle in Jesus had to die. Not, however, 
for any actual transgressions, but for his connection with Adam. Well, we 
see that this flesh was born under the Mosaic Law, and therefore came under 
all its blessings and punishments. Now very much has been said with regard 
to Jesus’ connection with this law. Now he kept this law, and therefore kept 
that Adam principle clean, spotless, perfect, for which he could have got the 
law’s reward—long life in the land ; but he, in obedience to another com
mand, gave that up and became a sacrifice. Now see what a sacrifice had to 
be to be accepted of God (Lev. xxii. 21). It had to be spotless and perfect, 
the very best. Now was Jesus not this in his flesh, as his keeping of the law 
proved ? And we see that God accepted that sacrifice, so there is the end of 
the Adamic principle in Jesus—the best that ever lived and the only clean 
offering that ever was sacrificed unto God as a means whereby some other 
principle might live. Here we might take Paul’s words, as given in 2 Cor. 
v. 16-19, “ Now know we no man after the flesh, yea though we have known 
Christ after the flesh, yet now henceforth know we him no more.” So that 
if we want any further knowledge of Christ, we must know him from another 
source or principle. The Scripture terms this variously, “ the new creation,” 
“new man,” or the “spiritual” man. Now let us look for a short time at 
this new or spiritual principle in Christ. Christ being the first of the new 
creation, he was created, not born ; and that creation took place at conception. 
Take the narrative as given by Luke. The angel’s conversation with Mary 
had regard to “ that holy thing,” not to the flesh at all—what Mary understood 
by it is quite another thing: then, as now, there was a great tendency to take 
the natural where the spiritual is intended. We have not much of his life 
until his baptism of John in Jordan, but the one little glance we get of him 
goes far to show what we should understand by the angel’s words and Mary’s 
understanding of them (see Luke ii. 48, 49). It is the occasion when after 
the feast of the passover his parents missed him on their way back to Nazar
eth, and returning to Jerusalem they find him in the midst of the doctors, 
astonishing all by his understanding and answers.” Mary says (ver. 48), 
“ Behold thy father and I in anguish were seeking thee. And he said unto 
them, Why were ye seeking me ? Know ye not that in the courts of my 
Father I must needs be,” Rotherham in a note on this verse gives the an
swer thus: It should have occurred to you at once that you would find me here. 
Where my Father’s affairs are carried on there you are sure to find me. In 
this passage we have both the parentage of the flesh and the parentage of the 
spiritual, and the stress Christ lays on the one compared with the other. We 
also note the slowness of Mary to perceive the higher relationship, and I am
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afraid that is where the trouble comes in to-day. Now we next have him at 
the Jordan, being baptized of John ; and more, we have him declared to be 
“ the Son of God, in whom God was well pleased.” This was the new-man 
principle, not the flesh principle. We said that the first chapters of Genesis 
give the account of the creation of the flesh, and they also give the account of 
the putting to the proof of that principle, of its failure and of its condemna
tion. We have seen the account of the creation of the new, not as a reward 
for anything done, but as an act of creation. So, like the first, or Adamic 
principle, it is now to be put to the test, being led by the spirit into the 
wilderness, or, as it might be put, the one principle against the other: and 
thus it was with him all through his three-and-a-half years’ probation. Now 
what were the chief features, as given in the life of Christ, during those years ? 
Were they not faith and obedience? Now these are not of the flesh. As we 
have seen, the flesh principle obeyed the law and kept itself clean, but the 
new obeyed a higher law, just as it pertained to the higher life.

We might look, before closing, at how his faith was tried. We have that 
shown in the various ways in the wilderness. He had learned what God's 
promises were with regard to both principles. Take the case of his being 
shown the kingdoms of the earth from the top of the mountain. It was said 
that he was heir of David’s throne, and hence heir of these. But then there 
must have been hundreds of male descendants of the house of David as well 
as he, so that it could not be on that account only that he was to inherit; it 
could only be to him who would combine in himself the two principles— 
descendant of David according to flesh, and perfect obedience to God accord
ing to spirit; so that in this he put the flesh claim aside meantime; and the 
same with the others. Passing on until we come to the closing scene of his 
Adamic life, we see how his faith was put to the test. He had during his 
ministry done many wonderful works, all in the name of God, and amongst 
these had raised dead ones to life, and in this made it understood that the 
power was not his own, but God’s. But as James says, “ faith without works 
is dead,” so that to put Christ’s faith to the test, he was required to show it 
by works. As an illustration of failure when put to the test, take the case of 
Moses striking the rock to bring water to Israel, as given in Num. xx. Now 
Moses ascribed not the power to God, but claimed it for himself, for 
which we see the punishment that was brought upon him. As we have said, 
Christ had brought dead ones to life. He was the medium through which 
God acted ; and in every case he ascribed the power to God. But now comes 
the time when he is required to sacrifice his human life on the faith that God 
would restore him again in the spiritual: but his faith wavered not, and so 
he was rewarded in being raised wholly spiritual, and now free from the prin
ciple of the Adamic.

So that we see the two principles all through, and the great mistake that 
is made is talking of Christ’s nature as meaning only one thing. The flesh 
was as perfect as could be under the circumstances, but could never be freed 
from the curse; but by being pure and spotless was therefore fit for that sacri
fice, and acceptable unto God. Thus the spiritual, after being put to the 
test of faith and obedience, was found worthy. Not the one rewarded for 
what the other did, but the one was sacrificed for the other. He laid down 
his natural life that he might have the spiritual, and having it, to have it more 
abundantly. And the few of Adam’s race who have the good fortune to have 
heard the glad sound of the gospel, and to render obedience to the calls of
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:
; putting o(T the old man and putting on the new, have been born of that 

principle, the works of which are given in Galatians v. Against such there is 
no law, or as 1 John iii. 9 reads, ‘‘Whosoever is born of God cannot sin,0 
having been made a child of the new creation, the Federal Head of which 
has gained the reward of age-abiding life. Then, brethren, let us see that we 
do only those things which pertain to the spirit—“ love, joy, peace, long- 
suffering, gentleness, goodness, faith, meekness, and temperance”; and in as 
far as what we have of flesh, let us follow Paul’s instructions in Rom. xii. 1, 
“ That ye present your bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto God, 
which is your reasonable service.” Let us see to it that we never sacrifice 
the wrong principle, but always the things of this life, for the sake of the life 
of the age.

I hope that some one will take up the matter and show wherein I may 
be wrong. I shall be glad to give more at another time, or to answer any 
objections that any brother may have to the ideas put forth.

' »
:i! i;
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Cassillis Road, Maybole, Scotland.

THE SPIRIT IN MAN.

HIS subject is to me as the magnet to steel. On that account its ap
pearance in the “Investigator” of Oct. last was most welcome, 
as foreshadowing a critical examination which would clear away some, 

at least, of the mystery and misunderstanding hitherto surrounding it. But 
the arrival of the January No. brought a corresponding disappointment, 
through what seemed a decision on the part of Bro. Diboll to drop the 
enquiry which he had so nicely started.

As the Editor has kindly offered space to ventilate the question, and as 
no one has yet availed himself of the offer, I venture a few observations which 
may contribute to that end. It may not be inappropriate to remark that a 
decided obstacle to the satisfactory examination of doctrinal subjects lies in 
the fact that all men are prejudiced to a greater or less extent by their associa
tions, and to such extent handicapped and unfitted to give an unbiassed de
cision. It therefore behooves us to “examine ourselves ” and endeavour, as 
far as possible, to “ lay aside every weight ” or impediment, holding our minds 
in a receptive attitude, resolved to follow truth wherever it may lead and 
whatever it may entail.

I have already gently indicated my pleasure with the part Bro. Diboll has 
played, and I now do the same towards Bro. Nisbet. This of course, does 
not commit me to a full acceptance of either’s position. The former is an 
indefatigable suggestor of ideas somewhat contrary to accepted “ Christadelph- 
ian Orthodoxy,” the latter, on account of his keen and critical acumen, can 
always be relied upon to “object”: each is useful in his own way.

It appears to me that a decision cannot be come to, regarding the passages 
cited by Bro. Diboll, without first deciding as to whether man, in the natural 
state, has a spirit, is composed of body and spirit% or, as many believe and

I j

■ -j I
;

i

i.

<
I:! -

.

t
;1
.
i
G

Church of God General Conference:  McDonough, GA;  https://coggc.org/



April, 1897. THE INVESTIGATOR. 35

teach, is simply body vitalised by “the breath of life.” If spirit be a part of 
the constitution of man, what arc its functions ? If it be not a part thereof, 
an explanation ought to be forthcoming of some passages which seem to in
dicate that it is. E.g., “ There is a spirit in man and the breath of the Almighty 
giveth them understanding " (Job xxxii. 8, R.V.) “Thus saith the Lord which 
stretcheth forth the heavens and layeth the foundations of the earth, and form- 
eth the spirit of man within him ” (Zech. xii. 1). “ The God of the spirits of
all flesh” (Num. xvi. 22), “who knoweth the spirit of man whether it goeth 
upward ” (Ec. iii. 21). “ The spirit shall return to God who gave it ” (Ec. xii. 
7). “ The body apart from the spirit is dead ” (Jas. ii. 26).

I take the ground (1) that man is a dual being—a union of body and spirit 
(2) That all human thought is a product of this union. (3) That death re
sults from separation of body and spirit, i.e. a dissolution of the ma?i. (4) The 
body (dust) returns to the earth as it was, and the spirit to God who gave it; 
and thus man goes to Sheol or Hades at death. (5) That both body and 
spirit have been “formed” (Gen. ii. 7; Zee. xii. 1), but the spirit resists dis
integration after death, being of a more enduring nature than the body. (6) 
It is thus the basis of resurrection ; having performed the part of a phonograph
like register during man’s lifetime, his memory or record is contained in it, 
and, “ in the resurrection,” it will simply have to be radothed with, “every 
seed its own body.” (7) It is also that part of man which is susceptible of 
spiritual reform or elevation, as well as degeneration. (8) Regeneration has 
to do with man’s spirit only, which becomes elevated and purified as well as 
enlightened by the Word. (9) It was therefore a very important trust that 
Stephen committed to the Lord when dying—“Lord Jesus receive my spirit,” 
—not a dying rhapsody this !

This view it seems to me, can alone account for the extensive employment 
of the term “ spirit ” in the Scriptures. It is perfectly easy to substitute an 
eqivalent form of expression for that term, in many places, but that does not 
by any means warrant its abandonment. It is much more consistent to re
gard its varied applications as so many modifications of the central and primal 
idea, and to attribute every intellectual and moral manifestation to the 
existence of a “ spirit in man."

What is generally called “life,” I believe to be but a manifestation of the 
union of spirit with organic matter, hence Paul's “ trinity ” “ Spirit, soul and 
body,” (1 Thes. v. 23). “Soul” literally means “life,” and is called into exist
ence by the union of “ spirit and body,” and blotted out of existence by their 
separation. All uses of “ soul ” besides the literal, are simply synecdochical 
uses, and must be treated as such, if we would avoid confusion. So it is with 
“spirit,”—it has its literal, as well as its synecdochical, uses in Scripture, and 
they must be recognised.

After several careful readings of Bro. Diboll's passages and questions, in 
the Oct. No., the impression I get is that he favours the belief that “man’s 
spirit is capable of ‘willing,’ ‘rejoicing,’ ‘serving God,' ‘ knowing,"’ etc., apart 
from the body. I admit that in Question 14 he seems to indicate the opposite 
of this, but still, such is the impression I get. Now if he does entertain that 
belief, he ought to put it forward clearly, accompanied by his evidences. On 
no account can I admit that the Scriptures of either the Old or New Testament 
teach the cotiscious survival of man in death; such belief can only be held at 
the expense of the doctrine of resurrection.

On the other hand, while there is much that is valuable in Bro. Nisbet’s
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answers, yet they are, as he himself says, “ As categorical as the questions,”
and, “ No doubt...... could be improved by amplification and proof.” It seems
to me that, in justice to himself and his readers, Bro. Nisbet should “amplify ’ 
and prove, without delay, and so prevent an unsatisfactory feeling from settling 
in the brethren’s minds. As the matter stands at present, his answers will not 
be acceptable to any class, orthodox or heterodox.

I should prefer being an observer, provided a fair and thorough examination 
were carried on, but as no one else has taken the case in hand, we three may 
prosecute a triangular canvass of it, not entirely barren of good results.

Toronto, Canada.

Note.—I shall be pleased to take part in a three-cornered discussion of the above subject- 
assuming that Bro. Diboll is also willing. I should suggest that Bro. Diboll open the debate with 
an affirmative article setting forth what he conceives is the teaching of Scripture on the subject. 
This contribution he could" transmit to Bro. Weir, who could add his contribution on the subject 
and forward to me, when I shall add my quota of "amplification and proof” with any " objec
tions ” I might have to either, publishing the whole in one issue of the Investigator. I might set 
aside 12 pages in each number for such a purpose.—Editor.
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Thelnvestigator. MISCELLANEA.;; I
That Belief on any given subject 
is the likeliest which disposes of 

Likeliest the greatest number of difficulties 
Belief- with the least amount of strain ;

or.asa scientist might put it,'' That 
hypothesis which brings into harmony the 
greatest number of asceitained facts is the most 
likely to be true.” It is possible to arrive at the 
likeliest belief on any given subject without it 
being implied that such belief is wholly free 
from difficulty, or that demonstration can be 
afforded of its absolute truth. The term '• like
liest,” indeed, itself implies an absence of dog
matic assertion, and only says that such belief 
regarding any particular subject is encompassed 
by far less serious drawbacks and by far fewer 
difficulties than is that which finds more or less 
acceptance by the general run of readers of the 
Scriptures at the present day.

It may be said, that is not very high ground 
to take. It is not, doubtless, the highest 
ground which may be legitimately taken, but it 
is sufficient for the purpose--and, indeed, to 
succeed in this is to effect a very great deal in
deed, for does it not gain an ear to the gently 
beguiling whisper of Truth, and prepares the 
ear to listen to the trumpet tones of that Author
itative Testimony with which the Scriptures arc 
so weighted. There is something, therefore, to 
be said in favour of holding the Likeliest Belief. 
—T.N.

The"Whatsoever things arc true.”—Paul.

Editorial Department: Thomas Nisbkt, G2 Saint 
Vincent Street, Glasgow.

Secretary and Treasurer: P. B. M'Glasiiax, 31G 
Crown Street, Glasgow.

Despatch Department: Wm. Pkttiorkw, 71 Alex
andra Parade, Glasgow.

APRIL, 1897.
••

WELL-KNOWN English brother 
gives me a hint that I have "lost 
subscribers on .account of my publica
tion of Bro. R. k. S.’s letter on Sub

stitution.” He further suggests that 1 should 
" ask them rather to answer his arguments 
than give up reading ”—with which I cordially 
agree. I try not to make the Investigator a 
one-sided magazine, and I cannot but reckon 
on displeasing some on that account. I never 
hope to please all. It would be a useless 
task to attempt it. But neither is it easy to 
steer a straight course among the reefs and 
currents, fogs and false lights which encompass 
one, but as long as I am on the bridge there is 
no help for it but to have the ship handled after 
my own judgment. This much an editor must 
do without fear or favour. I am, however, not 
above taking suggestions, as, of course, I quite 
admit that the 'investigator is susceptible of 
improvement if I only knew how. T he ship 
may occasionally graze the rocks and feel the 
swish and swirl of the eddies, may seem even 
lost in the fog or lured off the course by a false 
light, but all is well—"we can do nothing 
against the truth,” but we may do something 
for it: and "if God be for us who can be 
against us ?”

A
:

;

I
:: . When one gets the length of ac

cepting the Scripture Testimony, 
True he of course gets beyond the Like- 

Belief, ties/ Belief: lie finds demonstra
tion afforded him of the True 

Belief. For the Bible is, or at least contains, a 
revelation from God. Revelation, not Inven
tion, characterises the book—albeit some have 
said the priests invented it. But a study of the 
Book itself reveals the fact that God has spoken 
after a fashion transcending man’s knowledge
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or reach. And although the priests have never 
understood it (and therefore never could have 
invented it) God’s purpose nevertheless was 
that it should be understood, and, indeed, it 
will be, to the extent of his needs, by any one 
who will go the right way about it.

As in everything else, there is a right and a 
wrong way ; nay, a right spirit is a necessary 
element towards success—the spirit of the truth 
which alone leads into all truth, 
need to pray that " a right spirit ” may be '* re
newed within us.” For the Bible is a revela
tion only to the one with a " right spirit.” To 
all others it practically does not exist, and 
might as well never have existed. The good and 
honest heart is a sine qua non: the “good 
soil ” must be there before the seed can take 
root so as to “bring forth an 100, 60, or 30 
fold.” There arc those who have ears to hear, 
and there are those who have none —the fit and 
the non-fit—a good natural basis seems a ncc- 
cessary pre requisite for bringing forth fruit unto 
eternal life : and there are those who never can 
become followers of God, who are not many re
moves, if any, from the swine of Jesus’ words, 
before whom he said pearls should not be 
thrown, and who are readily distinguished 
from those who, with intellectual gladness and 
singleness of heart, receive the truth in the love 
of it that they may be saved —T.N.

THE ATONEMENT AS TAUGHT 
BY BRO. STAIN FORTH, V. 

THE SCRIPTURES.

I N the January issue of the Investigator 
readers are favoured with Bro. Stain-
forth’s opinion of Substitutionary Atone-We have all

ment, than which, he says, he “cannot see any 
other conceivable legal method, and therefore 
has thankfully adopted it as the only declared 
one.” It is also worthy of note that in sup
porting his contention he drags Bro. Smith to 
his assistance as “ an honest man recognising 
substitution.” This is rather amusing, as that 
brother most strenuously repudiates the doc
trine, although, by anything he has yet written 
on the subject, he has as certainly failed to 
make it even dimly clear that he does not both 
believe and teach it. For instance, in the 
Investigator, vol. 2, p. 46, he seems clearly to 
indicate that the Levitical law, which curiously 
enough he elsewhere terms a “ blessing,” was 
neither more nor less than a huge deception, as 
no sin was ever really forgiven till God’s 
beloved son was cruelly taken by wicked hands 
and shamefully nailed to a cross. Is it too late 
to ask, why God made this sin a necessity ? 
It certainly was a heinous sin for which the 
nation of Israel is even yet undergoing punish
ment.
vol. 7, p. 19, of the Investigator, that the rulers 
of Israel induced the Roman power to become 
for, or instead of them, a substitutionary sword 
in the hand of Jehovah to execute his judg
ments on the Messiah, because his righteous 
aw prevented these rulers becoming his sword 
to fulfil the divine purpose? Did God plan the 
murder of his beloved Son ? was it the wrath of 
God being poured forth on the substitute of his 
murderers , or, was it the righteousness of God 
as portrayed in the life and character of Jesus 
which brought down the wrath of his betrayers 
and murderers ?

The fact that I am rather a heterodox Christa- 
delphian, and probably not very proficiently 
versed in that literature, may account for my 
belief in the Mosaic writings wherein it is stated 
that all who sinned under the I.evitical law. and 
thereafter brought the specified guilt-offering 
to the priest, and the same being presented to 
Jehovah by him, had their sin, or sins, forgiven. 
It may also account for my belief that Jesus 
suffered at the hands of his enemies what they 
themselves ought to have done for their viola
tion of God’s law, but in no sense whatever did 
he die in their room and stead. 
is overcoming will I give to sit with me in

The possession of truth 
Our Authority is the commission we hold 
for Preaching1, for preaching. That is the 

only authority we can ex
pect to have in the present aion. Of official 
authority there is none ; we need not expect to 
be called as Aaron was. But if the truth calls 
us and its possession of us suggests the desira
bility of communicating to others the little 
knowledge we have acquired of God, it will, I 
suppose, seem almost as desirable to communi- 
cate this to those who are outside as to those 
who are nominally inside. Our first duty is 
doubtless to the household, but, as in our 
possession of the truth we have an opportunity 
afforded us of doing good unto all, we shall be 
failing in our duty and the full exercise of our 
privilege if we do not fall into line with those 
principles so clearly de 'ucible from the truth 
itself. I think the notion that the truth con
sists of a set of propositions may affect our 
apprehension of our individual duty and 
privilege in proclaiming truth. We ought to 
be really living the truth, and if this is so we 
are preaching it more really and effectively than 
if we sat down and composed the most effec
tive lecture possible to us. “ Let your light so 
shine.” Matt. v. 16. “ Among whom ye shine, 
(or, shine ye). Phil. ii. 15. An hour of such 
work will be more effectual than a whole 
course of lectures not going beyond the Declar
ation could be. For it is not really the truths 
embodied in those propositions which convert 
us to God. What attracts us—draws 11s to the 
Father—is the life, the life of Jesus, which is 
the life of God, of which godliness carries the 

" Godliness,” says Paul (t Tim. iv.

Then, is it true, as we are informed in

promise.
8), carries with it a “ promise of life now and to 
come ”—the same life—the eternal life.

This is the attracting power—“truth as in 
Jesus.”—T.N.

“ He that
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my throne, 
now sitting with my Father in his throne.” 
Where is there any idea of substitution here? 
Each and everyone must overcome as he did, 
ere a rulership with him can be obtained. 
Jesus did nothing instead of his disciples. He 
was, however, their Pilot, Leader, or Con
ductor, and they, in order to overcome as he 
had. must needs follow in his steps, take up their 
cross, and suffer the same opprobrious treat
ment as he had, because of manifesting the 
same characteristics.

It is quite true the Scriptures teach that 
“Jesus died for (huper) us”—the apostles. 
He certainly did not die instead of them, but 
he died over, or in excess of them—he became 
more intensely dead to the sin than any one of 
that body, but that process was an accomplished 
fact long before he was nailed to a cross. So 
intensely dead to the sin had he become that he 
was in perfect unison with Deity (see John 17th 
chapter). And so in like manner the apostles 
in becoming dead to sin in imitation of him, 
became sons of God. and entered into the same 
unison—into the fellowship of the Father and 
the Son. All God requires, or demands, to 
constitute this unison is man’s restoration to a 
state of acceptance with Himself, and Jesus can 
even now bestow the healing remedy. He pos
sesses the real Elixir of Life which can alone 
accomplish this end. It consists of two in
gredients merely—a death unto sin and a life 
unto righteousness. By the one, men are 
purged from sin ; by the other, clothed with 
righteousness ; and by the two combined are 
constituted “new creatures,” living no longer 
in. to, or after, the flesh, but in the personality 
which has been made spiritual, and which has 
been transformed into the image of the Christ 
—into oneness with Deity—a oneness which 
can only be attained by dying the death Jesus 
died, and living the righteous life he did prior to 
his being nailed to a cross. Jesus did not become 
dead to the sin instead of, or as a substitute for, 
his disciples, neither did he live unto God as 
their substitute. I therefore repudiate sub
stitution in all its varied forms, because it is 
inconceivable that any one can repent—reform 
for, or instead of, another. That is, I do not 
believe that any one can get into line and think 
with Dtity instead of his brother. Each and 
every one must do this for himself.

It is because ol this I refuse to recognise any 
Atonement whatever in the popular sense— 
either substitutionary or other—in relation to 
the Christ-established new covenant, and con
sider Atonement in the Levitical sense entirely 
out of the question. John came proclaiming a 
thorough change from the Old to a New, 
with a view to getting into line of thought 
with God, in order to do the first and great 
commandment, and the second which was like 
unto it. This Jesus did, and all his imitators 
have done, are doing, and will do unto the age, 
and the spirit or disposition begotten of such 
imitation they will present unto Jehovah—even 
as Jesus and Stephen did—an offering holy and 
acceptable unto him.

Had Israel accepted the Ten Commands as 
God’s exposition of sin. and avoided all trans
gression of them, there would have been no 
necessity for that grevious EcvUical yoke, be-

even as I overcame and am cause Israel would have been subjects of re
pentance and would therefore have been think
ing and acting in unison with Deity. But Haul 
informs us it was added because of transgres
sion, and as we have no record of a “blessing” 
ever having been bestowed in return for any 
act of disobedience, it seems clear that it was 
added as a punishment, because of the nation’s 
transgression in the matter of the golden calf. 
We are further informed by Paul that the 
institution was " arranged by message-bearers 
in the hands of a Mediator or Conductor” 
(Gal. iii. 19), and through Jeremiah (chap. 7, 
22-23) Jehovah disavows having commanded 
Israel’s fathers in the matter of burnt offerings 
and sacrifices. What he did command was :— 
“ Obey my voice,” which they did not, hence 
the law. All offerings under that law were of a 
ritualistic nature and could never remove moral 
guilt, they being merely meant to bring the 
offending party into harmony with the estab
lished system, which again, was intended to 
obtain “ until the seed should come,” and so we 
find John pointing to Jesus as “ The Lamb of 
God,” destined to remove the sin of the kosmos; 
and this he did, but how? Certainly not by 
voluntarily submitting to be crucified, but by 
making obsolete—by putting to death f anaireoj 
this ritual victim—by making this law a dead 
letter, and setting up in its place the Apostolic 
Body—that Body which Deity had prepared 
through him, and in association with which 
men were set free from the bondage of that 
law.

i

Now, brethren, if that ritualistic form of 
servitude was really made a dead letter—if those 
born under it were really set free from it, 
through the Body of the Christ, does it not 
seem strange that we should be so very prone 
to borrow words and ideas from it? It is 
clearly to this institution the word and idea of 
Atonement belongs. Neither Jesus nor any of 
his special message-bearers ever make use of the 
word, neither do they ever introduce the idea 
in any of their discourses. It seems tolerably 
plain that the mission of John and Jesus was 
the introduction and establishment of a quite 
different covenant arrangement, whereby 
Israel was to be saved from their sins. Jesus 
did not come to carry their sins on his back as 
a burden—as their substitute, but to shunt them 
into some old and disused siding. He came to 
shew them how this could be accomplished, 
but not to have his blood shed as an atone
ment for their sins. No. He set them an 
example by believing John’s message and by 
repenting—or thinking with (mctanoco) God 
and doing his commands, and in being buried 
in water, so that in following him, they, with 
him, might have been raised from that state of 
‘ • death,” or '1 alienation from the state of God,” 
to “walk about in a new”—in an unique or 
peculiar—" life.” This was certainly the first 
step taken by Jesus in the process of shunting 
the sin of that world off the main line. All en
tering the race for a rulership in the chief 
upstanding must follow in his steps— not accept 
him as their substitute but—follow in his foot
steps, doing the Father’s will in imitation of 
Him, who accomplished his mission at the ex
pense of his life.
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changing a world unto himself.” and those 
thoroughly changed ones were imitating Jesus 
in putting sin far from them—if they were 
being drawn, or led, away from sin—if they 
were being set free front the dead letter of the 
law by association with the Body of the anoin
ted—if they were, as Paul, day by day dying 
unto that causing to sin, where docs this popu
lar delusion termed "The doctrine of the 
Atonement ” come in ? There is no such doc
trine in the new covenant writings. It is one of 
the " windmills of theories springing up in 
the human brain, saturated with the wine of 
the cup that has been handed round among the 
nations.” " Atonement ”• is a word which only 
occurs once in the N.T., and if the passage 
(Rom. v. 11) be looked at closely it will be ob
served it is not God who is said to receive the 

Read it. " We also

pacified, or reconciled the Father, so that he 
could consistently with his sense, or rather the 
Theologian’s sense, of justice, pardon the 
sinner ; i.e. condone sin.

"Our God is reconciled,
His pardoning voice I hear.”

Charles Wesley.
"Sweet were the drops of Jesus’ blood 
That calmed his frowning face;
Which, sprinkled on the burning throne, 
Have turned his wrath to grace.”

Isaac Walls.
This is what it leads to. What think you of 

this terrible misrepresentation of the Divine 
character? Contrast this with the truth 
That God’s manifestation of love and wisdom 
in the person of Jesus was a sublime exposition 
of that thorough change which was intended to 
convert that world of flesh to Him and His 
service. God cannot undergo any change. The 
sinner, he it is who must be changed.

Propitiation is another word which occurs 
only three times in the new covenant writings, 
yet it forms a handle for the wheel in the last 
circle of defence for those who believe God 
requires to be reconciled. In ver. i the word 
translated "Advocate” is in Greek "Paracleton,” 
elsewhere and very correctly translated " Com
forter.” the literal meaning being One sent to 
help. Was not Jesus sent to save Israel from 
their sins ? He was not sent to plead with God 
as a modern advocate in behalf of Israel, but 
to plead with Israel on God’s behalf that they 
would be thoroughly changed from a state of 
fleshly servitude or bondage, to a state of favor. 
" Propitiation,’’ I am informed, is a very bad 
rendering of a Hebrew word meaning a cover
ing, or a defence. In Greek its simplest mean
ing is, a place of meeting. Jesus then is set 
forth, not as a substitute, but as a propitiatory, 
or meeting-place with God—as a helper sent to 
save—as a very shield of defence against that 
causing to sin. doing now what he has all along 
been doing, viz. pleading with the sinner to 
think with God in imitation of him. This 
doctrine of Atonement, substitutionary and 
otherwise, with all its concomitant theories, 
including that of the supposed forgiveness of 
sins through the murder of Jesus, are mere 
excretions of the ecclesiastical imagination, 
drawn from a few isolated passages here and 
there in the Scriptures, and especially based 
upon a misconstruction of some allusions made 
by the writer of the letter to the Hebrews in 
contrasting the carnal sacrifices of the Lcvitical 
order with the spiritual ones of the new, or 
Christ arrangement. All are equally delusive, 
and destructive of the truth, that Jesus came to 
remove—to put away—sin. by becoming a 
living sacrifice in behalf of his little flock—to 
put away sin by the sacrifice of himself—by 
self-abnegation ; and we must put it away by 
the sacrifice of ourselves after his example. 
Such sacrifices far exceed in true holiness any
thing offered under the law of sin and death. 
We have the material furnished us in the Scrip
tures enabling us to do this, and we have a 
perfect pattern exhibited therein for our imita
tion.

atonement but the we. 
joy in God, through our Lord Jesus Christ, by 
whom we have now received the atonement.” 
This is rather suggestive. But Paul did not 
write one thing to the Romans and another 
thing to the Corinthians. Read the 18th verse 
of the 5th chapter of his second letter :—"All 
things are of God. who hath reconciled us to 
himself by Jesus Christ, and hath given to us 
the ministry of the reconciliation.” This at 
once decides who the we and us referred to are 
—the apostles. But Jesus certainly did not 
offer himself to them as an atonement, did 
he ? Atonement could only be made to God 
on behalf of the sinner, never to the sinner. 
Now lay aside tradition, and read Paul to 
the Roman thus :—" We arc boasting in God 
through the Lord, the anointed Saviour, through 
whom we have now received the thorough 
change.” And to the Corinthians:—"How 
that God in Christ was thoroughly changing a 
world to himself . . . and in us has been 
put the word of the thorough change.” Is there 
anything in these passages giving the slightest 
support to that doctrine termed "The Atone
ment?” Indeed no.

The doctrine logically involves several other 
very serious falsifications of Divine truth. For 
instance, it necessitates teaching that God, not 
being content with the punishment which sin 
most evidently brings upon the sinner through 
the operation of his fixed organic laws, does 
superadd the infliction of pain in some terrible 
manner, according as w/runderstood. (vide. 
Bro. Stainforth’s questions re Bro. Gillon’s 
"Sunday Morning”— (Page 20. January 
Investigator.) and Christadelphian belief gen
erally, which looks forward to the sinner, or 
unfaithful saint, being reconstructed from the 
dust of the earth in order to undergo further 
punishment, and most evidently not with any 
view to, or hope of reforming the culprit, but 
simply as an act of vengeance because of God’s 
law being in many cases unknowingly violated; 
and this forsooth we hear termed Divine 
Justice.

Reconciliation is a word analogous to "Atone
ment” in the sense of bringing into harmony, 
and occurs in a few passages which have been 
singularly perverted in orthodox Theology and 
Hymnology to mean that the blood of Christ

•Now changed to "reconciliation” in the 
Reviled Version,—Ep, ( To bf concluded in next. J
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'•Hi shows that “ bodies ” are meant.THE HUMAN SPIRIT.
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1 EFERRING to my letter on 
the above subject, and your 
remarks thereupon, in the 

January issue—I am glad to note 
your admission, that the term “spirit” 
has uses “not fully recognised and 
admitted in our literature.”

(2.) I think no better illustration of 
this could be found than Paul’s words, 
“ What man knoweth the things of a 
man, save the spirit of man which is 
in him? (1 Cor. ii. 11). Here it is 
affirmed that the spirit “knoivs,** which 
is a function we have hitherto denied 
to it, and ascribed wholly to the liv
ing brain.

(3.) It seems to me that there is no 
good reason in the other passages I 
quoted (Oct. 1896, page S8), for sup
posing the “ spirit ” of man to refer 
to different things, any more than 
there would be for suggesting that 
“ body ** when applied to man, means 
a different thing in different passages. 
And yet it is commonly thought 
amongst us that, in the two follow
ing quotations, although “ body ” has 
one meaning “spirit ” has two : “ Holy 
both in body and in spirit” (1 Cor. 
vii. 34). “The body without the 
spirit is dead” (Jas. ii. 26).

(4 ) As to your contention on page 
90, that in Rom. viii. 16, 1 Cor. xvi. 
1-8, Gal vi. 18. and 2 Tim. iv. 22, the 
terms “ o:ir spirit,” “ your spirit,” etc , 
indicate not “our spirits,” “your 
spirits, but “ one spirit possessed in 
common by all ”—it seems to me that 
it might as reasonably be argued that 
in 1 Cor. vi. 19, 20 “your body’* 
means “ one body possessed in com
mon by all.” Verse 15, however,

R3:
91 St. George’s Road, Gt. Yarmouth.

Remarks.
Referring to paragraph 2 in the above 

remarks by Bro. Diboll : I think more 
apt illustrations of what I refer to—but 
which hardly fall in with his notions of 
“spirit”—may be found in such pas
sages as Rom. viii. 9-10 : “But ye are 
not in flesh but in spirit, if, indeed a 
spirit of deity is dwelling among you . . . 
the spirit is life on account of righteous
ness.” Ver. 6 : “ The mind (phronetna) 
of the flesh (is) death, but the mind of 
the spirit (to phronetna iou pneutnatos) 
life and peace.” 
that is joined to the Lord is one spirit.” 
1 Cor. xii. 13 : “ For in one spirit we 
all into one body were baptised . . . 
and all into one spirit were made to 
drink.” 1 Cor. xiv. 1, 4 : “ My spirit 
(pneu/na) is praying but my mind 
{nous) is barren.” These are fully as 
good illustrations of what I referred to 
as is the pet passage adduced by Bro. 
Diboll, which, as Bro. Harwood makes 
clearly apparent in his remarks in the 
present issue, on p. 23, cannot import 
what Bro. Diboll takes out of it, unless 
the latter is prepared to be consistent 
and accept the abstract separability of 
“ the spirit of the world” mentioned in 
the verse immediately following—which 
he cannot very well do. Will Bro. 
Diboll endeavour to define the difference 
between the pneuma, “ spirit,” and the 
nous, “ mind ” in the last quoted pas
sage ?

(3) The term “body” is certainly 
used with a difference of meaning in the 
N.T. “ The body of sin ” in Rom vi. 6 
is not the physical body, but sin incor-
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SIN-IN-THE-FLESH.porate in the existing order, for it is a 
“body” that “may be paralyzed (//<?/“de
stroyed”) by our being “jointly crucified 
with Jesus,” that “ henceforth we should 
not serve sin.” Then in 1 Cor xii. 20, 
although we are “ many members ” we 
are “ but one body” because all “ bap
tised into one body ” (ver. 13). It might 
be reasonable enough for Bro. Diboll to 
take exception to the brethren thinking 
that “ spirit” in 1 Cor. vii. 34 has a dif
ferent meaning from what it has in Jas. 
ii. 26, if he himself attached one un
varying inflexible meaning to “ spirit 
wherever occurrent. But surely spirit 
in the phrase “ spirit of bondage,” in 
Rom. viii. 15, has a different meaning in 
Bro. Diboll’s apprehension from what it 
has in the phrase, “ spirit of man ” in 1 
Cor. ii. 11. If then he infers a different 
meaning for the word “ spirit” in any 
two passages, others may find a differ
ent meaning in the same word in the 
two passages he instances (1 Cor. vii. 
34 ; Jas ii. 26)

(4) 1 Cor. vi. 15, 19 : “I cannot help 
marking a distinction between “ your 
bodies ” in ver. 15 and “ your body ” in ver. 
19—the difference is even more patent 
when the phrase is resolved into closer 
correspondence with the original Greek 
—ver. 15: “ the bodies of you ”—ver. 19: 
“the body of “ you ” : the plural “ you ” 
in both cases being a collection of 
units—in the latter case there is but 
one “body,” in the former there areas 
many “ bodies ” as there are “members.’’ 
In ver. 16 we see that two are “one 
body,” the harlot and the one joined to 
her, “for two, saith he, shall be one flesh.” 
I therefore homologate the view to 
which Bro. Diboll takes exception in his 
concluding remark—“ one body pos
sessed in common by all,” or, as Paul 
expressed it, “ ye being many are one 
body ” (1 Cor. xii. 12).—Editor.

TWO QUESTIONS.

RO. Smcllic of Norval, Ontario, 
writes—“ I agree with Bro. Jar- 
dine, when he says there is no 

sin in the flesh : he however says, the 
woman enticed her husband, “But who 
was the serpent but her husband ”? If 
she was first in the transgression, why 
was she not called first : there are only 
two seeds. Adam was to till the ground 
to supply the wants of the belly of every 
thing that was made and all Adam’s 
seed till they return to dust again. 
Many ask : where is the proof? John 
viii. 44, “ Ye are o iyour 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 When he 
speaketh a lie, he speaketh of his own, 
for he is a liar and the father of it.” 
Rev. xii. 9,“ And the great dragon was 
cast out, that old Serpent called the 
Devil and Satan, which deceivcth the 
whole World, he was cast out into the 
Earth and his angels with him.” Rev. 
xx. 2, “and he laid hold on the dragon 
that old Serpent, which is the Devil and 
Satan and bound him a thousand years.”

The world is peopled through the 
lusts of the flesh. Ps. Ii. 5, “Behold 
I was shapen in iniquity and in sin did 
my mother conceive me.” The world is 
after the gratification of the lusts in the 
flesh. Everything begets its own like
ness. But there is one exception to this 
rule—in the man Christ Jesus : Mary his 
mother was a virgin and could not 
understand how she was to be with child 
till the angel explained it to her.

I close for the present by asking two 
questions.

(1) . When did Christ become the head 
of the Church ?

(2) . Why was it that the males were 
to be Circumcised in the Old Covenant 
and not the females ?

B

JAMES SMELL IE.

Norval, P.O., Ont., 
Canada,
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THE FROGS CROAKING. that power had possession of Egypt, it 
was the dragon. Egypt came into the 
possession of Turkey, and is at present 
nominally under Turkey’s subordinate 
pasha, although it may be said to be 
practically under British government. 
Neither China nor Japan is therefore 
admissable, notwithstanding their na
tional symbol being the dragon.

I can’t agree with Bro. Hodgkinson’s 
suggestion that the frogs are fleets, iron
clads and torpedo boats proceeding out 
of the mouths of the nations : said 
mouths being rivers, harbours and dock
yards (see Investigator for Jan., 1896, 
page 22). The record says “unclean 
spirits like frogs.” And the interpreta
tion given is that “they are the spirits 
of demons working signs, which go forth 
unto the kings of the whole habitable, 
to gather them together unto the war of 
the great day of God, the Almighty.” 
This indicates the action of diplomatic 
agents, rather than that of fleets, iron
clads and torpedo boats. Demoniacal 
spirits referred to in the Scripture seem 
to act through certain classes of man
kind. The apostle James says “the 
demons believe (in God) and tremble.” 
I would suggest, therefore, that they 
were diplomatic agents proceeding from 
the three mouths staled ; and that they 
believed in God, but not in the claims 
of the Lord Jesus Christ to rule the 
nations, their mission therefore being 
to excite opposition to the claims of 
Jesus to the government of the nations. 
The record states that the result of their 
action was that “ they gathered them to
gether into the place which is called in 
Hebrew Har-Magedon.”

But why these unclean spirits are 
called frog-like, is what I cannot under
stand. Bro. Hodgkinson does not throw 
any light on that point. It seems to be 
the particular character of the diplomacy 
exercised that is designated frog-like— 
but wherein is the likeness ? And how 
comes it that they are able to gather the 
kings together for such a purpose ? 
Does the natural history of frogs throw 
any light on that point ?

Regarding the dragon, Bro. Hodgkin
son’s view is untenable (see Investigator 
Jan. 1897, page 8). Neither China nor 
Japan is embraced under the four dynas
ties of Daniel seventh chap. The fourth 
under its various phases brings us on 
to the coming of the Lord, and his re
ception of the kingdom. The dragon of 
Scripture represents the ruler of Egypt 
(see Ezek. xxix. 3 ; xxxii. 2). When 
the Roman power, as the fourth beast of 
Daniel, took possession of Egypt, it in
herited the dragon symbol, although its 
own standard was the eagle. So long as
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16 Annfield Street, Dundee.
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I: “X”ON“WHAT IS REVELATION?”

vi N the cover of the April number 
(1S95), “X” asks, “how can 
Bro. Stainforth contend ‘ that 

there is no doctrinal error in the Bible’ 
(see Oct., ’94), in the face of such pas
sages as those to which I referred on p. 
59?” To which I reply, that I cannot 
admit that our uninspired views, or mis
understandings (?) of prophecy are 
“doctrinal portions of the Bible.” And 
in 1 Pet. i., 10-12, we read that the 
messengers themselves vainly desired to 
comprehend their own prophecies. I 
think the name “ Assyrian ” may repre
sent any nation that similarly acts as a 
persecutor or injurious to the Jewish 
nation, just as we find in the Apocalypse 
“ Babylon ” used as a secret synonym 
for persecuting and corrupt Rome, no 
doubt partly as a precaution against the 
persecution that would in this case have 
ensued from any distinct reference to 
the head-centre of the /cosmos for the 
time being. Perhaps the references to 
“one king’’may be understood of the 
whole line of Rulers, even when con
sidered territorially, as we speak of “ the 
Pope,” implying “ the whole glorious line 
of the successors in the chair of 
Peter.” Since Israel certainly was “ the 
church of the Jewish aion, the only way 
to dissociate the title from the orthodox 
systems of our aion is to point to the 
context of the quotations.” So “the de
struction of idolalory” might be under
stood of the impediments that in the pre
sent day separate the Jews from the 
favour of God.

With regard to “ David’s curses of his 
enemies in Ps. cix. 6-15,” they merely 
amount to a prayer that the threatenings
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scribed “an eye for an eye.” “The 
quotations from the Old Testament in 
the N.T.” are reasonably explained by 
Farrar as “Hagadoth”—a favourite 
figure of speech among the Jews of 
Christ’s day under which a prophecy 
might be regarded as “ fulfilled ” if some 
of the features of the real subject thereof 
were recognizable in a current event. 
So that when we read—“ Then was ful
filled that which was spoken by the pro
phet,” we are no more tied down to the 
assertion taken literally than when we 
say that “history repeats itself” we 
mean that events happen twice over.

“ Their cursing of their birthdays ” by 
both Job and Jeremiah 
merely a hyperbolical style of lamenta
tion. I consider Ps. cix. can be profit
ably studied, and, if you like, even 
adopted, on the understanding that it be 
regarded solely as a Request, “ if the 
Lord will.” I apologise to “ X” for de
lay in answering his remarks.

already uttered by God should be car
ried out against some one or more “ who 
had shewn no mercy, but had persecu
ted the poor” (ver. 16J. It is not 
reasonable to say that in David’s mouth 
they were reprehensible “curses,” since 
he himself bases his deprecation of his 
adversary on his “loving cursing and 
clothing himself therewith,’ vv. 16-20. 
We are assured that “the curse cause
less shall not come ” ; no doubt the con
verse is equally true. I should there
fore conclude from the description given 
of the enemy that this prayer was favour
ably received and either post hoc or 
pfoptcr hoc, as the lawyers say, i.e., 
either as a matter of course, or in accor
dance with the prayer—answered. Any 
way, David was not one to be hasty in 
such matters as appears from his be
haviour to Saul. The Bible gives many 
instances of God’s attention to the cry 
of the afflicted and of their deliverance 
from oppression. We have no experi
ence as to such “ oppression but we 
can sec instances in the cases of the 
Russian Jews and of the Armenians. I 
fancy if “ X ” were an Armenian that his 
Bible would open itself at Ps. cix. ; mine 
would, I feel sure. Meantime the Divine 
Law under which David lived pre

seem to me

13 Woodview Gardens, Highgate, 
London. N.

APOCALYPTIC STUDIRS-No. XIV. 
Chapter XVIII,

Christian. Instead of being in possession of the 
keys of the kingdom of God, “ to him was given 
the key of the well of the abyss,” •• the depths of 
Satan as they speak.” The falling away from 
"the truth as in Jesus.” developed into that 
gigantic organization which has its seat in 
Rome, the seven hilled city from which the 
Pope, as the eighth head of the beast, rules over 
the nations of the earth, as Lord God upon 
earth.

In my remarks on chap.xiii. (see Investigator 
for April, 1896, pp. 45, 46) I referred to the dif
ferent phases of the beast as stated in chap, 
xvii. To prevent repetition, I refer the reader 
to that article. I endeavoured to show that the 

. Leopard beast of chap, xiii., and the scarlet- 
coloured one of chap. xvii.. are identical. The 
colour of the leopard is not stated, so no objec
tion can be urged on that point. Only we 
ought to bear in mind that the scarlet colour of 
the beast pertains to its last phase. Because it 
is stated in connection with the judgment of the 
great harlot, which John was called to have 
shewn to him by the angel. She was then sit
ting npon the scarlet-coloured beast. She was 
also sitting upon many waters, which arc de
fined in ver. 15. as ‘‘peoples, multitudes,

N this chapter we have a descriptive sketch 
of Babylon the great, and the beast 
which carries her, followed by the judg
ment pronounced against her, and those 

connected with her in worshipful subjection.
Regarding the beast that carries the woman, 

tt appears to me to be that phase referred to as 
the eighth head, as a revival of the sixth, and is 
therefore one of the seven. The beast in its first 
phase came out of the sea (see chap. xiii.). The 
eighth head phase came out of the abyss. For 
a definition of the abyss, and the pit or well of 
the abyss, and its key, I refer the reader to my 
remarks on ch. ix. pp. 45, 46, in Investigator 
for April, 1894. The key of the well of the 
abyss, was that which opened it. The keys of 
the kingdom of God were given to the apostle 
Peter for the opening of the door that leadeth 
into the way of aionian life. The Pope, as the 
head of the” Roman Catholic Church, claims to 
be the successor of Peter and the possessor of 
“ the power of the keys.” He likewise claims 
to be Christ’s vicegerent on earth, ruling the 
kingdom of God ; therefore the system is anti-

I
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nations and tongues.” She is also described as 
"that gTeat city which reigneth over the kings 
of the earth.”

John did not wonder so much at the various 
phases of the beast, as he did at the woman 
which rode on the beast. When he " saw her 
he wondered with a great wonder. ’ He wrote 
of the coming of antichrist in his first epistle, 
but he evidently had no idea then of the gigantic 
dimensions into which the system would ulti
mately develop. The rider is of more import
ance than the beast which carries her. The 
rider represents that great organization which 
is known as the Roman Catholic Church—the 
mother of all the other organizations which have 
proceeded from her under various designations, 
national and otherwise. If that church had 
not come into existence there would have been 
no papal rule, no beast with names of blasphemy 
on his heads. It was the apostacy from the 
truth as in Jesus that made such a rule possible. 
So long as the followers of Christ held fast to 
the gospel of the kingdom of God, there could 
have been no alliance with mere human govern
ment. The disciples of Christ would continue 
to look for the coming of the Lord to take unto 
himself his great power and reign over all the 
nations of the earth. On the other hand, the ap
ostate church having allied itself with the State, 
as a co-ruler, she therefore cast offher allegiance 
to Christ as a chaste virgin espoused to him, and 
thus became a harlot to the State. The full 
development of harlotry was attained when a 
ruler was appointed out of the Church itseif 
to rule both Church and State. Her sin then 
became like scarlet, and as red as crimson. 
Instead of the rider of the white horse, "the 
faithful and true,” followed by other riders 
on white horses, clothed in fine linen, white 
and clean, there was the symbol of the apos
tacy ; a scarlet-coloured beast, full of names of 
blasphemy, ridden by a woman arrayed in pur
ple and scarlet colour, and decked with gold 
and precious stones and pearls, having a 
golden cup in her hand full of abominations 
and filthiness of her fornications. In the Scrip
tures the word " abomination ” is always associ
ated with the worship of idols, or other false 
forms of worship which were opposed to the 
divinely appointed arrangement (sec Deut. 
xxxii. 16, 17 ; and Ezek. viii. 6). Harlotry and 
whoredom are also figures of speech for idol
atry and false worship (see Ezek. xvi. 15-28. 33, 
xxiii. 5, 8. 17). Babylon the great, the mother 
of harlots and the abominations of the earth, 
thus represents an antichristian representation 
of the kingdom of God exercising jurisdiction 
over peoples and nations, both in civil and re
ligious matters, and has so deluded them with the 
wine of her fornications as to make them be
lieve that in obeying her they were serving God, 
and thereby securing their ultimate salvation. 
She is likewise accused of shedding the blood 
of the witnesses of Jesus. She is further de
scribed as “that great city which reigneth 
over the kings of the earth.” It is an historical 
fact that the hierarchy of the Roman Catholic 
Church could control the kings of the earth 
and compel them to do as they thought fit 
wait their subjects, cither to bless them or 

and slay them.

In the judgment of the great harlot, it Is said,
" the ten horns of the beast shall hate her, and 
shall make her desolate and naked, and shall 
eat her flesh, and burn her with fire.” That 
statement indicates that those kings over which 
she reigned are to make reprisals on her for 
former oppressive proceedings. This has had 
a partial fulfilment in Europe by the confisca
tion of church and abbey lands, with their rev
enues. whereby the Roman Catholic Church has 
been greatly impoverished. These kings have 
also taken away the power of the terrestrial 
Bishops over their political affairs, thereby re
ducing the rule of the church to so-called 
spiritual jurisdiction only.

However, in the closing period of popish 
power, it is said that " the ten horns are to re
ceive power as kings one hour with the beast.” 
" For God hath put in their hearts to fulfil his 
will, and to agree, and give their kingdom unto 
the beast, until the words of God shall be ful
filled.” These shall make war with the Lamb, 
and the Lamb shall overcome them.” One 
hour is the twelfth part of a day, according to 
the words of Jesus in John xi. 9. On the prin
ciple of a day for a year, an hour would be one 
month. A month affords ample time for the 
combined attack of the beast and the kings of 
the earth being overcome by the Lamb and his 
faithful ones. There is not the least authority 
for making an hour equal to thirty years. 
Think of the Lamb and the armies of heaven 
requiring thirty years to overcome a warlike 
combination of kings endeavouring to prevent 
the kingdom of God being established ! No ; 
when the Lord comes "with fire and with his 
chariots like a whirl-wind to render his anger 
with fury, and his rebuke with flames of fire ” 
(Is. lxvi 15), it will not take thirty years to ac
complish his purpose. " For every battle of 
the warrior is with confused noise and with 
garments rolled in blood, but this shall be with 
burning and fuel of fire” (Isa. ix. 5).

Chapter xviii. gives an outline of the destruc
tion of Babylon the Great as a city of 
merchandise, and the effects of its fall upon 
tbe merchants of the nations. The varied 
materials showed the riches necessary for 
the decorations of cathedrals and churches. 
These were supplied through the merchants 
of the various nations where the Roman 
Catholic system had established itself. Not 
only so, but the system itself is a merchan
dise. All the services of the priests have 
to be paid for. The people have to pay 
for indulgence in sin, and then to pay 
for its forgiveness. They have to pay for 
masses for the deliverance of souls from purga
tory ; for the sprinkling of babies ; for their 
confirmation, and also for their funeral. All 
services, whatever their nature or purpose, have 
their price. With violence shall all these things 
come to an end ; for in one hour she shall be 
made desolate, be thrown down, and shall be 
found no more at all. 
blood of prophets, and of saints, and of all 
that were slain upon the earth.”
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“ All things, put to the test; the good retain.”—i Thcss. v. 21.

Vol. XII. JULY, 1S97. No. 47.

THE SPIRIT IN MAN.
A Triangular Canvass of the Subject. 

Between Bten. J. IV. Diboll, Jun., A\ .S'. IVeir, and the Editor.

T WAS very glad to see the article on this subject by Bro. Weir in the April 
-L No., showing, as it does, that I am not alone in the views set forth in my 

“ Questions ” appearing on pp. 8S and S9 of the issue for October, 1896.
It may tend to remove some misunderstanding with regard to those 

“ Questions ” if I may say that my object in them was, as it now is, to discuss 
Scripture teaching respecting man’s spirit in life, and to endeavour to make it 
clear that the living man is said to possess a “spirit” capable of mental 
operations.

It seems to me that in denying the existence of such a spirit, as a part of 
the human constitution, we have gone not merely further than Scripture, taken 
as a whole, warrants us, but contrary to some of its clearest indications. In
deed, I think it will be found that in our literature it has been the custom, in 
dealing with the subject of “ spirit,” to quote almost exclusively certain pas
sages, whilst ignoring those to which I call attention.

The theory has been that, according to Bible teaching, man is (to quote 
the “ Declaration,” p. 26), “ a creature of dust formation, whose individuality 
and faculties are the attributes of his bodily organisation.” (See the matter 
argued out in “Christendom Astray,” pp. 32-34, where it is contended that 
the body is the man). However the passages quoted may seem to lend them
selves to that view of human nature, certain it is that elsewhere, as Bro. Weir 
points out, man is spoken of as a compound being, whose body is but a part of 
himself. All the passages in which “body and spirit” or “flesh and spirit ’ 
are linked together indicate this, for the idea underlying these phrases is surely 
not that of “ man and spirit,” but of constituent parts of man’s nature. “ The 
spirit indeed is willing, but the flesh is weak” (Matt. xxvi. 41). “ Holy both
in body and in spirit” (1 Cor. vii. 34). “ Filthiness of the flesh and spirit” 
(2 Cor. vii. 1). “The body without the spirit is dead” (Jas. ii. 26), &c. 
Paul, by no means, as is generally supposed amongst us, regarded his “ flesh” 
as the whole of himself, but on the contrary, in Rom. vii. 18, 22, contrasts it 
with his “ inward man,” an expression whose simple and obvious reference, if 
preconceived theories are laid aside, is to the “ spirit ” which he elsewhere 
speaks of as distinct from his flesh. Equally obvious, as to their meaning, 
from this point of view, are other words of his, which we usually explain away 
—such as the well-known passage, “ whether in the body or out of the body ” 
(2 Cor. xii. 2). If Paul had held the theory of human nature set forth in the 
“ Declaration,” and had consequently regarded his body only as himself, how 
could he have contemplated the possibility of being “ out of” the body? How 
could he with any propriety in the figure have spoken of his body as a “taber
nacle” with which he was “clothed”? (2 Cor. v. 4).

!
;
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What, then, about the functions of this “ spirit,” which, according to these 
and other passages is an integral part of man’s nature, and with which, contrary 
to the statement quoted from the “ Declaration,” his “ individuality ” is asso
ciated? In reply, it must be said that some of man’s highest powers, those of 
mind, which are in that pamphlet said to be the attributes only of his “ bodily 
organization,” are, on the contrary, in the Scriptures, over and over again, asso
ciated with his spirit. I need not quote in full again the passages which were 
set out at length in the October No., but would simply name most of them. 
Matt. xxvi. 41; Luke i. 47 ; Rom. i. 9 ; viii. 26; 1 Cor. ii. n ; vii. 34; xvi. 
18; 2 Cor. vii. 1 ; Gal. vi. 18; 2 Tim. iv. 22. It will be seen that these affirm 
of the spirit the power of “willing,” “rejoicing,” “serving God,” and 
“ knowing,” and of being “ holy,”«fcc.

It is customary to attempt to evade the force of these and other quotations 
by asserting that the reference in them is not to the literal spirit in man, but 
to the brain—mind or disposition, as set in motion and sustained by the spirit 
within us, which last is regarded simply as an impersonal power, akin to 
breath, inhaled in the air we breathe.

To this it may be replied (1) that so grave a departure from the literal 
sense in so many passages requires very strong proof of its justice before it 
can be allowed, (2) that there is no such proof forthcoming, (3) that the sug
gestion is out of harmony with what we have already seen is the teaching 
respecting the spirit as a part of man’s personality, and (4) that it is therefore 
an arbitrary and unsupported dictinn that need not be regarded.

But, it is replied by some taking the opposite view, are not words used 
sometimes in secondary senses ? Undoubtedly. Take the word “ body,” for 
example; it is used not merely of man’s physical nature, but figuratively of 
the community of the believers as “ the body of Christ.”

So of the word “ spirit ”; it is used in various ways besides its application 
to man’s spirit, as, for instance, in the phrases about the “ spirit of bondage ” 
in Rom. viii. 15, and “the spirit of the world” in 1 Cor. ii. 12. But what 

'does not seem reasonable to me is that when the reference evidently is to the 
spirit as a part of the human being, it should then be given a figurative turn, 
without any just cause shown. Take as a case in point the words, “ Holy 
both in body and in spirit” (1 Cor. vii. 34). Here the union of body and 
spirit in the same sentence points unmistakably to the same two factors of 
human nature referred to in so many places, and precludes the suggestion that 
whilst “ body ” here is literal, “ spirit ” is not. The same may be said of 
Matt. xxvi. 41, and 2 Cor. vii. 1. And a similar argument may be justly used 
with respect to the other passages already referred to. ' Thus, “ My spirit ” in 
Luke i. 47, &c., clearly points (as “ my body” would) to a part of the nature 
of the speaker, even that well-known part to which the term is applied over 
and over again as going to make up the complete being. Great care is 
necessary in affirming secondary senses of words, or we might evaporate the 
literal sense from any passage in the Bible, for what term is there that has not 
its figurative or other secondary use somewhere in the Scriptures ?

The idea then presented to my mind by the verses quoted, and others of 
the same kind elsewhere, is that the spirit is an essential part of the human 
being, and not simply the power that keeps him alive; and that it has mental 
capabilities of the highest order, enabling it to “ know,” “ serve God,” &c., &c.

Bro. Nisbet refers me in the October No. (p. 90) to Rom. viii. 9, “ Ye are 
not in the flesh, but in the spirit,” and says this cannot be read literally. I
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quite agree with him, for Paul elsewhere speaks of himself as still “ in the 
flesh” (Phil. i. 22, 24). In the former passage the meaning seems to be ex
plained by referring to preceding verses in the same chapter, where we read 
of some who were “after the flesh” and “walked after the flesh,” and of 
others who were “after the spirit” and “walked after the spirit” (ver. 4, 5).

To be “ in the flesh,” then, in this passage, would seem to be descriptive 
of those in whom “ the mind of the flesh ” (ver. 6, 7, R.V.) was uppermost, 
and who “ walked ” after or according to it, whilst to be “ in the spirit ” in the 
same passage would refer to the opposite course of those who followed “ the 
mind of the spirit” (ver. 6, R.V.) But the fact that there is evidently a not 
entirely literal use of words here (ver. 9), is no reason why other passages 
should not be read literally when there are no indications of a figurative or 
secondary use of language, as for instance where the apostle says he did not 
know whether on a particular occasion he was “in or out of the body” (2 
Cor. xii. 2).

With reference to my remarks in par. 13 (October, p. 89), on the passage 
“ So then with the mind I myself serve the law of God, hut with the flesh the 
law of sin” (Rom. vii. 25), Bro. Nisbet says that “mind” is not the same as 
“ spirit.” I agree with him that it is not, but must at the same time contend 
that what Paul refers to here springs not from the fleshy but according to him, 
as my remarks indicated, from the spirit. The mind referred to here would 
be a function of the spirit, I apprehend.

It is suggested apparently on page 91 that when Paul speaks in Rom. vii. 
18 of “ me, that is my flesh ” in which “ dwelleth no good thing,” he refers not 
exclusively to himself, but also to his “ brethren according to the flesh,” whom 
he indicates in xi. 14 by the same expression—“ my flesh.” Doubtless, what 
Paul affirmed in vii. 18 of himself, he would have regarded as applying equally 
to all in the same position, but to say that he there meant by “ my flesh ” what 
he did in xi. 14 by that term, viz.—the nation to which he belonged by birth, 
seems to me a fanciful if not fantastic piece of interpretation that calls for no 
argument in reply. Let anyone try what sense Rom. vii. 8 and 25 will make 
read in that way.

Similarly, I am quite content to leave it to the judgment of the brethren 
whether the exposition Bro. Nisbet gives of 1 Cor. vi. 19 (“your body”) on 
p. 1, April No. is a tenable one, viz:—“one body possessed in common by 
all,” as in the statement, “Ye being many, are one body” (1 Cor. xii. 12). 
Let anyone read the context and see how the whole reference is to the literal 
“body” of each of the brethren to whom the apostle was writing. “Your 
body” (ver. 19) is equivalent, I take it, to “the body of (each one of) you.” 
If the suggested meaning in ver. 19 were the right one, then the query it con
tains would be without point in the context in which it is set. And, to put 
these remarks into relation to the passages quoted by me which led to the 
Editor’s expositions just referred to—I think that it will be granted by most 
that similarly the expressions “our spirit,” “your spirit,” &c., in Rom. yiii. 16 
and other passages named on p. 40 (April No.) indicate, not “one spirit poss
essed in common by all,” but “ the spirit of (each one of) us,” or “ you,” as the 
case maybe, referring clearly to the human “spirit,” spoken of in so many 
passages as a constituent of man’s nature, and in the verses in question 
associated with mental and moral qualities, which could not attach to it if it 
were, as is generally supposed, something less than a part of the personality, 
a thing incapable of such high qualities as those just mentioned.
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i Bro. Harwood (p. 23) asks if Paul did not know whether he was dead or 

alive on the occasion referred to in 2 Cor. xii 2 (“in the body, or out of the
life would

! ' :
body.”) I should say that the spirit being out of the body during 
probably produce a state of suspended animation in the body closely resemb
ling death, though not quite the same thing.

To follow Bro. Harwood in the full discussion of 2 Cor. v. 8 would present 
no difficulty from my point of view, but as it would lead me 
of the subject dealt with in this paper, I forbear saying more than that the 
passage (verses 1*9) by its language in several places throws light on Paul’s 
idea of human nature during life, as well as subsequently, and that it was only 
Tor its bearing on the first of these two aspects that I referred to it. 
the particular question Bro. Harwood raises is beyond the scope of the present 
discussion. Looking then at the passage from the point of view of its teach
ing respecting man in life, is it not clear that it speaks of the body as a 
“tabernacle” in which “we” groan, as something with which “we” are 
“clothed,” in which “we” can “be at home,” and from which “we” can be 
“absent”? I have not exhausted all the expressions of this sort that are to 
be found in these verses, but would ask whether they do not all point to such 
a view of the human constitution as that which, I am contending, is taught in 
the passages already adduced. Why, in that case, is there any necessity to 
bend the apostle’s language into harmony with the materialistic view ? I 
observe that in one of the “Shields” (No. 2) it is admitted (page 4) that this 
passage might be adduced to illustrate a theory of human nature somewhat 
similar to that I am upholding as Scriptural, “if it could be clearly proved by 
unmistakable evidence in those parts of the Bible which make known the 

“Such proof,” however, “is entirely wanting,” “and the 
literal language of Scripture is.opposed to it,” so, “this figurative expression 
(house) can afford no support to such a philosophical speculation.” But I 
have tried to show that, on the contrary, there is evidence elsewhere of the sort 
which this writer says “is entirely wanting,” and that much of the “literal 
language of Scripture,” instead of being “opposed to” that view of human 
nature affirmed by me to be apostolical, is, on the other hand, in full harmony 
with it.

'!
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nature of man.”
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In conclusion, a number of passages have been adduced (though by no 
means all that might have been adduced) all pointing, if they are read literally, 
to man as consisting not simply of a vitalised body, but of body and spirit; 
and to that spirit as something that has mental and moral powers. Is there 
anything in the passages themselves to indicate a figurative or secondary 
meaning of the words ? I fail to see it. Is there any statement elsewhere 
that contradicts the notion of a thinking spirit, or affirms as the “ Declaration” 
does, that it is only the body that possesses faculties. If not, I see no reason 
why we should either, but much, both in Scripture and natural facts, against 
such a position.

i

‘

i
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91 St. George’s Road, Great Yarmouth.

. M? ____________ ___

Bro. Nisijet’s offer of 12 pages in each issue of the Investigator for the 
ventilation of this question is a very generous one. His proposal also as to 
method of examination, viz.:—A symposium of contributions in each issue
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from himself, Bro. Diholl, and the writer is, I think, very fair, and ought to 
answer the purpose in view, provided each contributor can get through his part 
without belating the others. Now, however, that the idea has been suggested, 
a brother on the eastern side of the Atlantic, much better qualified than I, might 
be got to take my place, and thus surmount the time difficulty effectually. If 
Bro. Nisbet can find a volunteer, 1 shall be pleased to step out and watch the race.

While I am very far from thinking that a precise knowledge of the intri
cacies which will necessarily arise in this examination is essential to salvation, 
yet, I do think that anything short thereof must more or less disqualify 11s 
for setting forth “the truth as it is in Jesus,” and therefore tend to mar our 
usefulness. If, in this canvass, our aim be to better fit ourselves and others for 
the discharge of duty, no apology is needed for entering upon it.

Bro. Diboll's contribution has just arrived (May 24), and I hasten to 
furnish mine.

I quite agree with him as to the propriety of proceeding by stages, but am 
inclined to a severer limitation than he proposes. “Man in life” embraces 
“man natural” as well as “man spiritual,” and inasmuch as spirit in its 
relation to man as a human being simply is the issue, the examination should 
be confined, at the outset, to man in his natural state: if we fail to understand 
this, the simpler aspect, the more complex need not be attempted. Incipiently 
it is, in large measure, a biological question—such biology, of course, as is 
taught in scripture. If evidence be needed of the necessity for this degree of 
limitation, it is furnished by the theological fencing which has already been 
done hereon, in the last three numbers of The Investigator

Man in his natural state is a dual, being a union of “body” and “spirit:” 
neither the body nor the spirit per se is the person, but each having been 
‘ formed" separately (Gen. ii. 7; Zee. xii. 1), is adjusted to its sphere and 
functions by the Creator, and unitedly they constitute the man.

In the former of these passages, Gen. ii. 7, it says, “The Lord God formed 
man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils, 1 neshamah 
ruach chayim,' literally ‘ breath of the spirit of lives,’ and man became a living 
soul:” in the latter—Zee. xii 1, it reads, “The Lord which stretcheth forth 
the heavens and layeth the foundation of the earth, and formeth the spirit of 
man within him.” In both passages the Heb. yatsar—to form, fashion, 
frame, constitute—is employed and is rendered “formed” in one case and 
“formeth” in the other. This is the mode by which “body” and “spirit” 
were originally producedand should be a suitable means of starting the enquiry, 
“What is man?”

Is there any valid reason for rendering this quotation from Zechariah less 
literally than that from Moses? If not, we have in one instance a “ body and 
in the other a “spirit” literally “formed.” But what meaning shall we here 
attach to “spirit”? Shall we say “breath,” or “wind,” or “disposition,” or 
what? To say breath, or wind, would seem to me absurd, and is without any 
analogy in Scripture. “ Disposition” cannot be the sense, else the Creator 
becomes the author of man’s every whim ; volition, or the control of the will, is 
taken from him, and he is reduced to the level of an irresponsible machine. 
But, inasmuch as there is a spirit (ruach) in man and the neshamah (“ breath 
or “ inspiration ”) of the Almighty giveth them understanding,” Job xx.xii. S, 
it seems to me eminently reasonable to conclude that the term “ spirit (ruaJi) 
is here employed to designate that occult factor of man s constitution which, 
in union with body, produces sou] or life, and is the seat and centre of bis
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intelligence; susceptible to and capable of intellectual and moral education 
and elevation, or, on the other hand, of degradation to unspeakable depths of 
ignorance and vice.

The terminology in this passage from Job is strongly in favour of my 
tention. It is extremely unlikely that ruach is here used in the sense of breath, 
seeing that nesham ah, the chief Hebrew term for breath occurs immediately 
after it, and it would not appear very sensible—certainly not euphonious—to 
have the verse read “ There is a breath in man and the breath of the Almighty 
giveth them understanding.” It might be suggested, however, that “ mind ” 
would be a fitting representative of ruach in this instance. My objection to 
that is that “ mind” is simply an attribute of man— not one of the constituents 

attribute of either body, or spirit, or both in union.

con-
.
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of his being. It is an 
Certain is it that Adam had no mind before the spirit was “formed within 
him,” and equally certain that no mind remains in the body after the departure 
of the spirit, at death—“The body without the spirit is dead.” “ His breath
(ruach—spirit) goeth forth,...................... in that very day his thoughts
perish.” Ruach should never be rendered “ mind.” It has been so rendered 
in the Authorised Version six times, viz.:—Gen. xxvi. 35; Prov. xxix. 11; Eze. 
xi. 5, xx. 32; Dan. v. 20; Hab. i. n; in the Revised Version, only twice—Eze. 
xi. 5, xx. 32 ; and then not of necessity, but simply as an accommodation to 
English habits of speech. The Hebrew writers adhered to the use of ruach 
in these two instances, and thus kept their own and their readers’ thoughts 
fixed upon “spirit”—the substance: Englishmen have substituted 
for ruach (spirit), and so transferred their thoughts from the substance to its 
attribute, hence the confusion which now reigns. Besides, as the Hebrew 
vocabulary contains other words whose meaning could not have been mistaken, 
there was no reason why ruach should have been selected to represent mind 
here where so great a liability to confusion existed. If mind were the idea 
intended, the choice was very unfortunate from the point of view of clearness 
at least. Neshamah and ruach are similarly employed in Jobxxvii. 3; xxxiii. 
4; xxxiv 14, a fact which tends to strengthen the foregoing argument.

But shelter may be sought in the plea that it is God's spirit which vitalises 
man—“ If he set his heart upon man, if he gather to himself his spirit (ruach), 
and his breath (neshamah), all flesh shall perish together, and man shall turn 
again unto dust”—Job xxxiv. 14-15. This we concede—all spirit is God’s. 
But must we allow that Holy Spirit is here meant? Not at all.
maketh his angels spirits,”...................... “ Are they not all ministering spirits
sent forth to minister for them who are heirs of salvation” (Heb. i. 7-14)? 
Here is an order of beings “ made spirits,” to whom the saints are to be made 
equal—will any one affirm that the substance from which they are made 
(formed, constituted) is not God’s? Yet, each is a spirit-being. Now why 
may not something similar obtain, in a lesser form, with man ? Why may not 
the same substance of which the angels are made be used to “form the spirit 
of man within him,” and be appropriately spoken of, both as God’s spirit in ' 
the general’ and man’s in the particular or individual sense ? Is not individ
ual proprietorship clearly set forth in the prophet’s words—“ I, Daniel, was 
grieved in my spirit (ruach) in the midst of my body” (Dan. vii. 15)? Or in 
those of Mary—“ My spirit (pnetima), hath rejoiced in God my Saviour ” 
(Luke i. 47)? Undoubtedly it is, and there is no clashing when we recognise 
the two different kinds of proprietorship—that of the Creator (the general), and 
that of the creature (the individual or particular).
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Further, why may there not be as many different grades of spirits “formed” 
as there are grades of organisms to vitalise, answering to the great sweep of 
the phrase, “ All flesh—not man only, but every living creature belonging to 
this corruptible order of things? He is-the “God of the spirits (ruach) of all . 
flesh”—Num. xvi. 22. Solomon teaches this—Ecc. iii. 19—“That which be- 
falleth the sons of men befalleth beasts; even one thing befalleth them; as the 
one dieth, so dieth the other; yea, they have all one breath (ruach), and man 
hath no pre-eminence above the beasts, for all his vanity. All go unto one 
place; all are of the dust, and all turn to dust again. Who knoweth the spirit 
{ruach) of man whether it goeth upward, and the spirit {ruach) of the beast, 
whether it goeth downward to the earth?” Man and beast alike, are here 
admitted-to have ruach or spirit—“all one spirit,” i. e., as to substance, but it 
cannot be so in every respect. Not only is man’s spirit in many respects 
different from, and superior to, that of the beast, but the spirits of different men 
may differ widely, and yet be all “formed” from the “one spirit” substance. 
Solomon could not affirm that man and beast had all one mind ox intellectuality, 
therefore ruach could not have that meaning here, nor could he reasonably 
have breath as the meaning in his thoughts, when he asked “Who knoweth the 
ruach of man, whether it goeth upward, and the ruach of the beast, whether it 
goeth downward to the earth.” Neither Solomon nor any ordinarily intelligent 
contemporary of his would have any notion that the breath of man would take 
an opposite direction to that of the beast, after quitting the nostrils; but it is 
quite probable that there were many then, as there are now, who held that 
opinion about the spirit, and thereforeit is scarcely open to doubt that in these 
three instances Solomon used ruach in the sense of spirit, and very properly 
questioned their right to make such an affirmation concerning a thing about- 
which they knew so little. In chap. viii. 8, he says “ There is no man that 
hath power over the ruach to retain the ruach,” and in chap, xii., treating of the 
close of life, “ Then shall the dust return to the earth as it was, and the ruach 
shall return unto God who gave it.” Here is a dissolution—each constituent 
returning whence it came. I do not, for the present, enquire as to the state 
of the spirit beyond this point — my subject being restricted to the 
natural man’s lifetime. The circumstances of decease, however, reflect to 
some extent on its antecedents, and to this extent I am entitled to use them. 
What light, then, does this dissolution narrative cast backward1? It shows how 
utterly imbecile the physical organism is by itself. Inertia sets in simultaneously 
with the spirit’s exit, and corruption promptly follows. Apart from the spirit, 
the body is worthless. Is this, then, simply breath which plays so important 
a part? If so, Solomon should have said, literally, “Then shall the dust 
return to the earth as it was, and the neshamah (breath) shall return 
to the atmosphere”—earth to earth—air to air. But his form of words is indi
cative of something specific which he wished to express. It is not a mere 
verbal variation, chosen for literary effect. Was not the body God-given as 
much as the breath? To make such a distinction as he has, without a suffi
cient reason for it, would amount to linguistic trifling. But he had before his 
mind that hidden constituent of our being, which the Lord God originally 
“ formed,” and “ blew into the nostrils ” of that other constituent which he 
“ formed of the dust,” for technical purposes, called “ man,” while it was 
really only a part of him.

This view sheds light on Stephen’s dying request—“ Lord Jesus recene 
my spirit”—the spirit of a just man made perfect,” It also invests with deep

f
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significance the words of Jesus—“ Be not afraid of them that kill the body ; 
but are not able to kill the soul: but rather fear him which is able to destroy 
both soul and body in hell.” To “ kill the body ” is to dissolve the union of 
body and spirit: to “kill the soul” (life) is to dissolve the spirit, which was 
“formed” by God, and who alone can reduce it to its original, generalised or 
diffuse state, and thus obliterate the individuality it had while vitalising the 
organism for which it was originally “ formed.”

Bro. Diboll, in his contribution, has quoted from “The Declaration,” that 
“ Man is a creature of dust formation, whose individuality and faculties are the 
attributes of his bodily organization”; and has referred readers to “ Christendom 
Astray,” pp. 32-34, for elaboration of the theory. He might have included 
“ Elpis Israel,” p. 80, notably. I have called it a theory for it is nothing more. 
It is materialistic to a degree. Philosophic Materialism affirms that what we 
see is not “ Matter.” but simply a manifestation of it. Christadelphian Mate
rialism affirms, on the contrary, that what we see, viz.: the animal body, is 
“ Matter,” and that the Creator has endued it with the attributes of “ mind.” 
This is a bald assumption for which not a particle of decent proof can be ad
vanced. The nearest approach to such, which they have furnished, is Rom. 
viii. 6-9—“ For the mind of the flesh is death ; but the mind of the spirit is 
life and peace : because the mind of the flesh is enmity against God ; for it is 
not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can it be: and 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 dwelled) in you.” By literally rendering phronema 
tes sarkos, “ Mind of the flesh,” and ignoring the modifying influence of the 
context, the apostle is here made to teach that mind is an attribute of the flesh. 
If any competent and unprejudiced man will commence at chap. vii. 14, and 
read carefully to viii. 11. he will discover three minds or three different uses of 
the term mind, set forth, viz.: “The mind of the flesh,” “ the mind of the
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) spirit,” and “ my mind.” Supposing we adhere to the literal method of rend
ering, we get (1) a literal “mind of the flesh”: (2) a literal “mind of the 
spirit (3) a literal “ my mind.” The first, if literal, is clearly applicable to 
the body of man—the “ bodily organization,” of which, according to “The Decla
ration,” “Elpis Israel,” and “ Christendom Astray,” the “individuality and facul
ties are attributes.” The second, then, ought to be the same mind influenced 
for good by the spirit of God—“ Ye are not in the flesh but in the spirit, if so 
be that the spirit of God dwelleth in you.” If it dwell not in them they re
main “ in the flesh,”—carnally minded. There is, then, no room here for 
another or third use of mind. But provision must be made for a third use of 
it, else how can we understand v. 25, chap. vii.—“ So then I myself with the 
mind serve the law of God but with the flesh the law of sin ?” “ The mind,” 
and “ the flesh,” are here in antithesis^—does not this seem strange, if the 
former is an attribute of the latter?

While awaiting an explanation of these difficulties I would suggest that the 
Authorised Version furnishes a better, though less literal, rendering ofphro- 
ncma tes sarkos than the Revised Version—a rendering fully borne out by the 
context—“ 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 sub
ject to the law of God, neither indeed can l e . 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.” Plere the flesh on the one hand, and the 
spirit of God on the other, are represented as exerting an influence on the
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human mind, which becomes either carnal or spiritual according to whichever 
influence is the stronger. If the flesh be the stronger, carnal-mindedness re
sults : if the spirit of God, then spiritual-mindedness. It appears evident then 
that the phrase “ mind of the flesh ” is here simply equivalent to “ 
mind,” and does not constitute proof that “ mind is an attribute of dust 
formation.”

But providing that the natural man is constituted of body and spirit the 
apostle’s language is clear and orderly, otherwise it is “hard to be understood.” 
Of the body he says, “ I know that in me, that is in my flesh dwelleth no good 
thing, for to will is present with me, but to do that which is good is not . . . 
. . . For I delight in the law of God after the inward man, but I see a differ
ent law in my members warning against the law of my mind and bringing me 
into captivity under the law of sin which is in my members. O, wretched man 
that I am, who shall deliver me out of this body of death?”

Note carefully the expressions here used. (1) “ My flesh”; “ My mem
bers”; “ Body of death.” (2) “ Inward man”; “My mind.” The first set 
are descriptive of that part called the body—his “ dust formation ” and its 
attributes, and are regarded as the source and seat of everything that is bad in 
him. The second set are descriptive also of a part of him—the “ Inward 
man.” This is the (improved) “ spirit in the midst of his body,” which “ de
lights in the law of God,” and is the seat of the “ mind ” and all that is good in 
him. A constant antagonism between this and the flesh exists, and the apostle 
concludes, “So then, I myself with the mind serve the law of God; but with 
the flesh the law of sin.” “ I myself ” seems to be inclusive of “ the flesh ” on 
the one hand, and “ the mind” on the other—the “Outward man” and the 
“ Inward man ”—the “ body” and the “spirit.” Inasmuch as the “ mind” is 
opposed to the promptings of the fleshy it would seem to follow that it must be 
an attribute of the spirit, and if so, Paul’s reasoning is clear and consistent; 
otherwise, it seems to me, unintelligible.

Passages like the following would be easily understood on the basis of “A 
spirit in man,” but are quite insoluble if he is supposed to be simply “ body 
and breath “ Deliver such an one unto Satan for the destruction of the flesh 
that the spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus,” 1 Cor. v. 5; “What 
man knoweth the things of a man save the spirit of man which is in him?” 1 
Cor. ii. 11. “ Glorify God in your body and in your spirit which are God’s,”
—vi. 20; “Holy both in body and in spirit”—vii. 34; “Filthiness of the 
flesh and spirit”—2 Cor. vii. r; “Your whole spirit, soul and body”—1 
Thess. v. 23; “The Lord Jesus Christ be with thy spirit”—2 Tim. iv. 22 ; 
“ The dividing asunder of soul and spirit”—Heb. iv. 12 ; “ Father of spirits” 
—xii. 9; “ Spirits of just men made perfect”—23; “The body without the 
spirit is dead ”—Jas. ii. 26.

It will now be evident to readers that there is a large measure of agreement 
between Bro. Diboll and me on the question of “ the natural man in life.” 
Being the leader in the discussion he naturally selected many of the strongest 
passages, and his comments thereon arc so pointed that nothing further is for 
the present necessary. I have therefore taken a different course, dealing exe- 
getically with a separate order of passages, which, while supplementing much 
that he has said, lays a basis for possible disagreement in the later stages, 
should I continue to be a party in the discussion.

the carnal

225 Clinton Street, 
Toronto, Canada.
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the teaching on the subject to be found 
in Christendom Astray, let him do so 
in reply to what appears in this issue. 
As regards the nature of man 1 
myself in general and practical agree
ment with the view held by the author 
of that work, in opposition to the 
views of both Bren. Diboll and Weir, 
while taking exception to particular 
views and statements appearing in that 
book and works of a similar kind. Such 
a contribution, from one who finds 
himself in more particular agreement 
therewith than I can claim to be, 
should be sent to me within the next 
three weeks, and should not extend 
beyond the limits of the space occu
pied by Bro. Diboll’s paper.

Thelnvestigator.ri
am

“ Whatsoever tilings are true.”—Paul.

: - JULY, 1897.'»
S readers will see the canvass of 

the subject of “ The Spirit in 
Man ” begins in this issue be

tween Bro. Diboll, Bro. Weir and my
self. There is room for another to 
take part in the discussion, one who 
would be in a position to defend the 
view which both the former writers 
regard as the ultra-orthodox Christa- 
dclphian view. If any one feels moved 
to take up the cudgels in defence of
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obtained between the “Father” and the 
“ Son,” it can only be in the sense in which 
Isaac might have been termed “son of God.” 
This latter view I maintained in the Investi
gator far back as 1885, and subsequent study 
has led me to embrace the position voiced 
by Bro. Allen, viz., that Jesus had no father 
in the natural sense of the term while truly 
a son of man (anlhropou — ton of the human; 
not andros = of a male). I am not able to agree 
with the view of the writer of this pamphlet 
that Jesus was a son of Joseph by begetlal; 
while I understand that Joseph’s action to
ward his betrothed wife in not “ putting her 
away” made Jesus his son to all intents and 
purposes; hence by outsiders he was “sup
posed a son of Joseph.” It seems to me, 
however, that the mode of his natural gener
ation is of no practical moment, if we are to 
be guided in our view of the proportion and 
value of things by apostolic practice ; for not 
once in the various addresses recorded in 
Acts, nor in any one of the subsequent 
epistles, is the “supernatural” origin of 
Jesus, in the matter of his flesh, referred to. 
They are wholly silent upon this, to many, 
all-important topic. They are concerned 
about a sonship of infinitely more moment to 
us. It is not how the babe Jesus came into 
existence, but what a son of God is, and how 
such are produced. Hence the apostolic aim 
is to set before us “the heavenly” type of 
son we have revealed to us in Jesus, who, as 
to flesh, or lineage, was seed of David, but 
as to spirit of holiness was seed of God, and 
marked out son of God in power out of an 
anastasis of dead ones ; and how we may 
become and be sons likewise. If, then, this 
is the practice of the apostles—and who can

REVIEW.

Our Dkfekck; or the voices of Mo us and 
the Prophets, Jesus and the Apostles upon the 
subject of Sonship. (Price fourpence). This 
is the title of a pamphlet of some 50 pages, 
by Brother Samuel Turney, of Ulverston, in 
which he treats of the subject of Sonship with 
special—or, perhaps I should say, incidental 
—reference to the question of whose son 
Jesus was when l>orn of Mary. Some might 
be disposed to say this latter is the one thing 
he writes about, but apart from that subject 
there is a great deal of solid sense, apparently 
arising from having his spiritual sense exer
cised by use, while he sets forth the truth re
garding that divine sonship of which, equally 
with Jesus (in kind, although not in degree), 
the brother of Christ is the subject. lie main
tains a merely moral and spiritual sonship in 
the man Christ Jesus, and advocates the view 
that, prior to this l>eing aflirmable of him, he 
was simply Joseph’s son, repudiating the be
lief that Jesus, at his birth of Mary, was 
God’s son. He evidently thinks that there 
is no middle ground between repudiating the 
latter idea and accepting the former. But 
there is. There is another side to this ques
tion—a side which has been ventilated in re
cent issues of the Investigator, viz., that 
Jesus had no fatherHe was his mother’s 

"son, doubtless, but knowledge being the basis 
, of the only divine sonship of which the Bible 

speaks, Jesus could not be the son of God at 
his birth of Mary ; but neither was he son of 
Joseph. If the expression “ son of God” be 
applied to him, previous to the establishment 
of that spiritual relation which afterwards
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dispute it?—and their practice is to be any 
guide to us, the only sonship with which we 
need concern ourselves is that sonship of 
which we ourselves must be the subjects in 
the present, if we really seek to know Jesus 
and the power of his anastasis. Sons of God 
arc made, not born.

The author of this pamphlet does not stop 
here. He does not adopt half measures. He 
discards as unauthcnlic those portions of the 
narrative in Matthew and Luke where the 
origin of Jesus is alluded to. He does this 
on purely subjective grounds: he thinks these 
are spurious additions to the text, which 
have been introduced by an alien hand, under 
the influence of the mystery of iniquity. He 
does this on his own authority, and with
out any support from external evidence of 
manuscripts. If, however, such is justifiable 
in reference to the matter in question, it 
must be equally so as regards kindred matters 
related in the “ Gospels,” and in the Acts. 
Such procecdure becomes as dangerous as, 
in the present stale of our knowledge, it is 
arbitrary. While I do not pretend to under
stand why it was deemed necessary that 
certain things should lind a place in the 
records—things which pul a tax upon the 
faith of some—I should never think of re
jecting a single thought or expression on 
subjective grounds, that is, on the ground that 
it docs not happen to square with my under
standing in other things. Where I may be

disposed to question the authenticity of a term , 
a phrase, a paragraph, I do not feel at liberty 
to assume an authority I do not possess, an d 
proceed to excise such from my copy of the 
Scriptures. I can only leave them. Of 
course, in such a case, while not erasing 
them, I cannot be said to believe them in a 
practical way, since they do not enter into 
the texture of my thought unless unconscious
ly to myself. If the course pursued by the 
author were justifiable in relation to matters 
taken exception to, the same kind of pro- 
ceedure in relation to other matters would be 
as justifiable on the part of others. If so, 
what would the result be? Private interpre
tation and all that is implied in it.

There is one other thing—not the only other 
thing—in this pamphlet which pains; the 
writer is needlessly rough on the sisters. I 
am led to wonder if he ever had a mother.
I can never forget this, and the remembrance 
delivers me from any inclination to make 
such reflections on women.

On the other hand, I Kave enjoyed much 
the general contents of the pamphlet, and 
think that on the whole—while his references 
to Bethlehem are to be deprecated—the bool: 
makes for righteousness, and will prove inter
esting reading. As to this, readers must 
determine.

The cost is fourpcnce (postage extra, say 
id.), and it may be had of the author 
U1 version.

ON THE NATURE OF JESUS MADE CHRIST.

5 ; Gal. iii. 12. You will observe that, in 
my article, I make this distinction where I 
employ the term “reward.” “ The reward 
of pci fat obedience to the law was ‘ eternal 
life” (Matt. xix. 16), and this Jesus earned,” 
etc.
Christ.

N his “ note ”'appended to my article on 
this subject in April Investigator, Bro. 
Nisbcl disclaims “homologation” of 

certain positions taken, and things asserted, 
in Bro. Allen’s article, of which mine was a 
criticism. 1 did not suppose that he could 
accept it unreservedly. When I remarked 
that he had, “ strangely enough, in his edi
torial note, as good as endorsed the article,” 
I meant nothing more than that he was largely 
in sympathy with it; and now I am confirmed 
in this view, through the 9 “objections by 
query” which he has raised against mine.

For the sake of brevity I will not re-slate 
his objections, but simply proceed to answer, 
taking them in their present order to facilitate 
comparison.

(1) Eternal life is nowhere spoken of in 
the scriptures as a “ reward.” In the N. T. 
it is set forth as “The free gift of God in 
Christ Jesus our Lord,” Rom. vi. 23. But it 
is here contrasted with “ wages,”—“ 
wages of sin is death.” Wages is a some
thing one claims as a right—not as a favour 
—a principle clearly staled by Paul, Rom. iv.

I
Eternal life is a "freegift'’ only *
” Apart from his finished work no 

flesh can ever enjoy it, for the very obvious 
reason that “ All have sinned and fall short 
of the glory’ of God”; and they must be justi
fied freely by his grace through the redemp
tion that is in Christ Jesus,” Rom. iii. 24, if 
they are ever to have “ eternal life ” at all.

But, how about Jesus himself? Was he 
brought forth in possession of a “ free life?” 
No : “ eternal life ” was not a “ free gift ” to 
him. He was “ born of a woman, born 
under the law,” Gal. iv. 4, and under that 
law had to prove his right to “ eternal life.” 
Herein lies a beautiful specimen of Divine 
prescience and prearrangement. The law 
contained the potency of long life or “ length 
of days ” for the person who largely, and to 
the best of his ability, obeyed its mandates : 
it retvarded with an endless life the being

1 in
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with what I have advanced on p. 29, viz:— 
“Ordinarily-begotten ‘mortals’ were unable 
to keep the law. Why? Because they had 
inherited a nature weakened by the excesses 
of 4000 years.” Now, while I believe that, 
physic-ally, mentally, and morally, the Jewish 
nation was elevated above other nations, by 
the “educative influences” of God’s pro
vidence, yet, the elevation was only com
parative and limited. No person, prior to 
the birth of Jesus, had so surmounted the 
baneful effects of sin, as to be in a position 
equal to that occupied by Adam before 
he fell. Disease, moral and physical, with 
consequent weakness, lurked everywhere to 
a greater or less extent. Even Mary, who 
occupies the blessed and honourable position 
of being the Lord’s mother, is not credited 
with having attained to that degree of per
fection, save by Romanists, Greek Catholics, 
and a few Anglicans who hold to the dogma 
of the “Immaculate Conception.” Paul’s 
declarations that “All have sinned and fall 
short of the glory of God,” Rom. iii. 23: and 
that, “What things soever the law saith, it 
speaketh to them that are under the law; 
that every mouth may be stopped and all the 
world may be brought under the judgment 
of God,” v. 19; arc, or ought to be, decisive 
on this point. Whatever may be thought 
about Jesus Himself, it is obvious that all 
others (Mary included) “fall short.”

If I do not mistake the intent of the con
cluding “queries” in this “note,” Bro. 
Nisbet will frankly concede the shortcoming 
of humanity in general, because he seems to 
classify even Jesus himself therein :—he says 
“If these did nothing what made the man 
Christ Jesus, ‘holy, harmless, and undefiled’? 
I do not ask what ‘kept’ him so, but what 
* made’ him so?”

who obeyed it perfectly. Thus it became 
from the time of its inception, to that of its 
abolition, the “ tutor ” and benefactor of the 
virtuous in Israel, and, in due time, the 
man if ester and rewarder., with eternal life, of 
that “Great Mystery of Godliness; he who 
was manifested in the flesh, justified in the 
spirit, seen of angels, preached among the 
nations, believed on in the world, received 
up in glory.” 1 Tim. iii. 16. Briefly, then, 
Jesus got “ eternal life” as a reward: all the 
ransomed'get it as a “free gift'' through 
him : and therefore it “ can l>e both a ' free 
gift ’ and a * reward,’ ” according to circum
stances.

(2) Bro. Allen doesn’t aflirm, perhaps docs 
not intend to “ teach,” that Joseph was the 
father of (/'.<■., begat) Jesus, but his remarks 
seem to imply it; so incoherent, however, 
was his article, that it should not l>c surpris
ing if, what he intended and 1 apprehended 
differ widely. It was, largely, for this reason 
that I asked the Editor to “ present it in dis
cussable form, and to him my observations 
arc now addressed.

Bro. Nisl>ct says that “Jesus had no 
‘ father ’ until the relationship of * Father ’ 
and ‘Son’ was established on a spiritual 
basis.” To my mind this necessarily means, 
cither that Jesus acquired his human existence 
without (rod’s interference: or “ the relation
ship of ‘ Father’ and ‘ Son’” was established 
when “The Holy Spirit” came upon Mary, 
and “The power of the Most High over
shadowed” her, Lit. i. 35, R. V., in conse
quence of which she was authorised to call 
her offspring “ The Son of the Most High,” 
or “The Son of God,” vs. 32, 35. If the 
latter be the meaning, the “ basis” would, 
indubitably, be “spiritual,” inasmuch as it 
was the direct result of the action of God’s 
Spirit. But, if this l»e not admitted, and the 
former, viz.:—that Jesus had “no father” 
when born, be insisted on, then I shall feel 
compelled to use Bro Nisbet’s own phrase, 
and say that “ It leads to confusion of 
thought,” (see “ Note ” 9) ; and that it be
comes his duty, instead of “Objecting by 
Query,” to furnish us with as lucid an expo
sition as he can, of the subject, from his 
point of view. If Adam, by creation, was 
“Son of God,” Luke iii. 3S, why may not 
Jesus by begcttal and birth? I refrain from 
pressing this further at present: enough has 
iicen said to indicate the right course.

(3) “ The educative influences which God 
brought to bear on the Jewish nation” did 
not count for nothing in counteracting the ex
cesses of 4000 years,” and “The educative 
influences specially brought to bear on Jesus” 
did count for much in bringing alxwt the re
sult which was obtained in Iiis case,” but, 
in both instances, there is perfect agreement
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? The refusal here to accept an explanation 
to “what ‘kept’ him so,” is a clear intim

ation that Bro. Nisbet believes him to have 
been born in a condition other than “holy, 
harmless, and undefiled,” and, therefore, re
quiring to be “made” so. Query 4 follows 
as the natural complement of this—“Was he 
born of Mary ‘holy, harmless, and undefiled,’ 
or did he become so? and if he became so, 
did he not need to be begotten of the Divine 
seed—the word of the kingdom? and so be
come a subject of regeneration?”

If the testimony of an “An angel from 
heaven” be of any avail, I would refer Bro. 
Nisbet to the words of Gabriel to Mary, 
Luke k 35—“The Holy Spirit shall come 
upon thee, and the power of the Most High 
shall overshadow-thee; wherefore, also, that 
which is to be born shall be called holy, the 
Son of God,” or as the margin of R. V. has it, * 
“The holy thing which is to be bom shall be 
called the “ Son of God.” This proves that
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he was horn “holy,” and, with the evidence 
of his life lxfforc us, we may safely add, 
“harmless and undefiled : ” “Which of you 
convicteth me of sin?”—Jesus. “In him is 
no sin,”—John. “ He knew no sin ”—Paul. 
“ He did no sin,”—Peter, l ie therefore had 
no need to be “ begotten again of the Divine 
seed—the word of the kingdom.” In fact, it 
seems to me monstrous to suggest the possi
bility thereof, on the part of such a one as he 
is here described to have been. If he could 
challenge the astute Scribes and Pharisees to 
“Convict him of sin;” if John could say 
that “//1 Him is no sin;” Paul, that, “He 
kueiv no sin; ” Peter, that “ He did no sin,” 
what would you propose to accomplish by 
further “begettal,” were such possible? 
For the sake of emphasis, I here repeal a 
sentence from my article, p. 29, Investigator 
—“ The keeping of the law perfectly from 
infancy, indicates his unbroken spiritual 
mindedness; therefore, “regeneration” or 
spiritual begettal during his lifetime was a 
moral impossibility, and the theory favouring 
it a fallacy.

Hut, while he did not require to lx: “wade 
holy, harmless and undefiled,” he required 
to be “kept" so. This is where the afore
mentioned “ educative influences” come into 
play. Born in possession of a “ body and 
spirit ” of primeval powers, he could utilise 
those “ educative influences ” in a manner, 
and to a degree, altogether unknown to fallen 
and debilitated humanity, hence his pheno
menal career up to the time of his baptism, 
when he was anointed with Holy Spirit, 
“ received it not by measure,” and thence
forth was able to say, “ My Father dwellcth 
in me.” llis temptation by the Devil mani
fests the precocity of his early years; every 
assault of the tempter being repelled by cita
tion of Scripture, with which his mind was 
replete. The incident, also, of his conversa
tion, at the age of twelve years, with the 
Rabbis in the temple, does similar duty. 
The armour of spiritual warfare was ready to 
his hand in the Hebrew Scriptures. His 
extraordinary (not extra-human) constitution 
enabled him to make the very best use of it. 
The statement that, “ 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 sufferings,” Heb. ii. 10, may be 
thought to militate against this, but it doesn’t. 
Ilis perfection, here alluded to, consisted in 
an unqualified obedience to his Father’s will, 
even “unto death.” When that point had 
been reached, he exclaimed, “It is finished : 
and he bowed his head and gave up his 
spirit,” Jno. xix. 30, R. V. This does not 
imply that he had ever been a sinner, and 
had been “begotten again” or “regener

ated”; but that he had been “tempted in 
all points like as we arc,” and yet had not, 
in a single instance, lapsed from that “ holy ' 
state wherein his mother gave him birth.

(5) “ Docs scriptural repentance imply
previous sin on the part of the subject of it?”

I have not used the word “ repentance” 
in my article : if from anything I have written 
it be inlcrred, my view of it will he easily 
gathered from the foregoing.

(6, 7, S) “ The assertion that ‘Jesus took 
not on him the nature of angels’” may 
“ seem to imply that he existed previously 
(‘ pre-existed ’) and exercised a choice in the 
matter,” but I don’t think it goes farther than 
seeming implication. True, the word “na
ture” is not represented in the original, but 
was inserted by the translators of the A. V. 
to furnish what they supposed to be tin 
meaning. Neither is there any original fo 
the word “ things,” which Bro. Nisl>el sug 
gests as an alternative, in “ Note ” (8), and, 
it seems to me, with much less contextual 
sanction than there is for “ nature.” Begin
ning at v. 9 (Heb. ii.) I render as follows:— 
“ But we behold Jesus, because of the suf
fering of death, crowned with glory and 
honour; who had been made a little (or for 
a little while) lower than the angels, that by 
the grace of God, he should (or might) taste 
death for every man.” V. 10. “ For it be
came him for whom arc all things and through 
whom arc all things in bringing many sons 
unto glory to make the Author (or Captain) 
of their salvation perfect through sufferings.” 
V. 11. “For both lie that sanctificth and 
they that are sanctified arc all of one 
(‘ Father,’ or, if you prefer it, ‘ Nature’), for 
which cause he is not ashamed to call them 
brethren.” V. 14. “Since, then, the chil
dren arc partakers of flesh and blood, he also 
himself, in like manner, partook of the same; 
that, through death, he might bring to

r of 
For,

verily, not of angels doth he take hold, but 
he taketh hold of the seed of Abraham or, 
as some insist—“ For, verily, not of angels 
doth death take hold, but it taketh hold of 
the seed of Abraham.” Knecland renders it 
thus :—“ For truly it,” i.e.r the fear of death 
or death itself, “does not lay hold of,” or 
seize on, “ Angels, but of the seed of Abra
ham it does lay hold.” “ Emphatic Dia- 
glott.”

These five verses contain the entire thread 
of the writer’s argument, all interjections 
being eliminated, and it seems to me clear, 
that his aim was to show, among other 
things, that, inasmuch as flesh and blood and 
sull'ering and death are all correlated, and 
are partaken of by the “ children,” he must 
also be a partaker, seeing that it is necessary

nought him that had (or hath) the powe 
death, that is the Devil.” V. .16. “

I
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t i do service for the sake of them that shall in

herit salvation.” Inasmuch as the saints are 
to “inherit salvation,” they cannot be the 
angels here referred to. For these, among 
other reasons, I cannot accept Bro. Nisbet’s 
suggestion that ‘office.’ or ‘work,’ is a 
more fitting term to supply than ‘nature.5 ”

As to the rendering suggested in “ Note ”
S, I do not care to drift into abstract verbal 
discussion. 1 have already indicated an ob
jection to it, and there, for the present, I 
prefer to leave it.

(9) If this “ note ” be “ ‘ an answer ’ to my 
invitation to ‘prove’ that to hold that God
was the 4 father of Jesus’............. logically
leads to the ‘Free Life Theory,”’ it is very 
unsatisfying. Brief as it is, it contains two 
errors which, as bases, are made to yield the 
desired conclusion. (1) It is wrong to say 
that [no. v 26—“ As the Father hath life in 
himself, so hath he given to the Son to have 
life in himself,” applies to Jesus when “ He 
became a Son and (2) “ That this was a . 
birth-right.” Were I to admit the premise,
I should feel it difficult to resist the conclu
sion—that, “Jesus must, as a physical being, 
have been differently related to life and death 
from all other sharers in flesh and blood ” 
The reader is now familiar with what I be
lieve concerning Jesus when born : how he 
led a blameless life till about thirty years of 
age, when he was baptised, and “received 
the Spirit not by measure,” together with an 
audible attestation of his Father's good plea
sure. It was, thereafter, quite appropriate 
for him to speak as is recorded of him in this 
passage ; but it devolves on the advocates of 
the “ Free Life Theory’’ to prove that that 
was a “ hit tli right” I quite sympathise with 
Bro. Nisbet in his rejection of both this and 
the opposing theory of a “condemned Christ.”
It is hard to say which is the more unscrip- 
tural—the latter, to my mind, is by far the 
more repulsive.

Just a word before closing. What a vast 
amount of time and energy has been devoted 
to the discussion of this topic, among Christ- 
adelphians, during the past twenty-five years! 
How much heartburning and bitter feeling 
has been engendered; and how great the 
estrangement of many, who, in days gone by, 
warmly esteemed and greeted one another as 
brethren? Why is all this? Is it because 
an exact knowledge of these acute particulars 
is essential to salvation ? or is it the offspring 
of intellectual pride, and offensive dogmatism ?
In any case, where arc we now? There 
seems to be as little intellectual agreement 
to-day, as at any time in the past.

If this be a fair summing up of the intel
lectual, what about the ethical side? I Lis 
spiritual - mindedness visibly grown in the 
community; Is there an abiding sense of

for him, as a faithful high priest, to l)C pos
sessed of a feeling of their infirmities, and to 
be tempted in all points like unto them. For 
this purpose he had to be made “ a little, or 
for a little while, lower than the angels,” 
that, “ by the grace of God he should, or 
might, taste death for every mar. and as

the children of the resurrection cannot die 
any more,” because “they are equal to the 
angels,” it follows that the nature of angels 
(“ message-bearers’’), whatever that may be, 
and about which Bro. Nisbet seems to have 
a difficulty—would Ik- unsuitable for the pur
pose. But as the “children,” or “seed,” 
were members of the human family, having a 
corruptible, or dying physical nature, he be
came a “ partaker” thereof—“ took hold of 
it —and was known as “ The seed of Abra
ham,” Gal.iii. 16: thus, the expression 
“ .-.ecd of Abraham,” does of necessity take a 
“ physiological direction ;’ but it may also 
be a “ spiritual conception.”

Respecting the term “angel,” I have ob
served a dangerous tendency in the past, on 
the part of some writers, towards robbing it 
of the importance generally attached to it in 
Scripture usage.

Flvmologically angel—Greek, anggelos— 
means " messenger ” or “ agent but in the 
O. T. we find it rendered from the Hebrew
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T i.abbir—mighty, Ps. lx.wiii. 25—“ Man did 
cat angel’s food ” ; also from Heb. elohim— 
God, a god, judge, Ps. viii. 5 
a little lower than the angels.” This latter 
use is adopted, evidently, by the author of 
the Fpistle to the Hebrews when in chap. ii. 
7, he quotes the psalm which we arc now 
discussing. The term “ messenger ” is somc- 
wliat flexible in application. The highest 
messenger mentioned in Scripture is the 
“ Messenger of the Covenant,’ Mall. iii. 1. 
You may imagine just as many kinds, or 
grades, of messengers (“message-bearers”), 
as might exist between him on the one hand, 
and a carrier pigeon on the other. Any per
son, or thing, entrusted with, and Ircaring, 
or carrying a message, is manifestly a “ mes- 
sagc-lrearer,” or messenger. There can Ire 
no reasonable doubt as to the application of 
the term in these passages under examination: 
it is used in the next to highest sense—signi
fying the most august of all messengers, save 
the Lord Jesus himself—ambassadors from 
the court of Heaven. The contrast in chap, 
i. forbids any inferior use of it: “Untj 
which of the angels said he at any time, Thou 
ail my Son. this day have I begotten thee.” 
............................... “ Let all the angels of

‘ Made him
:•
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/: God worship him.”....................................
“ But of which of the angels said he at any 
time, ‘ Sit thou on my right hand till I make 
thine enemies the footstool of thy feet,’ arc 
they not all ministering spirits sent forth to
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in scripture for Bro. Weir’s statement that 
“ 1 he law rewarded with an endless life 
or with “eternal life”—“the being who

God’s nearness, filling our hearts with becom
ing reverence, and making us scrupulously 
examine our every act and word and thought, 
in the light of his word? If not, what availeth obeyed it perfectly.” The law was not made 
all the intellectuality, even if accurate ? It foi the righteous but for the lawless and dis
will be but a poor substitute for the other obedient, etc. (1 Tim. i. 9), consequently it
when we stand in the presence of the Searcher could not “ give life ” (Gal. iii. 21). 
of hearts, in the great day of account-giving. 2. Bro. Allen’s style may have seemed 
A little intellectuality may suffice as a pass- . peculiar but it was not “ incoherent.” Then 
port into the kingdom of God :—holiness of I must confess to some surprise that Bro.
life is indispensable, and cannot be overdone. Weir, whom I have always regarded as an

exceptionally fair opponent, should say that 
Bro. Allen’s remarks seem to imply that 
Joseph was the father of Jesus, for Bro. 
Allen expressly said: “ By this we sec Joseph 
was not the literal father of Jesus, only his 
father by law, or by marriage (page I, par.

What of Bro. Allen’s article I did homolo- 9, of January issue). Granting that Jesus
gate I thought was made apparent in my note did not “acquire his human existence with-
to the same. I endorsed his contention that out God’s inicrfcicncc,” he was not therefore
God was not the father of the infant Jesus, “ Son of God ”—or so must Isaac have been
unless in the sense in which he was also the “ Son of God,” for not without God’s inter-
father of the child Isaac. Power from on fercnce did he “acquire his human existence.”
high overshadowed both Sarah (Hcb. xi. 11) The relationship of “Son” had knowledge
and Mary (Luke i. 35); result, a man child in of God as its Ixisis. It is knowing God, or
both cases. Then my “ objections ” were rather, being known of him (Gal. iv. 9)
not intended as a defence of Bro. Allen’s which constitutes true Sonship such as Jesus
argument, but were directed against Bro. became the subject of. Mary never called
Weir’s remarks; and I do not know that Bro. her offspring “ Son of God ” or “ Son of the
Allen will endorse all these “ objections” of Most High,” nor was she ever authorised to
mine. Dealing seriatim with Bro. Weir’s do so: that was done on the banks of the
Replies to my Queries, I have to say : — Jordan by “ the voice from heaven.” There

1. Bro. Weir admits that “eternal life” is is no evidence that Mary even believed that
nowhere spoken of in the scriptures as a re- Jesus was “ Son of God” at his birth. He
ward ; but the admission is quite discounted w as, according to the law. son of Joseph, al-
by the later assertion that Jesus got “eternal though not begotten by him. Joseph’s mar-
life ” as a reward for his keeping of the law ; riage with Mary made Jesus his son and heir,
while to us only is it a free gift, in him. Adam by creation was not “Son of God” 
Matt. xix. 16 is adduced in proof of the con- Luke iii. 3S does not affirm this: the term 
tention that “ the reward of perfect obedience “Son” is an unauthorised addition to the
to the law was eternal life.” For such a text. Adam is simply said to be “of God”
statement there is, I believe, absolutely no {ton theou — of the Deity). My contention is
authority. The passage adduced seems to not invalidated in the least by what Bro.
me to show that “ eternal life” was not pos- Weir advances in this paragraph, and I do
sible of attainment by that law which the not see how I can be more lucid in any re
young man had “ kept from his youth up”: marks I might make than I have been in my
it would appear that the young man could Queries. The fundamental law—“ Not first
only have ‘•eternal life” by following Jesus. the spiritual but the soulical: after that the 
But Bro. Weir’s conception of “ eternal life” spiritual ” is as truly applicable to Jesus who
is evidently that of “ endless life.” Without became Son of God as to any one of us his
staying to argue the matter out I submit here brethren. If Jesus were first a Son of God.
that such a notion is based upon a misappre- then he was never soulical—never came in
hension of the term “eternal ’ (aionios): and flesh. The soulical or “ natural ’ basis must
it is possible that a difference in our definition exist l»efore the spiritual is possible,
of terms here may lend to confusion of thought. 3 and 4. My Queries 3 and 4 are not met 
“ Eternal life ” we are said to have: ‘ ‘ end- by what Bro. Weir has to say in his
less life ” we certainly have not. And Jesus Answers. No argument from the life that
did not need to wait till after Calvary* for Jesus lived will prove him to have been at
“eternal life”; he already had it “in him- birth what he is testified to have been through-
self" as the Father had. But I think it is out his life. The same argument would
going beyond the testimony to say that Jesus prove us to have been always saints \kapoi), 
earned it. lie doubtless justified his claim seeing we are so at present. There is no
to its possession. Then I find no authority evidence that Jesus kept the law from infancy,

Toronto, Canada.
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nor indeed was any Jew required to do so— means set apart. I can see an appropriateness 
only “ from their youth up.” in its application to the child Jesus, although

While believing that such an high priest it is to be noted that the different render-
became us, who is “holy (hosios-pious), ings of the verse in question given by Bro.
harmless, undefiled, Hcb. vii. 26), yet no Weir leave it an open question as to whether
testimony of an angel from heaven could con- the angel meant that the hagios condition
vincc me that Jesus was l>orn pious of Mary: would be applicable to Jesus at birth, or at
he lx*came so and remains so. But no angel some future time, not therein defined, when
from heaven has testified that he was hosios he should lie called “holy, a son of God.”—
at birth. The term rendered “holy” in Editor.
I.uke i. 35 is not hosios but hagios, which

n

•:
(Conclusion crushed out.)

■i } DIVERS AND STRANGE PARAGRAPHS.. f: . •
! '■ f

would imagine that some little change 
might have come about for the better; 
but alas! (Prov. xxvii. 22). I acciden
tally put my hand upon the last 
number issued, viz., that of March, 
1897, and from its pages picked the 
following paragraphs.

Referring to his tour in Australia, 
&c., page 102, col. 1, he says:—“The 
brethren declare themselves greatly 
strengthened in their devotion to the 
truth, and disabused of many false 
impressions concerning myself, sedu
lously fostered by hostile magazines. 
The spread of the truth has doubtless 
received an unexpected impetus, and 
many cases of obedience have directly 
resulted. The end is not yet. Sympa
thising with the spoliations of which 
I have been the victim, the brethren 
have put in motion a scheme to de
liver me from my burden, on the 
understanding I will for the future 
abstain from business: that I will give 
the colonies something of my pres
ence in days to come, without requir
ing my total absence from England.” 
And in the col. after, he continues, 
“The hand of God appears to be in 
the whole operation. If I have been 
humbled and broken, higher ends at 
the same time have been served. 
Those who deny that a man’s mis
takes may be a divine instrumentality 
for a divine end, have poorly studied 
the ways of Providence, as authentic
ally illustrated in Bible history.” 
Next, we have from the 3rd page of

Dear Bro. Nirret,
With your reply to “J.P.” on the 

2nd page of the cover of No. 45, I 
thoroughly agree.
“J.P.” may be very good; and the 
sentiment it involves may be very fine; 
but the principle you adopt is infinitely 
superior to both, 
give as much attention to the para
graphs which appear so frequently in 
the organ of the man he names, he 
would find in them much more to 
object to, than to anything he may 
find in the pages of the Investigator. 
A time was when I greatly appreciated 
the pages of the Christadelphian, but 
years ago I became so disgusted and 
irritated with the paragraphs which 
appeared hither and thither, in every 
number which came out, that I ceased 
to read it, so much was it filled with 
misrepresentation, false statements, 
and a general degeneration from the 
principles of the editor in his first 
numbers, and for about ten years 
after, so greatly advocated, 
what made the matter worse, these 
paragraphs, so small in their respective 
limits, so artfully placed and devised 
to take root, like the lodgement of 
seeds in separate treepots carefully 
arranged—the whole was covered over 
with such an effusion of piety profuse, 
as to give glamour to the bulk, and an 
air of truth to the parts, that I felt in
dignant with it all, and was shocked 
with its unmistakable hypocrisy. Since 
then, years have passed, and one
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the cover, the following:—
“A.Z.—Thank you for your sympa

thising letter concerning that which 
grieves you in some oppositions and 
evil speeches you see and hear against 
us. ... If our objects were present 
we could not bear them. But they 
are not so, and our policy is to be 
kind to all, shut eyes and ears and go 
inflexibly ahead.” Next comes another 
with the initials, “A.D.”—“That you 
should be shocked at the disclosures 
of the circular is not altogether to be 
wondered at. But on second thoughts 
your feelings will subside,” etc. Then 
lastly, with the initials “B.D.S.”— 
‘You need not be distressed at the- 

evil reports you hear. They are pure 
slanders. The more serious of them 
were investigated nine years ago by 
brethren selected by the accuser, and 
a printed report issued by them, 
which you can see if you like. It 
concludes with the following words: — 
‘That Bro. and Sister Roberts have 
been seriously wronged, and that the 
said accusation being untrue, ought 
to be unreservedly withdrawn.’ As to 
more recent reports, they are equally 
baseless when known to the founda
tion. There used to be terrible things 
untruly said about Dr. Thomas. He 
said we should have the same expe
rience if we faithfully sustained the 
antagonisms which the truth creates. 
It has been so, but slanders are short
lived. It is the bad reports that are 
true that kill.”

In these paragraphs we see a cun
ning hand : and a wholesale denunci
ation of others. He is the victim, 
they are the accusers, says he in effect; 
but he forgets the accusations he has 
brought against them. He refers to 
“ false reports concerning himself, 
sedulously fostered by hostile maga
zines.” Would he give the names of 
these “ hostile magazines ” as he calls 
them ? Are they hostile to the truth, 
or only hostile to his faults? Which ?
I know three which have reported

certain things, but the reports were 
not false; and the editors are far more 
to be relied on than he. He speaks 
of himself as if he were the sole ex
positor of Truth ; aye, as if he were 
himself the Truth; but what he did 
do was inimical to the truth, and what 
they have done was in the interests of 
the truth. They do not say this, 
however, ostentatiously, because they 
have no need to. To just and righteous 
men theiractions speak for themselves. 
As to what he says, we are reminded 
of the artist who pictured a horse, but 
other artists could see no horse in the 
picture. He is a master in advertising 
himself, and like all quacks he is so 
loquacious that with a multitude of 
words he turns everything to the dis
paragement of others, and asserts his 
own pre-eminence in virtue and every
thing else, as if they had neither. He 
on the one hand feigns humility by a 
specious acknowledgment of “ mis
takes?” and on the other sets forth 
his mistakes as a “ divine instrumen
tality for a divine end.” Therefore, 
those who reckon their “ mistakes ” a 
divine instrumentality, may safely re
fer their mistakes to necessity, and so 
justify themselves as having done no 
wrong. Why not plead this for the 
so-called “hostile magazines,” the 
editors of which have as conscien
tious a desire to serve the truth as he 
has, and that with a great deal more 
consistency. He calls their actions 
“ oppositions and evil speeches.” He 
calls them “evil reports” and “pure 
slanders.” Are they—the editors— 
therefore slanderers, evil-speakers, and 
so forth ? I know no one in the his
tory of Christadelphianism that has 
brought more dishonour and mischief 
to the truth than he has done; and 
because these editors protest, he must 
depreciate them and refer to them as 
evil men. Is this slander, or is it not? 
He says “ his policy is to be kind to 
all, shut eyes and ears, and go inflex
ibly ahead.” This would be good

-
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for the hour of His judgment is come.” The another gathering was in progress. Away 
effect of that message would be manifested in north in the valley of Megiddo, the beast and
dividing the peoples and nations into two the kings of the earth were being gathered
parties—those who would accept the new together by the three unclean spirits like
order of things, and those who would reject it. frogs to “ the war of the great day of God
The latter might be divided into two parts— Almighty.” They are the class which would
one being Babylon the great; that is, the not submit to the claim of Christ to rule the
Roman Catholic system, which would natur- nations. They come to make war with him. 
ally keep by itself, and oppose on its own He goes forth against them riding on a white
pretensions. So we find that it falls by itself horse. Under the same symbol, he went
before the organised opposition of other forth conquering and to conquer, when the
nations manifests itself. This 19th ch. shows gospel arrangement was inaugurated. (Sec
that after Babylon had fallen “the kings of ch. vi. 2). lie now goes forth to conquer
the earth and their armies make war against and subdue the assembled opponents of his
him that sat upon the horse and his army.” claims. Me is here named “ Faithful and

The class who have responded to the mes- true ; and in righteousness he doth judge and
sage, “ Fear God and give glory to him, be- make war.” He is also named “ The Word
cause the hour of his judgment is come,” are of God”; besides, “ he hath a name written
those who have to be brought face to face which no one knoweth but he himself.” A
with their new rulers. It is those who are name on his thigh, and his garment is,
addressed by “a voice from the throne, say- “ King of Kings, and Lord of Lords.”
ing, Give praise to our God, all ye his ser- The garment dipped or sprinkled with
vanis, ye tha,t fear him, the small and the blood, may refer to his blood, as the blood
great, and,” says John, “I heard as it were of the new covenant shed for many for the 
voice of a great multitude, and as the voice remission of sins. Or it may apply to the
of many waters, and as the voice of mighty blood of the slain, in the treading of the
thunders, saying, Hallelujah : for the Lord winepress of the wrath of God. What ap- 
our God the Almighty, rcigneth. Let us re- pears to be identical with the winepress of
joice and be exceeding glad, and let us give this chapter, is that recorded in Isaiah Ixiii.
the glory unto him : for the marriage of the 1-6 : “ Who is this that cometh from Edom,
Lamb is come, and his wife hath made herself with dyed garments from Bozrah? this that
ready.” The wife does not sing of her own is glorious in his apparel, marching in the
preparedness. Neither is it the wife who is greatness of his strength ? Ans. I that speak
called to the marriage supper of the Lamb, in righteousness, mighty to save. Wherefore
liccause there can l>c no marriage without the art thou red in thine apparel, and thy gar-
bride and the bridegroom. It is the guests ments like him that treadeth in the winefat ?
that require an invitation. In this case, it is Ans. I have trodden the winepress alone ;
those peoples who with one voice arc ready and of the peoples there was no man with
to cry: “ The Lord our God the Almighty me : yea, I trod them in mine anger, and
rcigneth.” The bride, comprising the re- trampled them in my fury; and their life-
deemed ones out “ of every tribe, and tongue, blood is sprinkled upon my garments, and 1
and people, and nation,” is introduced to the have stained all my raiment. For the day of
guests as their future rulers, the marriage vengeance was in my heart, and the year of
itself being the complete unity of the Christ my redeemed is come.”
and his Church. “ Blessed are they which “ Of the peoples there wsis no man with 
arc bidden to the marriage supper of the me,” evidently refers to the “ peoples” which
Lamb.” A great supper is provided for the were called to the marriage feast. They were
gathered multitude. It appears to me that not with him in the treading of the winepress;
“ the feast of fat things ” to be made “unto but “the called, and chosen, and faithful/’,
all peoples,” as recorded in Isaiah xxv. 6-8, which constituted “ the armies of the heaven
is the same feast as the marriage supper of were there.” The locality of the winepress
the Lamb, because it is to be at the time being in the land of Edom indicates that the
when the Lord “will destroy in this moun- final overthrow of all opponents in “the
tain (Zion) the face of the covering that is controversy of Zion ” will be there. Although
cast over all peoples, and the veil that is the kings of the whole habitable are to be
spread over all nations. He hath swallowed gathered to Ilar-Magedon to the war of the
up death for ever; and the Lord God will great day of God Almighty, it does not say
wipe away tears from off all faces ; and the that their overthrow will be there,
reproach of his people shall he take away In comparing the Apocalypse with the 
from off all the earth ; for the Lord hath prophets, we find details in their writings 
spoken it.” which show that the people of Israel will

After the marriage the scene changes. Ere manifest the power of God among the nations
the assembled company had been dispersed during the progress of their restoration to the
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either to lead them into subjection, or bring 
upon them “ aionian destruction from the,face 
of the Lord, and the glory of his might, when 
he shall come to be glorified in his saints.” 
(2 Thess. i. 9-10). These last plagues will be 
finished by the last war described in this xix. 
chapter, the kings of the habitable and their 
armies on the one side: the King of Kings 
and Lord of Lords and his armies on the other. 
Victor)’ is with the latter. “ The beast was 
taken and with him the false prophet that 
wrought signs in his sight.” These two ap
pear to be the leaders of the opposition, 
especially the latter, who is said to have 
“deceived them that had received the mark 
of the beast, and them that worshipped his 
image.” Their doom was to be “ cast alive 
into the lake of fire that burneth with brim
stone.”

land of promise. “ The nations shall see 
and be ashamed of all their might: they 
shall lay their hand upon their mouth, their 
ears shall be deaf. They shall lick the dust 
like a serpent ; like crawling things of the 
earth they shall come trembling out of their 
close places : they shall come with fear unto 
the Lord our God, and shall be afraid because 
of thee.”—Micah vii. 16, 17. The Apocal
ypse deals with events in relation to the 
church of God in Christ, while the Jewish 
prophets deal with the events pertaining to 
the kingdom of God in relation to the nation 
of Israel. The last verse of the chapter 
states that “ the remnant were slain with the 
sword of him that sat upon the horse, even 
the sword which came forth out of his mouth: 
and all the birds were filled with their flesh.” 
That remnant was not subjected to the wine
press, and may be composed of those whom 
the tribes of Israel are to be instrumental in 
subduing, as in Micah v. 8—“ And the rem
nant of Jacob shall be among the nations, in 
the midst of many peoples, as a lion among 
the beasts of the forest,-as a young lion among 
the flocks of sheep: who, if he go through, 
treadeth down and tearcth in pieces, and there 
is none to deliver. Let thine hand be lifted 
up above thine adversaries, and let all thine 
enemies be cut off.”

Although the Apocalypse as a whole book 
does not state events in consecutive order, it 
appears to me that from the 14th chapter to 
the end of the book we have a statement of 
events that arc to l>e manifested after the ap
pearing of the Lord to them that look for him 
without sin unto salvation. Let us try to 
trace the order of events : The Lord appears 
on the Mount Zion with his redeemed ones 
singing, as it were, a new song. But there 
was work to do; the kingdom had to be es
tablished. So a message was sent forth to 
the nations, requiring their submission to him 
whose right it was to reign. Babylon the 
great, that anti-christian system calling itself 
the kingdom of God, opposes, and is the first 
to fall : torment is threatened against those 
who may continue its form of worship. Next 
comes the reaping of the harvest of the earth. 
The harvest consists of those peoples who 
have submitted themselves to the new order 
of things. Next comes the gathering of the 
vine of the earth, which consists of those 
peoples who may reject the claims of Christ 
to rule the nations. Their doom is to be cast 
into the winepress of the wrath of God. It 
is likely that such will be the fate only of the 
rulers and leaders of the opposition, as we find 
that there is to be a great slaughter of peoples 
from one end of the earth to the other. In 
connection with this state of things the seven 
last plagues, in which is filled up the wrath 
of God, will come into operation in order

16 Annfield Street, Dundee.
In Studies No. 14, page 44,-2nd col., line 

12, for terrestrial read territorial.

WIIAT IS REVELATION ?
On pp. 42 and 43 of the April issue, Bro. 

Stainforth has some remarks upon my note 
on the cover of the April 1895 number, to 
which I should like briefly to reply.

He says “Assyrian” (Micah v. 5) “may 
represent any nation that similarly acts.” 
How can this be, seeing that in the following 
verse “the laud of Assyria” is expressly 
mentioned ? To say that we may take “ As
syrian ” symbolically because “Babylon” is 
not used literally in the Apocalypse, is to 
ignore the wide difference between *‘ Micah” 
and the “ Revelation,” the former being as a 
whole a literal writing, whilst the latter is 
avowedly couched in language of a highly 
figurative character.

As to the suggestion that in Dan. xi. 21-45 
the “king” mentioned indicates a line of 
kings, it may safely be said that this is a 
gratuitous guess of an entirely baseless char
acter, and which would never have been 
dreamt of apart from a preconceived deter
mination to make the chapter cover the whole 
Christian era. And the same may be said of 
the explanation of the “idolatry” of Micah 
v. 13, as “impediments that in the present 
day separate the Jews from the favour of 
God.”

I am sorry to find that Bro. S., in his en
deavour to justify the language of Ps. cix. 
6-15, actually expresses himself ready to adopt 
these petitions as his own. I can only say I 
hope he is alone in this, for anything more
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J i it would be as a concession, not as a scriptural 
obligation or requirement.”—Ed.

contrary to the spirit of the Master, or more 
likely to bring down upon us the rebuke, 
“ Ye know not what manner of spirit ye arc 
of,” I cannot imagine. What ? Pray that 
your enemy’s days may be few, that his chil
dren may be vagabonds and beg, that there 
l>e none to favour them, that nis posterity 
tna^’ be cut off, &c., &c. ? O, Bro. S., Bro.

As to Jeremiah xx. 14-17. this is not simply 
a question of “ cursing the birthdayas Bro. 
S. descril>es it, but of cursing the man who 
brought tidings of Jeremiah s birth, because 
he did not commit the heinous crime of 
murdering the infant.

Precisely the same methods as Bro. S. em
ploys to “explain” these matters arc used 
by those whom he styles “ the Lid to Lid 
and Jot and Tittle theorists,” in their vain 
endeavours to show that no error, even his
torically, exists in the Bible. Bro. S. calls 
the positions of these latter “assumptions” 
(Oct. ’94, p. 82); but it seems to me he is 
equally guilty of “assumptions” in regard to 
other sections of the Bible.

: -
H Vi :t : QUESTION: Is a brother justified in mak

ing the statement that “ if one stayed away 
from the breaking of bread he would be 
breaking no command
In answer to your enquiry: I should say 

that the statement of the brother in question 
requires some qualification. Presence at the_ 
breaking of bread shouldnol be in response" 
to acommnnd ; it is more ; it is in the natur.fi 
of a privilege embraced rather than a dut£ 
fulfilled. Nor are we commanded to be 
present once a week : we arc not .even for
bidden to partake more than once a weejs— 
the frequency is not specified by Jesus ; it is 
“as often as.” The practice of the disciples, 
we find, was—“ when they came together on 
the first day of the week” they “broke 
bread.” We arc not to forsake the assem
bling of ourselves together ; although a 
brother absenting himself for a day does not 
come within the category of those who have 
forsaken “ the assembling of themselves to
gether.” But he is found wanting. I should 
not like to occupy the position of one who 
willingly absents himself even for a day. Mis 
heart, in such a case, is somewhere else. 
Love brings us to the table, not fear. It isa^ 
privilege left to tis by Jesus, not an austere 
command.
~ In the coiumn'preceding this will be found 
some further remarks specially directed to the 
case of one who desired that his brethren 
should break bread with him, as one might 
say, “ in season and out of season.”

In conclusion : Remarks of the kind to 
which you take exception should not be 
made without qualification. If “ love is the 
fulfilling of the law,” the absentee shows 
himself guilty of breaking the “ law ” of 
Christ by his willing absence from the table. 
But we should not make too much of a re
mark that may fall from the lips of another. 
We are ourselves fallible, and no doubt 
under obligation to our brethren for the 
charity they may occasionally exercise to
wards us. Sometimes, .too, when _empha- 
sising one, aspect of a matter we give too.liule 
weiglit .lo_another,_cvfin_t.o the extent of ap
pearing to antagonize jl. It is always diffi
cult to say just what we think in a way that 
will enable others to perceive just what we 
think. I doubt even the possibility of doing 
this. We have to accept a compromise. I 
do my best to explain, you do your best to 
understand, but identity of idea is not the 
result (I do not mean conviction, but morcly 
the perception of the thought). “ What man 
knowelh the thoughts of a man save the 
spirit of the man which is in him?”—Ed.
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“ Is it a Command?”—To a brother who 
wrote regarding the memorial supper, which 

' he thought his brethren were commanded to 
observe with him at any odd times they might 
meet, I wrote—“ Not as a command in the 
strict sense of the term—the point of Jesus' 
words is ‘ in the remembrance of me.’ It is 
not so much a duly as a privilege. We arc 
never commanded to meet once a week— 
neither more nor less —for this purpose, but 
we find incidentally that when the disciples 
1 came together on the first day of the week 
(it was) to break bread' (Acts xx. 7) which 
they also did ‘ from house to house ’ (Acts ii. 
46). The brethren with you are thus quite 
justified iii exercising their own judgment in 
the matter of when—over and above the time 
the ecclesia may have determined upon—just 
as you are yourself. We must bear and for
bear in many things. Then ‘ breaking bread 
with you’ is not ‘ fellowshipping you.’ Fel
lowship, I know, is confounded with the act 
of breaking bread together, and vice versii, but 
the one is not the other.

I don’t think it is ‘ our duty to meet for the 
breaking of bread as often as we can,’ as you 
say, although I sec no scriptural objection to 
another doing as he thinks best, but he must 
not put a yoke upon others who may not see 
eye to eye with him ; in other words: I do 
not think you should in love insist upon your 
brethren ‘ breaking bread ’ in formal fashion 
with you just whenever you may meet. They 
could assent perhaps, and without doing 
wrong, accommodate you in your desire, but
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nvestigator.
“ All things, put to the test. the good retain.”—i Thess. v. 21.

OCTOBER, 1897.Vol. XII. No. 48.

THE CHRISTIAN’S LIFE AND WORK.

T IFE is perhaps the most profound mystery that Nature has to offer for 
1 \ the consideration of the human mind. Science, as yet, has been unable 

to formulate a satisfactory definition. It has been variously described 
as a force or power called vitality; as a state of being expressed scien
tifically thus: “ The continuous adjustment of internal relations with exter
nal relations;” or “That state of an organism in which it corresponds with 
its environmentand lastly, life has been considered as being the product 
of that state of being in correspondence with environment. In considering 
life under other conditions than that of the biological, these three ideas are 
to be met with and accounted for. As an example, consider an artist. Fie 
has mental capacity for artistic culture, the love of the beautiful in nature, 
which inspires him to select that life as the most congenial to his artistic soul. 
'This is his vital force or motive power. If he is to have any life as an artist, 
he must correspond with his environment. His internal relations, that is his 
mental capacity, must correspond with his external relations, namely, those 
beauty spots in Nature’s undefiled handiwork which call forth his admiration 
and inspire him to convey his impressions to canvas. To be able to accom
plish this he must needs be a close observer of things around him. He must 
study the details of sky, air, land. He must be able to faithfully portray the 
formation of clouds, the azure blue of the summer sky, and the dull grey of the 
winter months. He must mark well the effects of aerial perspective, of light 
and shade, the geological formation of mountains and valleys, the action of 
water-courses, the shapes of trees and plants and also the movements of birds, 
animals and men, whic h give the idea of animation to the scene. The perfor
mance of all these varied duties constitute “The continuous adjustment of 
internal relations with external relations.” The moment he thus ceases to 
correspond with his environment he dies,—dies, that is to say, to the world of 
art. Death, expressed in scientific terms, is “That state of an organism in 
which it is unable to correspond with its environment.” So long as he is 
corresponding with his environment he is living, and in considering his life as 
a whole, we find this life manifested in the work he produces from time to 
time. The productions of his brush are the evidences of his existence as an 
artist. This is equally true of the poet, the musician, the scientist, and also 
of the Christian. If we are to discover the existence of the Christian’s life 
and work, it must be sought for along these three lines of examination. Turn
ing our attention, therefore, to the subject of this paper, our first duty is to 
enquire into the nature of the vitality or motive principle which gives the 
Christian the ability to live. The principle of life in the natural world is the
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gift of Ciod. The dust of which Adam’s physical body was composed is dead 
to the world of life; it belongs, in fact, to the inorganic kingdom. It was not 
until God had breathed into the nostrils of the inanimate body the breath of 
life that Adam became a living soul. Moreover, “ If God withdraw his spirit 
and his breath all flesh shall perish, and man shall turn to dust again ” is the 
testimony of Job xxxiv. 14*15. There is no evolution from the inorganic to 
the organic, apart from the Creator’s interference. There is no process by 
which the solids, liquids and gases, which make up our material earth, become 
endowed with life by inherent power, and thus pass by a process of evolution 
from the dead to the living state. There must be the introduction of Divine 
interference, adding a power from the kingdom next in order above it. The 
organic, however, finds its substratum in the inorganic. The physical body 
of our first parent was formed from the same matter which builds up the inor
ganic kingdom ; but it would have remained for ever a lifeless body had not 
God, by a distinct creative act, breathed into his nostrils the breath of life and 
then man became a living soul. So, in the spiritual sphere, there is no process 
by which the natural man, by the development of his moral capacity, can pass 
by inherent power into the spiritual world, which is the kingdom next in order 
above the natural kingdom. Paul is very emphatic in his insistence of this 
point. He says, “ The natural man rcceiveth not the things of the spirit of 
God; for they are foolishness unto him ; neither can he know them, because 
they are spiritually discerned,” and to point out the difference he asserts, just 
prior to this statement, “ We have received not the spirit of the world, but the 
spirit which is of God ; that we might know the things which are freely given 
to us of God” (1 Cor. ii. 12-14). As the organic kingdom finds its substratum 
in the inorganic so the spiritual world finds its substratum in the natural world. 
There are, however, no inherent powers in the natural by which it can pass 
into the spiritual, any more than the inorganic of itself can pass into the or
ganic kingdom. To the natural Christ has said, “ Ye must be born from 
above.” “Except a man be born of water and spirit,” said Christ to 
Nicodemus, “he cannot enter into the. kingdom of God.” In order 
that we may become related to this kingdom, Peter says — “For this 
cause was the Gospel preached also to them that are dead, that they might be 
judged according to men in the flesh, but live according to God in the Spirit ” 
(1 Peter iv. 6). “God was in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself,” and 
Christ said of himself—“ For as the Father hath life in himself, so hath he 
given to the Son to have life in himself” (John v. 26). The natural man is 
dead to the spiritual world, and cannot pass by any inherent power into this 
world above the natural. This passage can only be made by a divine creative 
act. Paul said to the Ephesians—“ For by grace are ye saved, through faith, 
and that not of yourselves, it is the gift of God. For we are his workman
ship, created in Christ Jesus unto good works” (Ephesians'ii. 8-10). To the 
Romans Paul said—“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” (Romans 
viii.9-10). The motive principle, therefore, in the Christian, which distinguishes 
him from the death state of the natural world and stamps him as a living 
creature, and which energises him to be able to live, is the spirit of God work
ing through Christ Jesus. Having been born anew, however, if this new life 
is to develop and mature, it must continue to adjust its internal relations 
with its external relations; it must, in fact, correspond with its new environ-
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ment, or it will inevitably sicken and die, that is, die spiritually. In all living 
organisms, whether plants or animals, there is always an amount of waste being 
produced as the necessary accompaniment of growth and development. If 
this growth is to be maintained, there must be an assimilation of necessary 
matter from surrounding material to supply the deficiency which is constantly 
being created by the wasting of energy. To be perfect, therefore, this new 
environment must contain within itself the necessary material from which 
supplies can be drawn to maintain the growth and development of this 
spiritual life. What, then, is that environment in which the Christian lives 
and moves and has his being? It is in God. God, as we have before said, 
was in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself, and we find Christ defining 
the nature of this environment when he delivered that important address to 
Jews by the sea of Tiberias—John vi. 27-56—“ Labour not,” said he, ‘“for the 
meat that perisheth, but for that meat which endurcth unto eternal life, which 
the Son of Man shall give unto you. 1 am the bread of life, he that comcth 
to me shall never hunger, and he that believeth on me shall never thirst. ... I 
am the living bread which came down from heaven, if any man eat of this 
bread he shall live for ever, and the bread that I will give is my flesh, which I 
give for the life of the world. . . . Verily I say unto you, Except ye eat the 
flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, ye have no life in you.” “Who
so cateth my flesh and drinketh my blood hath eternal life, and I will raise him 
up at the last day.” “ He that eatelh my flesh and drinketh my blood, dwelleth 
in me and I in him.” Here we have an environment which is perfect, and 
one that cannot fail. In the natural world our environment is subject to 
changes which come suddenly upon us, and being unable to adjust our internal 
relations with these altered external relations we become unable to correspond 
therewith, and consequently die to them. 'This environment, however, plays 
no such vagaries. It is steadfast, unmovable. It is part of the purpose 
which the great Creator is evolving out of the natural world, to the honour 
and glory of His great name, and is therefore assured to us upon the surest 
foundation. But it is absolutely necessary that the Christian shall correspond 
with this environment, for without environment there can be no existence. 
To attempt to live independently of an environment is to court immediate 
death, for our environment contains within itself all the necessary material 
to build up the wasting tissues. Christ emphasises this fact in the illustra- 
tration of the true vine—“I am the vine, ye are the branches; he that 
abideth in me, and I in him, the same bringeth forth much fruit; for without 
me ye can do nothing” (John xv. 5). To mortify the deeds of the flesh is an 
arduous task, and necessitates the expenditure of a vast amount of strength; 
and unless we can draw upon a reserve fund our store of energy will speedily 
diminish, and decay and death will inevitably follow. “If a man abide not in 
me,” said Christ, “he is cast forth as a branch and withered” (John xv. 6). 
We are not creators of energy, we are only creatures, and to preserve ourselves 
from starvation and death it is necessary for us to assimilate fresh supplies 
from surrounding material; we must, in fact, be continually adjusting our 
internal relations with our external relations. As we grow in grace and 
development towards the perfect stature of men in Christ Jesus, there is a 

draining and wasting away of the strength we have received ; and 
unless we be continually absorbing new strength and nourishment to the full 
equivalent of our lost energy, we must surely cease to live. Does not this 
explain what perhaps to many has been a wonder, why it is that once energetic
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brethren have lost their first love for the truth, and have been drawn irresis
tibly into the world ? They have failed to correspond with their environment, 
and in consequence they have suffered the full penalty for such neglect. 
Their spiritual life has drooped and died ; in fact, to use Scripture language, 
they have “ quenched the spirit.” There are lessons, however, to be learnt 
nearer home than these examples. Let us try and grasp the full meaning 
underlying these words of Christ, “Except ye abide in the vine, ye can bring 
forth no fruit.” Let us indulge in a little self-examination, and see if we can
not recall times in our own experience when we have endeavoured to live 
independently of our environment. We, perhaps, sometime have forgotten to 
refresh our soul with the words of divine revelation—have perchance failed to 
seek our Heavenly Father’s aid in prayer and supplication, or probably 
we have not complied with the apostolic injunction “ to forsake not the 
assembling of ourselves together.” Mark the failure that has without excep
tion followed such attempts to live by our own strength. Have not our 
endeavours to overcome the weaknesses of the flesh proved futile? Have not 
our hearts felt starved and almost lifeless for want of spiritual nourishment? 
Perhaps we wondered what was the cause of our failures—have fretted at our 
position, and attributed our condition to the chastening of the Lord. What 
has really happened is this—we have forgotten that we have no life but as we 
abide in the vine. We have-failed to adjust our internal relations with our 
external relations. Let us le wise then, and recognise the fact that if we 
would be living Christians we must continue to correspond with our environ
ment. “If ye abide in the vine ye shall bring forth much fruit.” Our 
environment is perfect. God is faithful, and never yet forsook the man that 
trusted in Him; consequently, if we die spiritually the fault will be entirely 
our own. We now come to the consideration of the last line of examination 
in our subject. We have seen that the vitality of the Christian is the spirit of 
God through Christ Jesus, which is given to the natural man consequent upon 
his being born from above. “Repent,” says Peter, “and be baptised every 
one of you in the mjme of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, and ye shall 
receive the gift of the Holy Spirit. For the promise is unto you, and to your 
children, and to all that are afar off, even as many as the Lord our God shall 
call” (Acts ii. 38-39).

We have also seen that, as a new-born babe, it is necessary for him to cor
respond with his environment if this new creature is to develop into maturity. 
In this last portion, therefore, we address ourselves to the consideration of 
life as the product of that state of being in correspondence with environment. 
To return for a moment to our illustration derived from the artist, we find that 
so long as he is corresponding with his environment he is producing pictures. 
In one sense these pictures are his work, and is the evidence to the world that 
he is living to the world of art. His life exists only so long as he is thus pro
ducing, and the moment that he ceases to produce lie dies. In another 
sense, however, these productions of his brush are only the indications of the 
development of the artist. In examining his life, and seeking to discover the 
growth of the artist, these pictures would serve only to show the work that had 
been accomplished in the man. Arranged in order of their production, they 
would exhibit to the critic the upward growth of the artist, from his earliest 
attempts to the masterpieces which marks the attainment of maturity. So it 
is with the Christian. As a living organism corresponding with its environ
ment, the necessary and inevitable result of that correspondence is production.
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“ If ye abide in the vine ye shall bring forth much fruit.” This production, 
however, is not the work that is being accomplished in the Christian. It is 
an evidence that the Christian is alive and in the full enjoyment of all his 
faculties; but if we would see the work that is going on silently, but surely 
developing towards perfection, we must look through and beyond these 
“ fruits of the spirit.” What, then, is that work which is being accomplished 
in the Christian? Paul says, “Whom he (God) did foreknow them he also 
did predestinate, to be conformed to the image of his Son” (Romans viii. 29). 
This, then, is the end to be accomplished—the conformity to the image of 
Christ: “Till Christ be formed in you.” “Now are we the Sons of God,” 
says John, “but it doth not yet appear what we shall be, but we know that 
when lie shall appear we shall be like him, for we shall see him as he is (1 John 
iii. 2). We are as the bud which is just appearing on the rose bush, beautiful 
in itself because of its prophetic future. Its growth towards perfection is slow, 
and if we look at it again after a lapse of time we arc delighted with the mag
nificence of the flower in all the glory of its full development. “If any man 
be in Christ he is a new creature, and the new man is renewed after the 
image of him that created him.” So says Paul to the Corinthians and 
Colossians. In the birth of water and spirit Christ has stamped his image on 
the new-born babe, and in accordance with the law of conformity to type, the 
babe in Christ is being slowly evolved from the natural world to the fulness of 
the stature of men in Christ Jesus in the spiritual world. Whilst still encom
passed with this “earthly tabernacle” perfect attainment is impossible, and 
the work is temporarily arrested at the dissolution of the body and spirit, and 
awaits the consummating act of the Lord Jesus, who is coming to give unto 
the saints a body free from corruption—“a body like unto his own most 
glorious body.” This process of evolution is not open to the scrutiny of the 
world. “ Ye are dead,” says Paul, “and your life is hid with Christ in God” 
(Colossians iii. 3 4). Dead, of course, to the world, and as such it is manifest 
that the world will fail to apprehend the life and work in the Christian. It 
may be vaguely conscious of the presence of a higher and holier being in its 
midst, but it cannot discern in that dim, shadowy outline the form of a Son 
of God, for the life is hid. The saints even only become conscious of the 
presence of kindred spirits by the magnetism of the spirit’s influence, and the 
experiencing of the manifestation of the fruits of the spirit, and he cannot say 
of his brother how far the new creature Jias been evolved towards the type. 
“ But when Christ, who is our life, shall appear, then shall we appear with him 
in glory.” Then shall be manifested the evolution of the Christian in his life 
and work to the perfection of the image of Christ as evolved in the declaration 
of the apostle—“ Whom he (God) did foreknow, them he also did predestinate, 
to be conformed to the image of his Son, that he might be the first-born 
among many brethren. Moreover, whom he did predestinate them he also 
called; whom he called them he also justified; and whom he justified them he 
also glorified” (Romans viii. 29-30).

72 Gerrard Street, Lozelles, Birmingham.

But by the truth it strives to reach, 
. The good it tries to do.

A life is measured not by years, 
So many or so few ;
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i : : THE SPIRIT IN MAN.
A Triangular Canvass of the Subject between Bros. J. W. Diroll, Jun.,

R. S. Weir, and the Editor.
[The portion over my signature which immediately follows appeared on cover of last 

issue, and is here reproduced to preserve continuity in any future reference by the reader.— 
Editor.]

Bro. Weir’s whole case for the separable and individual existence of the spirit rests upon 
Zech. xii. 1, which he adduces as proof that the spirit is “formedseparately,” and just as 
literally as the organism of Gen. ii. 7, in which it lakes up its abode. But the proof that it 
has a separate objective existence anterior to its connection with an organism is not to be found 
in Zee. xii. 1, which speaks of forming the spirit of man within him—not outside of him, a 
condition which is essential to Bro. Weir’s argument. The spirit which is here said to be 
formed within man, cannot well be such a spirit as Bro. Weir imagines. The fact that it is 
formed by God within man suggests that it is a formation which takes place within the 
living sou/, and not in a lifeless organism, and is not a self-conscious something which is 
formed outside and afterwards brought into “union with a body”—hitherto a mere lifeless 
organism—by which means the body is vitalized and turned into a living soul. The prophet 
is speaking of something else altogether. The phraseology suggests quite a different sort 
of spirit—as it seems to me akin, if not identical, with that “spirit of grace and of suppli
cation” mentioned in the 10th verse of the same chapter in Zcchariah. And this is where it 
appears to me Bro. Weir has not kept to his own limitations, for if the view of the passage 
in Zech. xii. 1, which I here suggest be correct—and it is at least a possible view—then it 
will follow that Bro. Weir has gone outside the limits he lays down himself, in introducing a 
passage which does not refer to the spirit of the natural man, but of men in a given relation.

But even if we assume that the spirit which is here said to be formed within man 
is the same kind of spirit which may be predicated of the natural man—if, indeed, I am not 
conceding too much here—there is no proof here afforded of its separable individual nature. 
As it seems to me there is no proof anywhere in any argument adduced by Bro. Weir that 
this spirit, even granting its distinct individuality when in a living organism, is capable of self- 
manifestation apart from an organism. An organism seems a necessity of the case. It is just 
here where both Bro. Weir and Bro. Diboll fail. We have no sort of proof afforded us that 
spirit, apart from body, has any personal powers at all. Nor do we know what it is, or 
whether it has a concrete existence in itself. I am disposed to favour the view that spirit is 
merely a inode of deity, as heat is a mode of motion, that this spirit is just as essential— 
and not more so—to the life of an organism as that organism is essential to such an individual
ized manifestation of the power of deity in what is, for want of a better name, termed “ spirit.”

I can see no justification for Bro. Weir’s assumption that the spirit of the beast is different 
from the spirit of the man. The difference in results is obviously one of organization. The 
assertion, they have all one ruach, is as absolute a statement as can well be made. True, 
leasts’ “spirits” and men’s “spirits” differ widely from each other as we reckon them—as men’s 
also do from each other—but that is due to different kinds and conditions of organisms. The 
difference in organization explains the difference in “spiritand no more recondite reason can 
in reason be looked for or entertained.

Bro. Weir says, “ apart from spirit the body is worthless.” It will have been seen that I 
hold the converse opinion regarding the spirit—apart from an organism it is worthless in the 
direction of Bro. Weir’s argument—an opinion which is just as likely to be true as his, and 
more so, albeit this spirit be not “ simply breath.” In fact I do not think that the spirit can 
properly be described as “ breath ” at all.

There is no evidence that what Bro. Weir calls “ this hidden constituent of our being” 
was originally formed and “blown into man’s nostrils,” for the kind of “spirit” mentioned 
in Gen. ii. 7 is blown out again with every breath, the nishmalh chayyim or respiration of
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lives. “ The Lord God formed man dust of the ground and caused him to breathe by his 
nostrils the neshamah of lives, and man was turned into a living soul.” Afterwards he may 
or may not form that spirit within him which connects him with the new order in Christ.

I agree with Bro. Weir that Horn. viii. 6, 9 docs not prove that the flesh thinks. The 
Doctor renders to phroncma ton sarios by “the thinking of the flesh,” but phroncma is not the 
process or act of thinking (phronesis)> but a certain frame of thought—the product not the 
process of thought—the kind of mind which the “ flesh ” produces. The material flesh cannot 
here be meant,.as is obvious from the context.

If the “ spirit ”of all men in their natural state be properly described as the “ inward man ” 
by what means is the inward man renewed day by day, and what would happen to it if not 
renewed ? This inward man cannot be a separable entity. The “ inward man ” is more than 
mind. According to Paul (Rom. vi. 22) it covers and includes “ the law of the mind ’ 
(nous) enlightened in Jesus. Bro. Weir recognises this under the term “ improved spirit.”

The passages mentioned in Bro. Weir’s last paragraph but one, arc one and all capable of 
an interpretation in harmony with another view of the spirit than that which Bro. Weir 
favours. With his view, however, I necessarily find myself in more agreement than with 
Bro. Diboll’s, but I fail to feel the point in the argument of the latter which the former sees.

I-

i

62 St. Vincent Street, 
Glasgow.

OBSERVE that the Editor, in his criticisms in the July number (pp. 54 
and 55) of my remarks on this subject in the same issue, complains that 
I quote only from the New Testament, and that the passages to which 

I call attention have no reference to man natural. To deal with the latter 
charge first, I reply that some, at any rate, of the expressions I adduced 
clearly refer to man as such, and not merely to man in a special relation. 
Such, to my mind, are the words, “The body without the spirit is dead” (Jas. 
ii. 26), and “ What man knoweth the things of a man save the spirit of man 
which is in him?” (1 Cor. ii. 11). In these passages there is no hint or sug
gestion (any more than, for that matter, there is in the others) that the kind of 
“ spirit” referred to is possessed only by a certain class of men. Indeed, I 
never for one moment supposed that it would be called in question that, what
ever it is, this same “ spirit ” is something all alike have. This is the usual 
Christadelphian teaching, and to my mind the teaching of the Bible also, 
that in the same sense every man has a “spirit.” (See “Declaration,” p. 31; 
“ Christendom Astray,” p. 72). No doubt most of the passages 1 instanced 
have reference to believers' “ spirits ” serving Cod, and becoming “ holy,” &c.; 
but there is no more suggestion that these spirits, with their mental powers, 
were unpossessed by them in their natural condition than that they were 
without bodies then.

If further evidence be needed of man’s natural possession of a thinking 
spirit being a Scriptural teaching, it may be found not merely in the New 
Testament but in the Old Testament also, which the Editor mistakenly thinks 
I may possibly imagine to yield no support to this view of human nature, 
did not profess to quote in my previous paper all that might be adduced from 
the Bible on the subject, nor do I now; however, here are some references to 
the spirit as a thing possessed by man as such, taken from both Testaments. 
It will be noticed, too, how frequently mental capacity is attributed to this part 
of the human constitution:—Pharaoh’s “spirit was troubled” (Gen. xli. S);

I

I

A
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i
: the children of Israel “ hearkened not unto Moses for anguish of spirit ” (Ex. 

vi. 9); “The God of the spirits of all flesh ” (Num. xvi. 22); “ God stirred up 
the spirit of Pul king of Assyria, and the spirit of Tilgath-pilnescr king of 
Assyria” (1 Chron. v. 26); “The Lord stirred up the spirit of Cyrus king of 
Persia” (2 Chron. xxxvi. 22); Job says, “I will speak in the anguish of my 
spirit (vii. 11); Elihu says, “there is a spirit in man ” (Job xxxii. 8): “Blessed 
is the man in whose spirit there is no guile” (Ps. xxxii. 2); “ He shall cut off 
the spirit of princes (Ps. lxxvi. 12); “My spirit made diligent search” (Ps. 
lxxvii. 6); “Whose spirit was not stedfast with God” (Ps. lxxviii. 8); “They 
provoked” (./?. K, “were rebellious against”) “his” (Moses’) “spirit” (Ps. 
cvi. 33); “When my spirit was overwhelmed within me” (Ps. cxlii. 3); “ He 
that is of a faithful spirit” (Prov. xi. 13); .“ He that ruleth his spirit” (Prov. 
xvi. 32); “The humble in spirit” (Prov. xxix. 23); “The patient in spirit,” 
“The proud in spirit” (Eccl. vii. 8); “Be not hasty in thy spirit” (Eccl. vii. 
9); “If the spirit of the ruler rise up against thee” (Eccl. x. 4); “With my 
spirit within me will 1 seek Thee early” (Isa. xxvi. 9); “ Him that is of a con
trite and humble spirit” (Isa. lvii. 15); “Shall howl for vexation of spirit” 
(Isa. lxv. 14); Nebuchadnezzar’s “spirit was troubled” (Dan. ii. 1); “I 
Daniel was grieved in my spirit” (Dan. vii. 15); “Take heed to your spirit 
that ye deal not treacherously” (Mai. ii. 16); The damsel’s “spirit came 
again” (Luke viii. 55). These passages will be seen to present us with the 
idea of a spirit in every man which is capable of various mental activities— 
being troubled, in anguish, stirred up, without guile, searching, being stedfast, 
overwhelmed, faithful, being ruled, humble, patient, proud, hasty, seeking, 
contrite, vexed, grieved and treacherous. For I suppose it will not be con
tended that Pharaoh, Pul, Cyrus, the Israelites, and the other people and 
classes mentioned in these extracts, possessed different spirits from men in 
general; and if not, then there is, 1 submit, no justification for the Editor’s 
suggestion that the passages I quoted from the New Testament in my last 
paper refer to something special to those who stood in a certain relation to 
God; for, as I have shown, the possession of a thinking spirit is affirmed by 
all alike. To put a variety of meanings upon any word, such as “spirit,” 
occurring as we have seen in identical connections in Old Testament and New 
alike, whether the Gentile, Jew, or Christian be referred to, is surely unwarrant
able; consequently, the conclusion I am endeavouring to establish is, in my 
view, one justified by the facts of the case, which conclusion is that, according 
to numerous Scripture statements, all men possess a spirit with powers of 
thought.

But the Editor quotes a number of passages in the last paragraph on p. 54 
with the apparent object of trying to prove that those that are Christ’s have a 
“spirit” which the natural man has not, and that it is this spirit that is 
referred to in the words I had adduced in my paper from the New Testament. 
And how does Bro. Nisbet proceed ? It will be seen that he mixes up together, 
as if they all had reference to the same thing, two distinct classes of passages, 
some of which speak of man’s own spirit, and others of God's spirit as given to 
believers. This distinction, however, appears to be ignored by the Editor, 
though it is one which is clearly recognised in the passages as a whole, and is 
indeed expressly stated in some of them, as in that which speaks of the spirit 
bearing “witness with our spirit” (Rom. viii. 16), and the words, “the spirit 
of man which is in him,” . . . “the spirit of God” (1 Cor. ii. 11). It is,
I am sure, clear to most of the brethren that in the following passages quoted
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by the Editor the reference is not to man’s spirit but to God’s. “ Have ye 
received the Holy Spirit since ye believed?” (Acts xix. 2); “His spirit that 
dwelleth in you” (Rom. viii. 11); “ Joy in the Holy Spirit” (xiv. 17); 
is one spirit” (Eph. iv. 4); “We know by the spirit which He gave us” 
(1 John iii. 24); “He hath given us of His spirit” (iv. 13); “Having not the 
spirit” (Jude 19). And I am also sure that most will grant that the following, 
mixed up with those just quoted, refer, not to the holy spirit of God, but to 
the spirit of man:—“My spirit hath rejoiced” (Luke i. 47); 
in my spirit” (Rom. i. 9); “Holy in body and in spirit” (1 Cor. vii. 34); 
“Spirit, soul, and body” (t Thess. v. 23); “The Lord Jesus be with thy 
spirit” (2 Tim. iv. 22); “Soul and spirit” (Heb. iv. 12); “The Father of 
spirits” (Heb. xii. 9), and other passages on the list. Surely any argument 
based on the confusion of two such distinct ideas as God’s spirit and man’s is 
worthless as proving that the spirit of man mentioned in the verses last quoted 
from is the same with that spirit of God which we are told was given to 
believers, and that it is not the spirit all men naturally possess, which is, if I 
understand him aright, what Bro. Nisbet contends.

Similarly, the Editor says that “our” and “your” spirit in Rom. viii. 16 
and elsewhere indicates one spirit possessed in common by all believers, and 
quotes as a parallel passage, “there is one body and one spirit” (Eph. iv. 4). 
There is here again no need to point out to the brethren that the former cases 
have to do with man's spirit and the last with God's. Bro. Nisbet argues that 
Lecause Paul says “our spirit,” “your spirit”—singular noun with plural 
pronoun—he cannot refer to individual spirits, but to one spirit possessed in 
common. It would be interesting to know how, on this principle of interpre
tation, he would deal with similar expressions elsewhere: “Your mouth” 
(Joel i. 5 ; Isa. xxix. 13, &c.); “Turn ye to me with all your heart,” “Rend 
your heart” (Joel ii. 12-13 J Lam. ii. 18; iii. 41 ; Matt. xv. 8); “Their mothers’ 
bosom” (Lam. ii. 12); “Princes are hanged up by their hand” (v. 12;) 
“Neither speak they through their throat” (Ps. cxv. 7); “Their throat is an 
open sepulchre“Whose mouth is full of cursing” (Rom. iii. 13-14). Are 
we to understand that in these cases also the meaning must be one mouth, 
heart, bosom, hand or throat “possessed in common by all?”

“There

“ Whom I serve

91 St. George’s Road, Great Yarmouth.

T^RO. N IS BET’S three-page ‘ reply ” in last Investigator to Bro. Diboll’s 
±L) contribution and mine on this subject is interesting reading, although 

it is evident from some of his remarks that he fails to exactly realise 
my position, and therefore wastes some of his valuable space.

He thinks that my “ whole case for the separable and individual existence 
of the spirit rests upon Zee. xii. 1.” Not at all! I simply selected this as “a 
suitable means of starting the enquiry, ‘ What is man?’” and I have shown 

■ that a large and important class of 0. T. passages agree with the meaning I 
attach to it.

He also thinks the fact that it speaks of “forming” the spirit within, not 
outside ot man is fatal to my argument, as it “suggests that it is a formation 
which takes place within the living soul, and not in a lifeless organism.” My 
reply is that Zcchariah’s language is in strict accord with the law of procreation,

f
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so far as that is understood. Spirit, or (synecdochieally) life, is the cause, 
not the consequence of organisation. In the process of gestation, the 
individualised spirit is literally formed within the organism.!

Adam’s case was exceptional. He was formed full size as to body, and 
fitness would necessitate a spirit of corresponding fulness to be “ formed ” and 
introduced to his organism with the nishviatk chayyim (breath of lives). rI his 
is what was done—the Lord God breathed into man’s nostrils nishma/h 
ruach chayyim, not simply neshamah (breath), but ruach (spirit) as well;* there
fore Zechariah’s form of words is not adverse to my contention, that the spirit 
of man was a special formation as well as his body.

I do not agree with him that “ the phraseology suggests a different sort of 
spirit altogether—akin, if not identical with that spirit of ‘grace and suppli
cation ’ mentioned in 10th verse of same chapter.” It seems to me to be 
notoriously the other way. The first verse reads—“ The burden of the word 
of the Lord which stretcheth forth the heavens, and layeth the foundation of 
the earth, and formeth the spirit of man within him.” This looks as if the 
three most important items of creation were here grouped together by the seer 
—“the heavens,” “the earth,” and “ the spirit of man.” An entirely different 
form of words is employed in verse 10, because an entirely different “ spirit ” 
is meant. Joel, chap. ii. 28, prophesies of the “ pouring out of God’s spirit,” 
and Peter applies the prophecy to what occurred at Pentecost. In this 
prophecy I can see a “ spirit akin ” to that mentioned by Zechariah, verse 10, 
but not the slighest resemblance to that in verse 1. Then, again, the form of 
the verb in verse 1 is the same in all three instances—“ stretcheth,” “ layeth,” 
“ formeth.” The first two unmistakably apply to the “ beginning:” it is most 
reasonable that the third should have a similar application.

Spirit is often referred to as “poured;” only this time is it said to be 
“ formed.” Another very significant fact is, that man is the subject in this 
case—not a class of men merely, but all mankind. I should like to have Bro. 
Nisbet show how his “spirit akin to that of grace and supplication” can be 
supplied to the whole human family; because that is what this passage 
demands. Some readers may be caught by the glamour of his objection to my 
suggestion that “ this hidden constituent of our being ” was originally formed 
and “ blown into man’s nostrils.” I can easily conceive of the Almighty 
“ forming ” and locating it by the same act, in the same instant. This is the 
sense in which I wish the observation to be understood. I would also remark 
that my main argument is, that the spirit was formed as well as the body, and 
the evidence thereof is not to be set aside by such merely seeming and subord
inate difficulties as Bro. Nisbet has raised here; nor is it correct for him to say 
that “ the kind of ‘ spirit' mentioned in Gen. ii. 7 is blown out again with 
every breath:” let him prove it. [The proof is to be found in the fact that 
ruach is not in the text.—T. N.]

Bro. Nisbet, through a little hypercriticism, has, I think, got into a tangle 
here. He says, “ The fact that it is formed by God within man suggests

t “ When the egg begins to quicken, the life is the chief thing in it, and that life belongs to a certain somewhat: 
an ethereal form ol matter that connects it with all this dead world around. The soul inhering in that spiritual 
hotly takes to itself clothing, and builds the visible matter upon the invisible. According to the law of invisible 
matter, according to its power to take large or small space, as its exigencies require, it grows for a season 
larger and larger until the soul in it has taken clothing to itself out of this visible world/’—Dots death end 
°tl ■—l*cv Joseph Cook, August, 1877. If we substitute spirit, or (synecdochieally) life, for 'soul ’ in this 
extract, we have the niost recent teaching of srienre before us. Sec also Prof. Huxley's * Collected Essays,’ 
p. *29. Also Dr Carpenter's * Physiology,’ chap. 12, entitled ‘ Generation and Development,' p. 553."—R.S.W.
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that it is a formation which takes place within the living soul, and not in a life" 
less organism, and is not a self-conscious something which is formed outside, 
and afterwards brought into ‘ union with a body ’—hitherto, a mere lifeless 
organism—by which means the body is vitalised and turned into a living soul.” 
(1). Bro. Nisbet fails to fairly state my view. I have not yet said that the 
spirit is self-conscious, that is to say, possesses consciousness apart from its 
“ union with body,” and 1 shall feel gratified if he will refrain from trying to 
rush me in serious matters of this kind. 1 may be compelled by the force of 
logic, at a later stage of this discussion, to take that position; but, at present, 
my belief is, that consciousness is entirely dependent on the union of spirit with 
body.

(2). Living Soul v. Lifeless Organism.—These are here made opposites 
by Bro. Nisbet and rightly so, for when vitality is imparted to a lifeless organism 
it lives—becomes a “living soul” or “creature.” But, at the close of his 
criticism of Bro. Diboll, he says, “The statement in the Declaration is, I 
admit, open to exception, but not so much as is the contention in ‘ Christendom 
Astray,’ that the body is the man. If the body were the man, that would be 
equal to saying that the man’s ‘individuality and faculties were qualities (and 
not mere ‘attributes’) of his bodily organisation,’ which again would imply 
that wherever you have an organism, you have mental powers and faculties; 
and if so, death would make no difference to the continued exercise of those 
faculties so long as there remained an organism or bodily organisation or 
structure. If for his ‘ bodily organisation ’ you substitute ‘living soul,’ the
statement in the Declaration becomes demonstrably true.................I do not
think the view held by the brethren is, as expressed by Bro. Diboll in his 
concluding paragraph, that man is simply a ‘ vitalised body.’ They go a step 
further, at least I do, and claim with Moses that the ‘vitalised body’ became a 
living soul (Gen. ii. 7). Faculties are attributes of the ‘living soul,’ or self, not 
of the body, which is merely an organism, more or less adapted to the mani
festation of those powers which properly belong to the living soul, but which 
ultimately we must refer to God. The living soul is a unit, neither a duality 
nor a triality any more than it is a tetrad or a quint.”

Here is the “tangle” referred to. Bro. Nisbet, in brief, says (a) “The 
body is not the man.” (b) “Neither is the ‘vitalised body’ the man—man 
is a ‘ living soul.’ ” (c) “ A ‘ vitalised body ’ is not a living soul ”—“ I claim ” 
(says he), “with Moses, that the ‘vitalised body’ became a ‘living soul.’” 
(d) “Faculties are attributes of the ‘living soul,’ or self, not of the body.” 
Bro. Nisbet has omitted to tell us what a “ living soul” or “self” A, but seeing 
that he has elaborately told us what it is not, we may be thereby assisted to the 
other. He claims to teach what Moses taught, but the claim cannot be 
allowed. Moses says:—“ Man ” (that “ formed of the dust ” and called “man”) 
“ became a living soul,” (i.e. a “living creature”). Clearly, then, Moses taught 
that a “vitalised body” (because evidently body was all that was “formed of 
the dust”), is a “living soul”—a living man; and if Bro. Nisbet gets the 
“ Orthodox Christadelphian ” participant in this discussion, for whom he has 
advertised (and I hope he may), he will have something interesting to say to 
Bro. Nisbet on this score.

“Faculties and Attributes.”—Bro. Nisbet says, “Faculties are attri
butes of the living soul, or self, not of the body ”—only,* I suppose he means

I mean something else and say so ; I mean “ not of the body as such"—which I thought 1 had made quite
plain on p. 55, par. 4, the third paragraph preceding the statement wrongly amended by Bro. Weir.— T. N.
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although he does not say so. It must be so whether he means it or not, as we 
have seen that the body by being vitalised became a “ living soul,” therefore, the 
body must be part thereof. But he goes on to say that “ the body is merely 
an organism more or less adapted for the manifestation of those powers which 
properly belong to the ‘ living soul/ but which ultimately we must refer to God.” 
This is certainly oracular as coming from one who objects to “spirit” being a 
constituent of man. Bro. Nisbet here has practically, though unwittingly, 
admitted that there is something higher than body in man—the “ soulical ” 
man, if indeed a logical application of his remarks would not exclude the body 
from being a constituent of man altogether. “ Body ” per se cannot think. 
Why? Because it is simply dust, and dust is inert. Q. “ But cannot God make 
dust think?” A ns. Not without changing its nature, but He may, and does 
frequently associate it, organically, with another element of a higher nature 
called “spirit,” and the two in union constitute a “living soul,” which is quali
fied to think, more or less. Q. “Is that * higher element ’ a part of God?” Ans. 
Not nore so than the body (the lower) is, they are both “ out of God,” in the 
sense of having been created by Him. Q. “When you say ‘ organically/ do 
you mean that a portion of ‘ dust ’ on the one hand, and of ‘ spirit ’ on the other, 
are formed respectively into a ‘body’and a ‘spirit/ and thus united?” Ans. 
Yes, so it seems to me regarding the first specimens of each genus or race, e.g., 
the first man. Q. “Is not such ‘spirit’ a part of God, still and constantly 
impelled by Him, in all its operations?” Ans. Not any more than the “body” 
is. God has “formed” it a “spirit,” with certain powers, for the. right use of 
which He holds the being, of which it constitutes a part, responsible: if it were 
otherwise—if God still caused all its movements—He, the Creator, should be 
responsible for its acts.

This is Bro. Weir’s view of the question, and it has a clear advantage over 
the orthodox Christadelphian view on the one hand, and that of Bro. Nisbet 
on the other. The Christadelphians cannot make “matter ” think (which their 
theory requires), without changing its nature (and this cannot be shown ever to 
have been done): Bro. Nisbet’s theory seems to be still in the incubatory stage, 
and unfit, as yet, for any sort of use. [/ have used it in public debate.—T. JV.)

“Spirit a Mode of Deitv.”—Bro. Nisbet says, “I am disposed to 
favour the view that spirit is merely a mode of Deity, as heat is a mode of 
motion; that the ‘spirit’ is just as essential, and not more so, to the life of 
an organism as that organism is essential to such an individualised manifesta- 
tation of the power of Deity in what is, for want of a better name, called 
‘ spirit.’”

Bro. Nisbet is simply “disposed to favour” this view, not at all decided 
about it. It is well to be cautious about accepting such a view, because, while 
some hold that “heat is a mode of motion,” others reverse the formula, and 
say that “ motion is a mode of heat.” “ Mode” is a term with which a deal of 
juggling has been done, and its employment here is not calculated to simplify 
our task. “Mode,” according to Walker and Webster, means “that which 
cannot subsist in or of itself but inheres in some subject.” Then as heat 
inheres in motion, so “spirit” inheres in Deity, is, apparently, Bro. Nisbet’s 
idea, and consequently a human “spirit” is an “individualised manifestation 
of the power of deity” in a human organism or body. Now I can accept this 
in the sense I have already defined, viz.: that a “spirit,” “formed by the 
power of Deity,” united to a human organism, is “an individualised manifes
tation” of the power of Deity, but not in strict agreement with Bro. Nisbet’s
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illustration. “Motion” is activity: heat its product; parallel—Deity active: 
spirit the product. Now if the “spirit” of the natural man (which according 
to Bro. Nisbet is to be credited with the production of the living soul and all 
its powers) be constantly flowing from Deity as “ heat” is supposed to flow from 
“ motion,” how about responsibility, seeing that Deity is actively operating the 
“living soul?” Is it not infinitely more reasonable to believe (as already 
described) that the Deity’s relationship to the “ spirit” is passive, not active, 
and that, having created, he has assigned it a place in nature for the proper 
manifestation of its powers, subject to a suitable degree of accountability. 
This is, to my mind, the unavoidable teaching of biology and physiology, to 
which reference has already been made. Every living creature derives its 
individual being from a minute germ, which contains in essence the “form” 
and “ attributes ” of the species to which it belongs, and is the means which 
the all-wise Creator, at the beginning, appointed for the perpetuation of his 
creatures, man included, whose “body” and “spirit” he “formed” directly at 
the outset, but now forms indirectly in harmony with this law of Nature 
Volition being one of man’s attributes, he is thus litted out by his Maker with 
the means of working out his own destiny and is held accountable for his 
“talents.” The kind’of “spirit)” I am contending for is contained in that 
“germ, potentially, with all its natural attributes. Bro. Nisbet will please note 
this and address himself squarely to it.

Bro. Nisbet sees “ no justification for Bro. Weir’s assumption that the 
* spirit of the beast is different from the spirit of the man,’” and yet he says, 
“ True, beast’s spirits and men’s spirits differ widely as we may reckon them— 
as men’s also do from each other—but that is due to different kinds of organ
isms.” This appears contradictory to me. Why charge me with “assumption,” 
seeing that he admits the fact of a difference? That the difference “is due to 
different kinds and conditions of organisms” is an assumption which will be 
exceedingly hard to reconcile with what he has already said about the “ living 
soul.” “The difference in organisation” does not “explain the difference in 
spirit,” as I see it. “ A more recondite reason’’can (I think) “ in reason be 
looked for and entertained.”

Nor is Bro. Nisbet’s “ opinion” that “apart from an organism the spirit is 
worthless in the direction of Bro. Weir’s argument,” unqualifiedly correct. 
True, 1 hold that body and spirit during life-time are, to a degree, mutually 
dependent, but I have already intimated that I believe the spirit to be of a 
more enduring nature than the body, and not necessarily “ worthless ” when 
divorced therefrom. We knoiv sufficient concerning the body “ in death7’ to 
justify my affirmation that “apart from the spirit the body is worthless”—it is 
indeed worthless—a mass of corruption ; but Bro. Nisbet is simply speculating 
about the spirit when he says, “ my opinion is just as likely to be true as Bro. 
Weir’s, and more so. How more so? Is the spirit worse than worthless ? Is 
not the fact that the one goes to corruption\ and the other “ to God who gave 
it”—solemnly consigned to the Father, as in the case of Jesus,—“Father, into 
thy hands I commend my spirit,” or as in that of Stephen—“ Lord Jesus 
receive my spirit,”—the “ spirit of a just man perfected,” a powerful reason for 
discriminating in favour of the spirit’s worth? I think it is, unquestionably.

It is pleasing to learn from Bro. Nisbet’s next sentence that he “does not 
think that the spirit can be properly described as ‘breath’ at all!” What 
kind of a “ spirit,” then, is it which the “ soulical ” man had “ formed within 
him ? (For conclusion see p. /j of Cover.)

\
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This fact is an important one in this enquiry. It 
amounts to this: that man when formed into a living 
soul is without a ruac/t, at least Moses is silent about 
it: he simply says “he breathed by his a nostrils 
nishmath chayyint—respiration of lives." Still ruach 
is everywhere— ruach etohim (I’s. cxxxix. 7 ; Gen. i. 
2 Jcr. xxiii. 34).

The term nesha

ITbe Jnvesttoatov.i . ! j

OCTOBER, 1S97..*•
. IB ; I am precluded by want of space from saying any

thing on The Spirit in Man in this issue, and have 
meanwhile fell constrained to correct by foot-notes an 
error or two on the part of Bro. Weir. He is serious
ly astray, as will be sven, in at least one of his 
'• facts.*’ 1 refer particularly to Gen. ii. 7, which he 
quotes as containing the term ruach (“spirit"), which 
is contrary to fact, the original for “ breath of life ” 
being simply nishmath chayyim—respiration of lives.

: _________eshamah is not the equivalent of ruach
—sec Job. xxxii. 8: xxxiii. xxxiv. 14, where both 
terms arc found. Nor does it mean—when physically 
applied—more than the act of respiration in most of 
its occurrences, while there is a suspicion of an ethical 
sense in a few of its applications. I furnished a 
classified list of its occurrences in Marginal Jottings 
in page 72 of the Investigator for July, 1892.
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t i THE NATURE OF JESUS MADE CHRIST.
( Concluded from p. 62.)

1 “phenomenal career/* The faclsare a wanting.
In nothing that I hive said have I suggested 

that Jesus “ever had been a sinner.” He 
was, however, a human being, 
needed to be “saved.” I don°t mean needed 
to be killed in order to be “saved,” but just 
as Adam as a “ living soul ” stood in need of 
this, even in the absence of sin—“that lie 
should still live for ever and not see corrup
tion ” (Ps. xlix. 9), so with Jesus. It would 
appear that the common belief is, that unless 
one is an actual sinner he needs no salvation ! 
But “ redemption of the soul is precious, and 
(unredeemed), it ceaseth for ever” (v. 8), and 
thus the soul of Jesus needed redemption 
that he might not be “left to (the grasp) of 
Hades” (Acts ii. 27, 31). It is not solely 
because the race is “alienated from the life of 
God ” (Eph. iv. iS), that it needs to be 
“saved;” even if “very good” as at the 
beginning — a goodness it shared with the 
whole creation—it was still but “natural” 
{psuchikos—soulical), and as such could be 
made better still by elevation into the spirit
ual ; and so on into the Eternal Order, which 
includes a change from the mortal to the 
immortal, the which, innocence alone cannot 
effect, nay, which righteousness in addition 
cannot accomplish, although it is a necessary 
basis for it. Thus, the babe Jesus, and 
equally the lad and the man, needed to be 
‘•saved:” he must have a Saviour, and that 
Saviour, God! He “did not suffer his pious 
|[hosios) one to sec corruption”—whether 
moral or physical (Acts ii. 27 ; xiii. 35).

The conclusion of Bro. Weir’s 4th division 
is but a repetition of the assumption that Jesus 
was born hosios (“ pious”—of which there is 
not a tittle of evidence): Bro. Weir has to 
deal with the fact that Jesus as a babe is 
never affirmed to be hosios, but (possibly) 
hagios. These terms are distinct, and arc 
never confounded in Scripture. S. G. Green, 
in the department in his Handbook devoted 
to Synonyms, says: “Hosios is holy intrin
sically; referred once to the Divine purposes 
(Acts xiii. 34, from Isa. lv. 3), generally to 
interior purity; predicated both of God and 
men (“pious”); hagios, hag nos, arc both

3 and 4 continued.—Bro. Weir speaks of 
the “phenomenal career of Jesus up to l he 
time of his baptism.” But would a “ pheno
menal career” prove him to have been “ Son 
of God,’ at birth ? I do not see it. Besides, 
this “ phenomenal career ” is a something of 
which we know nothing. It has not been 
deemed worthy of being recorded, unless we 
are to accept as genuine and authentic those 
Apocryphal Stories invented by some who 
evidently held the same inflated view of the 
childhood of Jesus which Bro. Weir cham
pions. And no doubt if the infant Jesus was 
an “only-begotten God”* (Jno. i. iS)—and 
to me there is no essential difference, in this 
connection, l»ctween only-begotten .ro//” and 
“ only-l>egotten god,” “ God ” being a term 
equally aflirmable of “ Son ” and “ Father” as 
correlated—the stories, such as they are, should 
not be inherently improbable in the estimation 
of such as hold Jesus to have been at birth 
the “only-begotten.” Bill he was neither 
an “only-begotten son” nor an “only-be
gotten god ” at his birth of Mary, lie had 
first to earn his right to the title.

Bro. Weir sees the “ precocity of Jesus’ ” 
early years in the apt ({notation of Scripture 
shewn in his answers to the Devil. But 
surely apt quotation in a man of thirty does 
not prove “precocity” in the child; and 
suppose it did—What then? Is every pre
cocious child “ Son ” of God? Nor does the 
incident at twelve years of age prove him

Son ” of God (although I am not going to 
deny that he may have attained to “Sonship” 
by that time—at any rate my attitude in this 
matter does not antagonise such a possibility): 
he showed a bright and entirely human in
telligence, “hearing and questioning the 
teachers,” “astonishing his hearers by his 
understanding and his rejoinders” (Luke ii. 
46-47). Bro. Weir merely draws upon his 
imagination when he speaks of “primeval 
powers,” “ extraordinary constitution,” and

‘ * ■ and as such
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derived from a root denoting separation, the 
former when applied to men expressing con
secration to God (see 1 Pet. ii. 5, 9), the latter 
purity, chastity.” And Trench in his New 
Testament Synonyms, in noting the clear 
distinction which is to be drawn between 
//agios and )'tosios, refers to the fact that, in 
the Septuagint, “we have a striking testimony 
to this distinction in the very noticeable fact 
that while hosios is used some thirty times as 
the rendering of khasid (Deut. xxxiii. S; 2 
Sam. xxii. 26; Ps. iv. 4), and //agios nearly 
too times as that of qadosl/ (Exod. xix. 6; 
Numb. vi. 5; Ps. xv. 3), in no single instance 
is hosios used for this, or //agios for that ; and 
the same law holds good,” he believes, 
“ universally in the conjugates of these” (p. 
316). Ilence we are not justified in reading 
hosios where the text has //agios. Saints 
in Christ Jesus are necessarily //agio/', because 
separated in him, but they must become 
hosioi, if wisdom is to be “justified of her 
children.” So Jesus was //agios in order that 
he might become hosios; the same necessity 
lay upon him which is on us.

These facts being indisputable, it follows 
that unless Jesus was hosios=pious when 
born—of which there is absolutely no evidence, 
and which is indeed a contradiction in terms, 
and should be an impossible conception to 
one who does not regard the Son as “ very 
God”—he must have become so at a later 
period, since as an high priest he is said to l>e 
“pious (hosios), guileless (aka/os), pure 
(amia//tos)" (lleb. vii. 26).

5. This query remains unanswered by Bro. 
Weir ; I therefore answer it myself thus: 
Scripture repentance does not imply previous 
sinning on the part of the subject of it. This 
because “repentance” (metanoia) is not 
“ sorrow for sin,” but is a “ thinking with” 
(God). From the time when Jesus began to 
distinguish his right hand from his left, he 
was being taught to think with God or 
“repent;” and coincident with his first in
telligent appreciation of divine things, he was 
becoming Son of God—“ an only-begotten, 
full of grace and truth.'* (Surely Bro. Weir 
will not apply this description to a baby !) 
There was therefore as really and truly a 
spiritual begeltal in the “only-begotten” as 
there is in us—“ by the word of the truth.” 
Iiis “repentance,” or thinking with God, 
therefore preceded his baptism, and this 
stiluted his obedience “a baptism of repen
tance.” We also are baptised because we 
“think with God,” and are thus introduced 
“ into” (the same position as) “ Christ.” We 
are thus “all out of one” (mould) (lleb. 
ii. 11).

6, 7, S. According to Bro. Weir, the trans
lation of lleb. ii. 16 does not imply a choice 
on the part of Jesus ; but the term tpilam- 
hanetai (which is the present middle of efi-

lamhano, to lay hold upon, signifying he-laid- 
hold-upon-for-himself) unquestionably, if 
verbal forms have any distinctive force, in
volves a choice on the part of the subject, 
and therefore implies an existence prior to 
assuming “ the nature of the seed of Abra
ham.” But Bro. Weir sees no more in it 
than that Jesus was born a man—that he was 
not “ an angelic being.” If, however, this 
had been the idea intended to be conveyed 
by the writer to the Hebrews, why is it “seed 
of Abraham” rather than “man” which is 
put in contrast with “angels?” There is 
clearly something else than “ nature” before 
the writer’s mind—there is “office,” “posi
tion,” or “work” in the distinctive phrase 
“ seed of Abraham,” and the contrast is with 
the “work,” “position,” or “office” of 
message-bearers. The message-made-flesh 
(the spiritual “seed of Abraham”) and the 
mere bearers-of-the-message (anggeloi) are 
sharply contrasted. Then that Jesus belonged 
to the human race had already been plainly 
staled in verse 14, where we arc told he 
“shared flesh and blood, that through the 
death he might paralyse him that holds the 
strength of the death, that is, the diabolos." 
Of course, an understanding of the preceding 
portion of the epistle is necessary to a full 
understanding of the use of the term anggelos 
here ; but space precludes me from dealing 
with the matter at present. I may refer the 
reader to a brief article on “Angels” which 
appeared in the Investigator (Aug., 1SS2), 
page 12, and to an article by Bro. James 
Smith in No. 21 (April, iSSS), page 1, 
together with an article in reply thereto from 
Bro. Laverock in the October issue for same 
year (p. 71), and a foot-note I appended at 
conclusion of same ; and if more is needed I 
may reproduce an article written many years 
ago on “ The Angels of l leb. i. and ii.” At 
present I shall only deal with that which I 
deem necessary to my argument.

Bro. Weir does not immediately reply to 
my 6th query, but instead performs a flank 
movement, taking me in the rear where I 
make use, in par. S, of the plural term 
“ things” in the phrase “ of-things-of-seed-of- 
Abraham.” But as I had given “office” or 
“ work ” in par. 6, and asked if either of these 
terms was not more befitting than the term 
“ nature” in view of the fact that anggelos 
is “a name, not of nature, but of office (see 
l'arkhurst in his Greek Lexicon), the 
nebulous and indefinite term “things” might 
have been taken by Bro. Weir to be embodied 
in the office or work of the “seed of Abra
ham.” It might have saved the merely 
verbal objection urged by Bro. Weir it I had 
put “ a-somelhing” instead of “ things.” I 
do this now' and repeat my question, Can 
any exception be taken on grammatical or 
other grounds to the following translation of

con-
more
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of Ileb. ii. 14:—“For not anywhere of-a- leading, the chief-lender of-the salvation of-them. 
something • of • message * bearers is • he - laying*
hokl-upon-for-himself but of-a-something-of separated arc out-of one (mould), all (of them); 011- 
seed-of-Abrahnm is-he-laying-hold-upon-for- a<count-of which motive, not ashamed-is-hc to-call
himself’’—the term «. something” Wing HtaSlfriS
intended to Stand lOr office, position, Shared of-the same, in-order-that through-means of- 
“ work,” or some Other term as yet lindetcr- the death he-may-paralyse the (one) the strength 
mined, implied but not expressed in the having of-the death, that is, the diabolos, (15) and 
.. . * * may-set-free those, as-many-as m-fear of-«!eaththrough
'-,r5.CK* , . . , . „ all the (time given them) to live (unto God) liable

Now, while taking exception to things, were in-rclalion-to servitude; (16) for not anywhere 
Bro. Weir shows no grammatical reasons of-somcthing-of-messacc-bcarers is-he-laying-hold- 
justifying hb verbal objection, and indeed
declines to adduce these, on the ground that proper according-to all (things) to-thc brethren to-be- 
he does not care to drift into an “abstract assimilated, in-order-that merciful hc-might-bccome 
veibal discussion.” I do not think, however, and a-faithful high-priest (in) the^things) tending-to 
that he is invited to take part in an -otonrt
verbal discussion, but in an extremely per- for in what he-has-suflered himself when-tried he-is- 
tinent one, and one which is essential to the able, those a-being-tried, to-(have>sucroured. 
understanding of the terms used. It is well • To speak of the nature of angels, referring 
to rememl>er that there are three stages in to physical substance, is to say that ail
Exegesis, each alike important and necessary angels have one nature, which is preposter-
in a critical question, viz., first, Ascertain the ous, for we find the term “angel” in Scrip-
purest text; second, Get the most full and ture applied to mortals as well as immortals,
exact rendering of that text; thirdly, Find and indeed applied to things neither mortal
the right interpretation of it. I have called nor immortal—to the winds of heaven and to
in question the rendering of the Translators : Paul’s thorn in the flesh. The terms used
it is neither full nor exact. I see the Revisers must control the interpretation of this passage,
have rejected the rendering of the A.V., dis- as in every other passage; there can be no
carding the term “nature,” but putting “ contextual sanction ” opposed to the sense
nothing in its place as required by the Par- of the terms used. The various translations
titive Genitive anggclon. The construction of verse 16 offered by Bro. Weir when put to
of the Greek implies something-of before this test fail; it cannot be said that “death
“angels,” since the verb epilambauctai is does not take hold of angelsDeath laid
here construed with a genitive instead of, as hold of the “angel” of the Covenant; of
sometimes, an accusative ; hence something- the angel (“ messenger”—Mark i. 2) who
of When followed by an accusative it heralded this One ; of the angels whom Jesus
signifies, not the laying-hold-upon merely of sent before him on one occasion (“messen-
a something pertaining to the noun in con- gers” — Luke ix. 52). Those accounted
struction, as here, but of the entire person, or worthy to attain the Age (Luke xx. 35) and
thing itself. the auastasis from among the dead do not

But to return: According to Bro. Weir’s die because they are isanggeloi—angel-like,
argument and translation (given in 6, 7, 8) as Bro. Weir avers, for that is not the sole
the writer of Hebrews merely repeats in verse reason advanced by Jesus ; his reason in-
16 the assertion already made in verse 14, eludes “and they are sons of the Deity,
viz., that Jesus was a memlier of the race; being sons of the Anastasis.” This is what
that he shared the same things (“partook”— is said: “They are neither marrying,
as looking in the direction of pre-existence— nor being given in marriage, for neither
is not justified by the original metecho). to die away any more are they able,

I do not know why Bro. Weir omits verse f°r. lsatlggdoi they are, and sons of the
15 from his translation, unless I am to under- Deity they are, of the Anastasis being sons.”
stand that he has eliminated it as an “inter- The inability “to die away any more” is
jection ;” but it is no mere parenthesis—it is l^us not kased merely upon the “ likeness to
an essential part of the argument of the writer message-l>carers,” but with that must be
of Hebrews, as will appear from the trans- coupled the fact that they are “sons of the
lation of the passage which I offer l»elow, and Deity, being sons of the Anastasis.” They
which is quite literal when bracketed words arc 1sai,SSeJot because of this, and because,

eliminated. (The hyphened words indi- t°°» l^‘s» ^cy cannot die off any more.
This reveals nothing as to the nature of 
angels, but suggests possibly some idea of 
work or office, as in the statement of Jesus to 
Nathaniel — “Hereafter ye shall see the 
angels of God ascending and descending” 
(as we would say, “coming and going”) 
“ upon the Son of Man” (J110. i. 51). There is
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“angels” were distinctively “prophets” or 
“apostles,” they were all “public-official 
(Icifourgika) spirits ” (vcr. 14), which hardly 
answers to the notion of “ministering angels,” 
to which reference is here supposed by many 
to be made. I see no justification for going 
outside the race for these “angels;” rather 
the opposite.

9. I cannot sec how Bro. Weir can logically 
escape from the conclusion that Jesus had 
“ life in himself” when born of Mary. He 
claims for him that he was as really the Son 
of God when in the manger as when on the 
cross. Now, what Jesus says, as recorded by 
John (ch. v. 26), “as the Father hath life in 
himself, so hath he given to the Son to have 
life in himself" can only mean : since the 
Father, as Father, has life in himself, so 
has he given to the Son, As Son, to have life 
in himself; whence it follows that there 
never was a time when, as Son, he was 
without this life in himself. But in Bro. 
Weir’s estimation he was no less Son when 
he knew not his right hand from his left; he 
must, therefore, have had “ life in himself " 

babe if he was God's Son /hen. More, 
too ; if he were God’s Son when bom of 
Mary as per record, then he was an hybrid, 
since the only relation Bro. Weir can sec in 
the Sonship of Jesus is a physical relation to 
begin with. But if physically God’s son, he 
could not have shared the same things as 
“the children,” but was infinitely different, 
because God’s Son at birth. A “ Free Life” 
is a small matter to affirm of such a one. If 
Bro. Weir can avoid this conclusion, it can 
only be at the cost of his logic, for Bro. 
Edward Turney’s conclusion was quite 
logical. Granting the premiss that Jesus 
was God's Son when born of Mary, thus 
having “ life in himself ’—which was given 
to the Son, as Son—therefore as a babe his 
position in relation to life and death was 
unique, was essentially different from those 
not Sons of God ; and what Bro. Turney 
unhappily termed a “ Free Life ”—and all 
indeed that he really meant by that phrase— 
inevitably follows; otherwise, “utter con
fusion of thought.” Either the relation be
tween “Son” and “Father” must be here 
a physical one, or Jesus’ sonship to God as a 
babe disappears; and Bro. Weir will then 
agree with me as to what constitutes sonship 
to God, in which case he gives up his whole 
contention, and must accept the conclusion 
that Jesus is the “only-begotten” one only 
when he comes into that spiritual relationship 
which finds its elements in knowledge of God 
and loving obedience to Him.

nothing, then, to prove that the “seed of 
Abraham” is a mere physiological conception, 
but rather that it is the spiritual aspect of 
the matter that is here presented to us, a 
spiritual conception, as in Gal. iii. 29, “ If 
ye be Christ's, then seed of Abraham arc ye, 
and in accordance with a promise, heirs” 
(kleronomoi, inheritors?) and that other ex
pression of Jesus, that God could “of the 
stones raise up children unto Abraham” 
(Luke iii. S). Sec also Jno. viii. 39.

The fact that in the O.T. other terms 
[abbir and elohim) are rendered “ angel ” 
besides the one properly so rendered, viz: 
malach, has no real bearing upon the question 
of the signification and application of anggelos 
in the Greek. The verbal facts to which Bro. 
Weir refers only throw us back upon the 
Scptuagint Version. The expression, “ Let 
all the angels of God worship him,” is a 
quotation, not from the xcvii. Psalm 7st verse, 
but from the Scptuagint of Deut. xxxii. 43, 
where we find the term anggelos. Bro. Weir 
argues from the fact that “angel ” is applied 
to immortal beings in certain connections 
(which is not denied), that, therefore, an 
angel is immortal, hence “equality with the 
angels ” argues an incapacity to die, but the 
fallacy of such reasoning hardly needs to be 
pointed out, for if there was anything in this 
argument, it would prove that the “ Angel of 
the Covenant,” Jesus, was immortal; for in 
him, says Bro. Weir, the term “angel” finds 
i/s highes/ applica/ion. If this be so, and he 
was mortal, no lower grade of “ angel,” as 
such, can be immortal—if “angel” import 
nature. His argument here requires some 
revision and modification. If Bro. Weir 
searches out this matter of angels thoroughly, 
he will find that the expression, “unto which 
of the angels said he at any time,” is quite 
understandable, indeed forcible in its meaning, 
without going beyond Adam’s time or out
side his race for the “angels” in question. 
Indeed, if it is taken as otherwise, such a 
reference is without point or cogency in view 
of our absolute ignorance as to what God may 
or may not have said to any other “Angel” 
of any other “ covenant ” which may have 
obtained at any previous time, and in other 
spheres of action in the Ages preceding. The 
enquiry “ To which,” etc., is put in such a 
way as to require a reply based upon a know- 
edge of the facts, viz: “To none of them as 
we know',” etc. There is thus more than doubt 
as to the “ angels ” here being immortal 
beings: there is every reason for believing 
them mortal. But I have not said nor sug
gested that the angels “sent forth to render 
service on behalf of those who shall inherit 
salvation” (Ileb. i. 14), arc the saints: the 
“ angels ” bore the message to those who 
through their ministration inherited all that 
as saints they received — whether these
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THE ATONEMENT AS TAUGHT BY BRO. STAINFORTH.
( Concluded from page rq).

(0t of his enemies, and that therefore the death 
of neither Jesus nor Stephen had any connec
tion with sins beyond their own painful 
experiences.” I, on the contrary, gather 
from the writings that Jesus suffered exactly 
us if punished for the sins of the worst sol
vable sinner. It is the fact that he was will
ing to endure even that for his enemies'that 
produces in their bosoms sentiments which 
no amount of missionary zeal could possibly 
excite ; for, suppose a fireman, in rescuing a 
child, gels so burnt that he dies, which will 
be the paramount feeling in the child’s mind 
as he grows up—admiration for the exploit 
as an example of faithful discharge of duty, 
or love for the man’s memory, for “he gave 
his life for mine—he died that I might live?’’ 
Two-thirds of all missionary persistence arises 
from mere pugnacity. And what is there 
fascinating in pugnacity? Since Jesus was 
human, being also intelligent, I cannot sec 
why he must undergo the above agonies “as 
an element of education, to enable him to 
understand human nature, its weaknesses 
and wants.” Apollos notwithstanding, it is 
plain that he had “ learnt obedience” long 
before he was called upon to “suffer;” 
otherwise, from W. D. J.’s standpoint, his 
sufferings, which were evidently confined to 
the day or two before his death, were super
fluous, since he evinced perfect sympathy 
with and “ understanding of human nature, 
&c.,” from the first day of his ministry. 
From the beginning (John ii. 25) 
what was in man.”

But, so far from his having had “an edu
cation of suffering,” it is plain that the thirty- 
three years of his life must have been passed 
in the most enviable imaginable circum
stances. For consider, born and bred in a 
delightful country and climate, with a clean 
bill of health, a perfect constitution, full of 
manly vigour, of unimpaired energy, neither 
a Dives nor a I^izarus, endowed with vast 
abilities and an unclouded intellect, always 
in the enjoyment of a good conscience toward 
God, and fully occupied in the perfectly effi
cient discharge of inconceivably important 
confidential work for a loving, supporting, 
and approving God and Father, how could 
“the light afflictions” that fell to his lot 
seriously affect the perfect serenity of such a 
man? (But see Isa. xlix. 1-9 notwithstand
ing, “ understood in the meaning usually 
atiached thereto.”) What sensible man 
would not be “delighted, if it were but pos
sible,” to find himself already thus con
ditioned, now, in this life? Who could not 
wish with all his heart that this best of all 
good fortune, which the daughters of Abraham 
so earnestly desired for their sons, could have

MEN we remember the state
ment, “Your thoughts arc 
not as my thoughts,” the 

statement, “that God’s ways are adapted to 
man's native sense of justice,” looks very 
unlikely to be correct. It is not correct. 
God dispenses his justice righteously, that is, 
strictly ; it would not otherwise be justice. 
It is his mercy that is regulated according to 
circumstances. The difficulty is solved (sec 
Rom. iii. 26), not by ignoring justice, but by 
opening a door for mercy to operate con
currently ; for it is not possible to reconcile 
God’s justice with his forgiveness of sins 
apart from substitutionary sacrifice, or, if it 
can l>e found, by some other satisfaction to 
the aggrieved law. ‘ * Hath he said, ‘ The 
soul that sinneth shall die,’ and shall he not 
bring it to pass?’” But “The Cross of 
Christ is still to the Gentile foolishness.” 
W. D. J. says, “God will admit no proxy— 
he accepts no one’s obedience as a substitute 
for another’s obedience.” Let him then har
monise these passages with his assertion : 
“Christ Jesus was made unto us wisdom 
from God, and righteousness and sanctifica
tion and redemption” (i Cor. i. 30); and 
“him who knew no sin he made sin on our 
behalf that we might become a righteousness 
of God in him” (2 Cor. v. 21). Do we not 
teach that this is effected in an immersed 
believer—that a sinner by that ceremony 
becomes, in a figure, invested with the wed
ding garment, the robe of Christ’s righteous
ness, whereby is illustrated Ps. xxxii. 1, 
“ Blessed is he whose unrighteousness is for
given, whose sin is covered.” Has W. D. J. 
never come across these and similar passages, 
or arc they cognate to Isa. liii. 4, 5, 10, and 
“ do not bear the meaning usually attached to 
them ?” The only way I can imagine Christ 
to suffer so as to do away with sin—our sin
ful actions observe, not sin in his own nature 
—is by his bearing sacrificially the full 
penalty attached thereto by the law. None 
but idiots can regard Christ as punished in 
our stead. How can an innocent man be 
punished ? Suffering can be inflicted on 
him, but punishment implies guilt.

I gather, as looking through a glass 
darkly (W. D. J. is nowhere very lucid—lie 
evidently feels he is skating on very thin ice), 
“ that when Jesus is said to have suffered for 
sins, all that is meant is that his sufferings 
were caused by the special sinful actions of 
those who caused his death (see also (o), 
re “ victim of cruelty.”) He might indeed 
say “ that Stephen suffered for sin, the just 
for the unjust, since his missionary death was 
the direct result of the sinful stone-throwing 

t In my Iasi (k) was really (j) continued.—R.R.S.
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been his own—to have been l>orn the first- than we arc made into righteous ones by 
born son of the Virgin Mary? Up to the Christ's redemption. At immersion we simply 
period of the last supper his troubles were become cleansed, but our animal natures re
liever in excess of those of ordinary humanity maining, wc have still a life-long struggle 
— rather, far short of them in many respects, before us to maintain that position. So that 
as above. But evidently, even including when “Jesus was made sin for us that we 
those peculiar to his individual case, they might become a righteousness of Clod in 
were no more “educational” than were those him," I understand that by the arrangements 
of the typical sacrificial lamb. He required of God’s kindness to us Jesus was treated by
no educating—“it was his meat and drink.” the law as if he were an actual sinner; so

(m) “By one man many were made that the same law may be enabled to treat us
sinners; made, constituted (Young), turned as if we were sinless, being by immersion 
into (W. D. J.). I deny W. J.’s version, covered by Christ’s righteousness. \V. D.J., 
except in the self-same sense that many were in his eagerness to set forth the comparatively 
“ made righteous” by the obedience of Jesus; insignificant missionary aspect of Christ’s 
and except in the academic sense, in which, death, quite ignores the vital relation of that 
I suppose W. D. J. understands it, “ He that ' death to the New Covenant. Like the
believeth not hath made God a liar,” and Scribes, he can see nothing in it beyond the
“Thou being a man makest thyself God,” ostensible cause. “He died because his 
that is, that the persons mentioned are obedience to God offended his murderers.’ 
placed in such a light as to appear as if really (So a charity school boy might answer, “The 
of the character ascribed to them. Similarly, Passover lamb died because the old Jew cut 
“ Him that knew no sin God made sin in our its throat.”) Is that a satisfactory outcome of 
l>ehalf,” implies that the Father, when the twenty-five years’ study of Moses and the 
time arrived for the ratification of the New Prophets? I say “that he died to ratify the 
Covenant, by commanding Jesus to surrender New Covenant containing the promises made 
himself to the disgraceful death of the Cross, to the fathers, and that his death was a fun- 
caused him then to appear before the world damcntal part of the plan of salvation, and 
as a God-forsaken sinner. “We esteemed had been arranged (probably at about the 
him smitten of God,” or, as the Scribes ex- time of his immersion) between the two 
pressed it, “He trusted on God; let him parties to that covenant, all having been fore
deliver him if he desires him.” ordained by God himself.” Jesus was thus

He, then, that disbelieves Isaiah’s report the lamb—not the missionary—slain from the 
“rejects for himself, like those Scribes, God’s foundation of the kosmos. His blood accord- 
counsel or plan of salvation,” in denying that ingly was the ratifying blood of that covenant 
Jesus was bruised for our iniquities (except in shed for many for the remission of sins—not 
the mechanical sense that Stephen was bruised as a mere example of faithful service. There 
by his enemies); he denies that Jesus l>ore our lies the distinction between Jesus’ blood and 
sins on his own body to the tree, just as the Stephen’s. It is plain that his speedy resur- 
atoncment goat l>ore the sins of the congre- rcction was a stipulation in that covenant 
gation to the altai of burnt offering (except from his frequent anticipator}’ references 
in the academic sense that John bore I lerocl’s thereto.
sin to the block), and that it is a libel against “Sinners condemned Christ.” Just so, 
God’s justice to accuse him of slaying the just but Jesus’words to Pilate deprive that fact 
that he may spare the unjust. lie thus of all importance—“Thou couldest have had 
makes God’s messengers liars, of whom it has no power at all against me except it were 
been said, “He that hearelh you heareth given thee from above." 
me.” If “returning to dust,” mere decompo-

The common-sense view being, that Adam sition, be “a part of the Adamic curse,” 
through disobedience excluded himself and then the Egyptian jmummies have so far 
his posterity from access to that tree of life evaded it. But who distresses himself as to 
which would have placed each of us in pos- the fate of his extracted tooth or amputated 
session of “conditional immortality,” which, leg? Would it be any comfort to W. D. J. 
of course, wc should not long have retained, to be preserved in a museum in a gigantic 
he thus put us all under the power of death bottle of alcohol? Paul says, “there is now 
as completely as if wc had each eaten of the no condemnation,” Adamic or otherwise, “to 
forbidden fruit. We arc thus all “ made,” them that are in Christ.” Yet even Paul 
or treated, or regarded as sinners by being has gone to dust. If Christ had returned the 
helplessly exposed to everlasting death, the day after Paul's death, would he have risen 
wages of sin, even in infancy, when we have congratulating himself on his escape from the 
certainly had no opportunity of “making Adamic condemnation? But Peter spoke of 
ourselves into sinners by following from “ going to corruption,” which certainly is a 
desire the example of Adam.” But we are disgusting process, not of dissolution into 
no more made into sinners by Adam’s fall dust. Meanwhile every atom of Jesus’ body
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Adam, if he endured indefinitely, must logi
cally have been at last endowed with ever
lasting life, since he could not have died, nor 
have been kept under everlasting probation. 
Much more then Jesus. There is no record 
that Jesus’ death was anything but voluntary. 
He was induced to endure the Cross as a 
part of the New Covenant by the promise of 
the joy set before him, as specified, I con
sider, by Isaiah thus : “ He shall see of the 
travail of his soul and be satisfied;” “My 
righteous servant shall justify many, for he 
shall bear their iniquities.” Having volun
tarily entered the New Covenant, he obeyed 
when called upon to ratify it. But the idea 
“that aionian life was possessed by Jesus as 
pertaining to the future age, having nothing 
to do with his body per se,” appears merely 
a roundabout way of saying (the truth) “that 
he regarded it simply as a divine promise” (as 
Paul did), if the words mean anything; there
fore, having nothing to do with his body, it 
could not “ have dwelt in him.” And teach
ing that Christ died for himself—that he laid 
down his pstte/ic-life to save his zoe-\ifc in 
order to save himself from going to dust— 
reduces him to the level of Paul and Stephen, 
who both, by the way, have found the pre
scription worthless. [Is “laying down his 
psuc/ie” = cessation of life?—£d.] True, we 
have Christ exhibited under various symbols, 
but not as “an unclean lamb offering np 
himself.” That is where the “confusion” 
comes in and remains.

It is incredible that such views should be 
seriously held by “twenty-five years’ students 
of the Bible.” But there seems, in the 
students of Dr Thomas, to be induced a total 
incapacity to entertain an intelligent view of 
substitution, fully accounting for their rejec
tion of such an admirable “counsel of God.” 
For example (q), “ the death of the Paschal 
lamb is here substituted for a literal death of 
the people ; for the people having eaten of 
the lamb are participants in its death.” So 
far so good; except for “people 
“first-born (son),” as per Ex. xii. 12, with 
xiii. 15 ; we have no authority to alter the 
scope of what is written. But why imme
diately spoil it all? “ But if you participate 
in Christ’s death you pass from death unto 
life. Substitution is nowhere in the case; 
substitution precludes participation.”

After that lucid statement we can account 
for a belief in the simultaneous possession of 
the life of this age, as well as of that which is

must already have gone to dust at least four 
times in thirty-three years, without entailing 
corruption, as every child knows, 
words, “ Dust thou art,” &c., spoken to 
Adam, added no terror to the grave ; it is 
remaining as dust that is the curse.

(n) “The ram was Isaac’s substitute”— 
that grants the whole of my contention as to 
that event.

(0) “Christ had a mortal life and an 
eternal life ; the latter dwelt in him by the 
Holy Spirit.” Not at all. We teach (asper 
lleb. i. 1) that the same spirit that spoke 
through the prophets, and constituted them 
“gods” (John x. 34), afterwards spoke 
through Christ. But it certainly could not 
have conferred upon the prophets eternal life, 
as we read that it was transitory and inter
mittent in them. The distinction between 
one of the old prophets and Christ was that 
when the Holy Spirit descended on him it 
remained on him (John i. 33) until a short 
lime before his death. (See 2 Kings iii. 15 ;
Ezek. viii. 1, &c., &c.) But eternal life— 
unless all that has been written in this maga
zine is bosh, literally “aionian life”—is the 
life speciaUy appropriate and peculiar to 
Messiah’s aion, the still future Millenium.
How then can it be literally possessed and 
enjoyed (except as a mere reliable promise—
Titus i. 1) by every believer in turn during 
the present age without rendering the title 
ridiculous? It is evidently the expansion 
and intensification of the life of this age, just 
as the aionian body will be the glorification 
and invigoralion of the mortal body. For we 
can form no conception of either perfected 
body or soul except as the successors of the 
mortal body or soul. Therefore a being can 
no more be said to be in the possession of 
future and eternal life simultaneously than he 
can be said to have simultaneously a cor
ruptible and an incorruptible body, or than 
he can have an oak tree as well as the acorn 
from which it grew. The tcmpoial is the 
foundation of the spiritual. But “he that 
believeth hath eternal life.” This is qualified 
by “ He that endureth to (he end shall be 
saved ;” “ We have a building of God,” &c.
The possession of aionian life is nowhere 
ascribed to Christ before glorification. “The 
Father raised him from the dead and gave 
him glory.” [What is “eternal ” life?—£d.]

(p) The “ confusion about Jesus dying for 
himself” has been produced by those alone 
who teach “ that he must needs have died
for his own salvation.” Jesus, like Adam, vto come, together, of course, with both the 
was on probation, doubtless ; but there comes indispensable relative bodies, 
at last an end to all probation. What could 
have been the intended ends of their pro
bation? What for Adam but eventual 
immortalisation ? Me certainly would not 
have been required to die for himself. So of 
Jesus, apart from the plan of salvation.
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THE ATONEMENT AS TAUGHT BY BRO. STAINFORTH 
V THE SCRIPTURES.1

! ( Com ltided from page 39).
WOULD respectfully suggest that a little 

time and attention bestowed on the 
Greek word huper might have bene

ficial results in connection with this and kin
dred subjects. This word implies, 1st, 
motion, or rest over, above, or beyond ; 
2nd, protection, aid, in behalf of ; 3rd, excess, 
a surpassing over, above, or more than, some
times even conveying the idea ol censure. 
Those who grasp the full import of this word 
have no difficulty in understanding the apostle, 
who writes to the Corinthians thus: If one 
died in excess of all, unto the sin, then the 
whole must have died unto sin, though not to 
the same intensity, and above and beyond all 
he died, in order that those living no more 
unto themselves may live, but do so to him 
who died, and had been raised to be over 
them, as leader over all those who had died 
away from the sin. So that we (the apostles) 
from this time forward do respect no one on 
account of the flesh, not because of their 
Abrahamic origin ; and even if we esteemed 
Christ on this account, yet now we do not so 
regard him. For if any one hath attained an 
upstanding of the Christ, he is a new creation, 
for the old things—of that fleshly service which 
Jesus and his brethren had died away from— 
were passing away, being rendered obsolete, 
and the things of the new kosmos were taking 
their place. And this new arrangement is 
out of God, who has thoroughly changed 
( katallasso) us from the old to the new 
through Jesus Christ, and did give to ns 
(apostles) the oversight of the thorough 
change (katallage). IIonv that God was in 
Christ, thoroughly changing an arrangement 
to Himself, not reckoning their fallings aside 
to theniy (What of those who charge even us 
with Adam's transgression ?) and having pul 
in us (apostles) the word effecting this change, 
we are then an embassy in behalf of Christ. 
As it were God entreating you through us, 
we beseech you in behalf of Christ be ye 
thoroughly changed to God. The foregoing 
certainly lends no countenance to the doctrine 
of “atonement.” Again, Paul says, “For 
I myself through law did die to the law, in 
order that unto God / may live. I am crucified 
with Christ, yet I live, no more Paul (accord
ing to flesh); but that which I live in the 
flesh I live on that faith of the Son of God, 
who gave himself up.” To what did he give 
himself up—to crucifixion? What a bathos 1 
he gave himself up entirely, with the utmost 
devotion, to the new arrangement, 
(huper) or beyond me, Paul. (In this) I 
do not make void the favour of God, for, if

righteousness be by the law, then Christ hav
ing died away from that law (or that which 
had become a dead letter) had done it all for 
nothing (Gal. ii. 19). Hut the writer to the 
Hebrews, in chapter ix. 27, puls the matter 
in a nutshell by saying, “ It is laid up for the 
men once to die ”—to die unto that causing 
to sin, and after that dying, certainly not 
before it, the discrimination : that is, after this 
dealh-unlo-sin process takes place in an indi
vidual, God begins to take cognisance of all 
thoughts, words, and actions, approving or 
disapproving even as the characteristics of th 
Christ are developed and manifested. In al 
this we have a thorough change from one staU 
to another, but not a word about atonement. 
However, it may be some consolation to Iiro. 
Stainforth to know that at least one Christa- 
delphian believes Isaiah’s report, though con
vinced that report lends no support to the 
doctrine advocated by hrim. Then I do not 
believe that Jesus—he who knew or did no 
sin—was ever “ made sin ” in any sense what
ever, though he was certainly treated as a 
sinner, “numbered with transgressors.” See 
him before Caiaphas and Pilate, where the 
iniquity of the nation may be said to have met 
on him, in the sense that all sorts of con
tumely and wickedness were heaped upon 
him, as there he suffered from treachery, 
desertion, base ingratitude, torturing cruelty, 
and gross injustice, being latterly led out to 
ignominious execution; while even Pilate, 
his unrighteous judge, declared there was no 
cause for death in him. Such a sublime 
example of obedience unto death under the 
most trying circumstances did he set before 
his disciples. This to them was a practical 
illustration of his own teaching, and they 
evidently understood it as such, for John 
afterwards wrote, “ By this we have known 
love, because if he exposed his life in our 
(httper) behalf, we ought also to expose our 
lives in (huper) behalf of the brethren.”

Jesus knew perfectly well what would 
befal him because of his living unto God, 
yet he sought not to hide himself from his 
enemies. No, he exposed himself by be
coming dead to the rudiments of the Mosaic 
kosmos, and living unto God as per the new 
arrangement; and because of this dying, and 
living unto God, did the Jews kill the Prince 
of Life and prefer a murderer in their midst. 
To prove that Jesus did not thus expose him
self as their substitute, the reader is referred 
to Matt., 10 chap., where God is perfecting 
the corporate body of the Christ, through 
Jesus, by inscribing Ilis laws on their hearts
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and minds, in order that they may become 
imitators of him in his obedience unto death, 
doing the Father’s will.

But where is it written that what he did 
was done as an atonement for the human race ? 
If a violent death was what the Edenic law 
demanded, as some believe and teach, and 
that death was not inflicted on Adam (it 
matters not for what reason) who had sinned, 
does it not occur to every thoughtful mind 
that, if inflicted on Jesus—if that holy, harm
less, and sinless one was paid the wages for 
sin—he was very unjustly dealt with, to say 
the very least. But the truth is, 
that sinneth it shall die." Adam sinned, and 
he undoubtedly died the death with which he 
was threatened. Jesus did no—knew no— 
sin, therefore he never saw that death which 
is sin’s wages. It is the sinner only who 
earns these wages ; the righteous lay hold on 
teonal life. Let us then imitate Jesus and his 
apostles in putting sin far from us—in becom
ing dead to that causing us to sin, the mil
dewed traditions of our fathers, and practice 
their righteous deeds, so that we also, like 
them, may render powerless in ourselves, even 
as they did, that death which is the wages for 
sin. “It is enough that the servant be as 
his master.” None having the sayings of

Jesus written on their heart and mind can 
ever conceive of him having acquired a ruler- 
ship with the Father on any other conditions 
than those he has prescribed for those who 
may be granted the honour of ruling with 
in his throne—as he himself says, •* him over
coming as l overcame,” as I have set an ex
ample. How could substitution be better 
shown to be a traditionary belief from which 
salvation is much needed than by this?

Brethren, save yourselves from such a 
traditionary and delusive doctrine as substi
tutionary sacrifice. The sacrifice of the 
Christ is not yet complete. The body of the 
Christ is not yet fully developed, and each 
member of that body must acquire the same 
mind, the same disposition, as that possessed 
by its head, to enable them to imitate him in 
his sacrifice—in sacrificing all he did for 
the joy set before him.

Let us then become imitators of him who 
gave himself a living sacrifice ova—far in 
excess of—even the chicfesl apostle.

him
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APOCALYPTIC STUDIES.—No. XVI.
Chapter XX.

They are to have mortality changed to immor
tality, corruptibility to incorruptibility. But 
it is not the purpose of God to confer incor
ruptibility and immortality on the subdued 
peoples until their continued obedience and 
subjection to the new order of things have 
been put to the test. The discipline of the 
kingdom of God is for the purpose of bringing 
them into harmony with the will of God 
embodied in the law which shall go forth 
from Zion, and the word of the Lord which 
shall proceed from Jerusalem. Obedience 
thereto will bring its reward. Every encour
agement will be given them in order to bring 
about that result. All causes of discontent 
and grumbling will be removed, 
will be no complaining in our streets. Happy 
is the people that is in such a case ; yea 
happy is the people whose God is the Lord” 
(Psalm cxliv. 14-15). “And men shall be 
blessed in Him. and all nations shall call 
Him blessed” (Psalm Ixxii. 17).

The chief cause of those troubles that have 
afflicted mankind through their rulers has 
been the setting up and enforcing upon them 
false forms of worship. In ancient times it 
was forms of idolatrous worship; in more 
recent times perverted forms of Christianity, 
such as national churches, energised by the

HE national opposition having been 
overcome, it then l>ccame necessary to 
organise the government over the sub

dued peoples. All the former arrangements 
would be brought to an end, national, muni
cipal, and religious. These are here syml»o- 
lised by the binding of the dragon, called a 
Diabolos and Satan, with a great chain. 
Understanding the dragon of the Apocalypse 
as synchronous with the fourth beast of Daniel 
seventh, it would represent the ruling powers 
of the kingdom of men. These various 
beasts would symbolise human government as 
radically brute force, rather than justice, 
goodness, and truth. The various apocalyptic 
beasts represented organised forms of national 
government, and organised forms of worship 
which were perversions of the truth as in 
Jesus, and usurpations of the authority of the 
Lord Jesus Christ over his church. The 
beast and the false prophet being the last of 
the leaders of the apostacy were cast alive 
into the lake of fire as the finality of their 
existence.

The dragon lxdng the symbol of human 
nature in all its ruling phases, as the result 
and consequence of Adam’s transgression, 
could not l>c destroyed except by a change of 
nature such as those in Christ were promised.
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authority of the State. Those who sought to 
do the will of God were often subjected to 
persecution. Liberty to worship God in 
accordance with the will of God as revealed 
in the liible was denied them. Such a state 
of things belonged to the synagogue of Satan. 
The binding of Satan symbolises the restraint 
of that clement of human nature—the re
straining of every tendency to act contrary to 
the w ill of God. It w ill not be a change in 
the human constitution. It will be strict 
discipline and restraining oversight. The 
dragon symbolises rule—that phase of human 
nature that leads some men to lord it over 
others. Such are met with among all classes 
of mankind, from the monarch on the throne 
to trades’ unions and factory overseers. The 
binding of the dragon will put restraint on 
that phase of human nature. The serpent 
represents that phase of human nature which 
was first manifested in the deception of Eve 
by the serpent in Eden. Since then it is 
manifested in those whose minds should be 
corrupted from the simplicity ami the purity 
that is toward Christ, as the serpent beguiled 
Eve in' his craftiness (2 Cor. xi. 3). That 
class is also mentioned in 2 Tim. iii. 13— 
“ But evil men and impostors shall wax w orse 
and worse, deceiving and being deceived.” 
That state of things will also be restrained. 
Diabolos represents that element of human 
nature which in the Scriptures is styled the 
law of sin and death. Jesus said to the Jews, 
*• Ye are of your father the diabolos, and the 
lusts of your father it is your w ill to do. He 
was a murderer from the beginning, and stood 
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 
thereof” (John viii. 44). “lie that docth 
sin is of the diabolos; for the diabolos sinneth 
from the beginning. To this end was the Son 
of God manifested, that he might destroy the 
w'orks of the diabolos” (1 John iii. S). The 
tendency to sin will be put under restraint, 
and consequently life will be prolonged. 
Disease and death will be checked by the 
healing virtues of the river of life proceeding 
from the throne, and the trees of life on its 
banks. Death will only overtake the dis
obedient. “The soul that sinneth it shall 
die.” Every one at that time shall die for his 
own iniquity (Jer. xxxi ; Ez. xviii). How
ever, the least tendency to sin w ill be checked 
at once, as we read in Is. xxx. 21, “Thine 
cars shall hear a word behind thee, saying, 
this is the way, walk ye in it, when ye turn 
to the right hand, and when ye turn to the 
left.” Such strict discipline will be most 
effectual in producing conformity to the laws 
of the kingdom, and the requirements of 
personal duty. But whether that should be 
in every one a willing service would require 
to lie proved. It was said of the people in

Jeremiah’s time, “ This people draweth nigh 
to me with their mouth, and serveth me with 
their lips, but their hearts arc far from me.” 
In order to manifest the true chaincter of all 
those who have enjoyed the benefit of divine 
rule during the thousand years, it will be 
necessary to relax the strictness of divine 
control. That is symbolised by the loosing 
of Satan “for a little season.” The term 
Satan may be said to represent opposition to 
the will of God in all its forms and manifes
tations ; so it is said, “ Satan shall come foith 
to deceive the nations that arc in the four 
corners of the earth, Gog and Magog, to 
gather them together to the war, the number 
of whom is as the sand of the sea. And they 
went up over the breadth of the earth, and 
compassed the camp of the saints about, and 
the beloved city ; and lire came down out of 
heaven and devoured them. And the diabolos 
that deceived them was cast into the lake of 
fire and brimstone, where (are) also the beast 
and the false prophet.” The language used 
shows that the rebellion would be very exten
sive, being found in all places of the earth, 
manifesting the truth of that saying in Isaiah 
xxvi. 10—“Let favour be showed to the 
wicked, yet will he not learn righteousness; 
in the land of uprightness will he deal wrong
fully, and will not behold the majesty of the 
Lord. Lord, thy hand is lifted up, yet they 
sec not: but they shall see thy zeal for the 
people, and be ashamed ; yea, fire shall 
devour thine adversaries.” Thus shall sin and

;
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death be put away from the earth no more 
to appear again. God will “ be all in all.”

But to return to the beginning of the 
thousand years; John says, “ I saw thrones 
and they sat upon them : and I saw the souls 
of them that had been beheaded for the testi
mony of Jesus, and for the word of God, and 
such as worshipped not the beast, neither his 
image, and received not the mark upon their 
forehead and upon their hand ; and they lived 
and reigned with Christ a thousand years.” 
That statement seems to indicate a selection 
from among that great number which no man 
can number of those who may be found quali
fied to reign with Christ. Every one will be 
rewarded according to his works. But 
every one’s works may not qualify him for 
ruling the world in righteousness. Paul to 
Timothy says, “ If we suffer with him we 
shall also reign with him.” And to the 
church in Thyatira it is said, “ He that over- 
cometh, and he that keepeth my works to the 
end, to him will I give authority over the 
nations : and he shall rule them with a rod of 
iron.” In studying the messages to the seven 
churches in Asia it will be observed that only 
three of the churches are promised positions 
of rule. The others are promised rewards of 
various kinds in accordance with their sur
roundings and works. It would seem as if
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some were only to get life and incorruptibility, after coming forth, they that have done ^ood 
“ lie that overcomcth shall not be hurt of the shall enter into the upstanding of life, and 
second death.” “ And if the righteous is they that have done ill into the upstanding of 
scarcely saved, where shall the ungodly and separation (John v. 28-29). Paul also taught 
sinner appear?” (1 Pet. iv. 18). “that there shall be an upstanding of the

Before the thrones which John saw had dead, both of the just and the unjust" (Acts 
their occupants allotcd to them, a judgment xxiv. 15). The terms just and unjust are 
would be necessary, in order to show who re’atcd to law or rule. Before any one can 
were qualified to sit on them. So we read : be either just or unjust they must be placed 
“ For we must all be made manifest before under a rule of life and conduct. So Paul 
the judgment-seat of Christ, that each one says: “As many as have sinned without law 
may receive the things through the body, shall also perish without law: and as many 
according to what he hath done, whether as have sinned under law shall be judged by 
good or bad” (2 Cor. v. 10). Such a mani- law” (Rom. ii. 12). The just and unjust 
festation will not only l>c for the lienefil of will embrace those who have come under law 
ever)* individual case, but also to show to 
others the status of each one in the complete 
body of Christ in accordance with their char
acter and attainments. For this a record is 
kept of the deeds of every one in Christ. So 
when he is seated on the great white throne, 
and the dead small anil great shall stand 
before it, the Imoks are to be opened, and the 
dead are to be judged out of the things 
written in the books, according to their works.
The classification of rewards would be in 
accordance therewith. Another book was 
opened, which is the book of life. If any one 
was not found written in the book of life, he 
was cast into the lake of fire. The lake of 
fire is the second death. Being enrolled in 
the linok of life secured immortality, however 
low his other qualities may have been.

I regard verses 7 to 10 as parenthetic.
Verse 11 continues the narrative from verse 6, 
bringing in the judgment of the dead ones, 
and the selection of the occupants of the 
thrones which John saw.

“ Blessed and holy is he that hath part in 
the lirst resurrection, over these the second 
death hath no power ; but they shall be 
priests of God and of Christ, and shall reign 
with him a thousand years.” The reigning 
with Christ is called the first anastasis. Liter
ally, “ this is the chief upstanding ;” that is, 
the reigning class occupies the chief place 
among those who have just been rewarded 
according to their works The word anastasis, 
rendered resurrection, does not mean coming 
out of the grave. ft applies to the state 
attained after the judgment. The first or 
chief upstanding will be allotted to those 
who shall be found qualified to reign with 
Christ. “They shall shine forth as the 
sun in the kingdom of their Father.” “ 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”
(Gan. xii. 3). These testimonies show that 
there are at least three degrees of glory in the 
upstanding of those who will obtain the sal
vation which is in Christ with eternal glory.
The teaching of Jesus shows that the good and 
the bad shall come forth out of the tombs
when they hear the voice of the Son of Man; 16 Annficld Street, Dundee.
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» to Christ. Those who have sinned without 
law are the large irresponsible class who 
“shall remain in the congregation of the 
dead” (Pro. xxi. iC). “They shall never 
see light” (Ps. xlix. 19). “Dead, they shall 
not live; deceased, they shall not rise” (Is. 
xxvi. 14). If John saw the two classes appear 
from the tomb, the one class to life and the 
other class to the second death, who are the 
rest of the dead spoken of in verse 5 ? The 
statement is introduced parenthetically in the 
middle of the narrative, having no connection 
with what goes before nor with what follows. 
Is it an inteipolation, or did John write it? 
The fact that the second death is mentioned 
in connection with the first upstanding implies 
that there will then be a class of persons 
present on whom it will have power, 
unjust are all there at the lime of adjudging 
every one according to their works, there w ill 
be no remaining dead to be raised according 
to all the other Scripture testimony. There 
is a principle taught by Moses, Christ, and 
Paul, that “in the mouth of two or three 
witnesses every word shall be established.” 
According to Moses, one eye-witness was 
inadmissible as evidence. Jesus and Paul 
inculcate that rule. Two of the most import
ant incidents in the life of Jesus—namely, the 
transfiguration and his agony in the garden— 
were witnessed by three of his apostles, Peter, 
James, and John. Well, this statement in 
verse 5 stands by itself, having no support in 
any other part of the Scriptures, and is in 
direct opposition to the teaching of Christ and 
Paul regarding the raising of the two classes 
of dead ones, just and unjust. It is said to be 
omitted in Vatican MS. 1160. It is not in 
the Syriac version. It is omitted by Gries- 
bach, although retained by the revisers. As 
it stands it appears to me to Be a spurious 
reading, inserted by some scribe with ideas 
like the one who wrote 1 John v. 7. Be that 
as it may, I cannot find a place for it in accord
ance with other portions of the Scriptures, 
ami therefore am obliged to pass it over.
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1 Church of God General Conference:  McDonough, GA;  https://coggc.org/




