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Song of Songs 
Continued from page 391 

 
Narrator:  Song 1:1   The song of songs, which is Solomon's.  

Bride:  Song 1:2   Let him kiss me with the kisses of his mouth:  

Daughters of Jerusalem:  for thy beloved is better than wine.  Song 1:3  Because of the 

savour of thy good ointments thy name is as ointment poured forth,  

Groom:  therefore do the virgins love thee.  

Daughters of Jerusalem:  Song 1:4  Draw me, we will run after thee:  

Bride:  he shall bring me into his chambers:  

Daughters of Jerusalem: we will be glad and rejoice in thee, we will remember thy 

beloved more than wine:  

Groom:  the upright love thee.  

Bride:  Song 1:5   I am black, but comely, O ye daughters of Jerusalem, as the tents of 

Kedar, as the curtains of Solomon. Song 1:6  Look not upon me, because I am black, 

because the sun hath looked upon me: my mother's children were angry with me; they 

made me the keeper of the vineyards; but mine own vineyard have I not kept. Song 1:7  

Tell me, O thou whom my soul loveth, where thou feedest, where thou makest thy flock 

to rest at noon: for why should I be as one that turneth aside by the flocks of thy 

companions?  

Groom:  Song 1:8  If thou know not, O thou fairest among women, go thy way forth by 

the footsteps of the flock, and feed thy kids beside the shepherds' tents. Song 1:9  I have 

compared thee, O my love, to a filly among Pharaoh's stallions.   

 

*     *     *     *     * 

 

Last month we spent a bit of time discussing what the Song of Solomon 

isn’t.  It isn’t a history of the life of Solomon, but rather it is a prophesy 

written in song and poetry.  It is a symbolical representation of the bride, 

which we pointed out from Scripture are the redeemed, and the groom, 

which is Jesus the Christ. 

 

In reading bro. Rene Growcott’s exposition of chapter five, I found it 

notable that he observed the following. 

“But the terms used by Christ for the Ecclesia show a steady 

development, and this is one of the factors by which the narrative can 

be traced. His first address to her is 1:8—'O thou fairest among 

women!’ This appears to stand apart as a general introduction 

comprehending the whole. Then in ch. 1 and in the beginning of ch. 2 it 

is ‘My love’—more correctly as in the margin, ‘fellow’ or 

‘companion.’ 

 

“Later in ch. 2 it is ‘My love, my fair one.’ There are none in ch. 3. In 

ch. 4 it is first: ‘Thou art fair, my love.’ Then: ‘Thou art all fair, there is 

no spot in thee.’ 
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“Then 6 times: ‘My spouse,’ or even more comprehensively, ‘My 

sister, my spouse.’ There is one occurrence in each of chs. 5 and 6 of a 

combination of earlier titles. 

 

“Then twice at the end of ch. 6 the proper name ‘Shulamite’ is 

introduced, indicating  that she now permanently bears the new Name, 

the name of the Beloved, Solomon, the Prince of Peace. 

 

“The last title, ch. 7, is ‘Prince's daughter.’ Here the aspect of royalty, 

majesty and rulership appears.” 

 

The title of the groom, Christ, is nearly always the same—“my beloved”—

but the titles of the bride increase in their relationship, showing a 

progression, or development of the bride in the eyes of the groom.  Bro. 

Growcott had noted concerning this as quoted above. 

 

With these observations, I read the Song, looking for what and where the 

narrative divisions or enlargements of the bride, would be.  Just thinking of 

the bride generally, I thought that the bride first occurs in the Scriptures—all 

through the Old Testament—as looking and longing for her groom and 

deliverer to appear.  Then, as the New Testament begins, Messiah makes his 

appearance to the bride, as recorded in the Gospels.  At the end of the 

Gospels, the Messiah is taken away, and the epistles are a record of the bride 

again longing for his return.  Finally, through prophesy we know that the 

groom returns and embraces the bride in immortality.  These seemed like the 

Scriptural divisions, and so I figured the Song must fit inside this general 

outline, somehow. 

 

It really wasn’t very hard to determine where the breaks in the Song would 

occur, based upon this simple Scriptural outline.  The division between the 

bride longing for the coming of the Messiah and his first coming is quite 

clear.   

Song 3:4  “It was but a little that I passed from them, but I found him 

whom my soul loveth: I held him, and would not let him go, until I had 

brought him into my mother's house, and into the chamber of her that 

conceived me.” 

 

Next, the division must be the death and resurrection of Jesus, and the 

condition of the bride again longing for the return of her Messiah.  This also 

seemed quite clear. 
Song 5:6  “I opened to my beloved; but my beloved had withdrawn 

himself, and was gone: my soul failed when he spake: I sought him, but 

I could not find him; I called him, but he gave me no answer.” 
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The final division then, would be Messiah’s return to his now resurrected 

and redeemed bride, remembering that Shulamite means “she who has 

received peace.” 

Song 6:13  “Return, return, O Shulamite; return, return, that we may 

look upon thee. What will ye see in the Shulamite? As it were the 

company of two armies.”  

 

These, then, constitute the four general divisions of the bride.  What is left 

before examining the text, is to identify who is speaking.  There are no 

natural breaks given.  The primary way we must proceed, is to observe when 

the pronouns change, and when the tense in the sentence changes.  For 

instance, the Song begins with the bride speaking.  We know this because 

the speaker refers to “his” as the focus of her admiration.   

Song 1:2  “Let him kiss me with the kisses of his mouth…” 

 

But instantly, we have a change of tense in the middle of the sentence.  The 

bride is speaking in the first person, but the comment following her 

declaration of love is in the third person. 

“…for thy love is better than wine. Because of the savour of thy good 

ointments thy name is as ointment poured forth,”  

 

The change in tense indicates a change in speakers.  The new speakers are 

the “virgins” elsewhere identified as “the daughters of Jerusalem.”   Now 

many commentators ignore this change in tense and argue that the third 

person comment is because the bride is multitudinous.  And of course, we do 

not deny the multitudinous aspect of the bride.  But such a method of 

interpretation puts man’s discretion and interpretation back into the mix.  If 

we ignore the change of tense here, why not elsewhere? 

 

Bro. Growcott also gave us one other general rule.  The term “beloved” 

“(Hebrew:  “dode,” from the root word for “David”) always refers to the 

groom.   Thus, when we see the term “my beloved” used, even without a 

change of tense or pronoun, we know that the bride is speaking.  (This only 

occurs once in the Song, ch. 5:3.) 

 

So with these general rules for interpretation, we begin.  It is said that 

Solomon spoke 3,000 proverbs and wrote 1005 songs.  Yet this one is 

described as his song of songs, no doubt because he wrote this one being 

moved of the Holy Spirit.  Thus it holds a special place in the hearts of the 

believers.  The Jews, it is said by some writers, looked at the works of 
Solomon this way.  The Proverbs were the Temple, a place where 

individuals learned proper behavior before God.  The Ecclesiastes were the 

Holy Place, a place for one elected to overcome fleshly desires and live a life 

dedicated to God.  And the Song of Songs was the Most Holy Place, 

indicative of the completion of a successful probation.    
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Whether this is true or not, the one thing that is clear is that this is a most 

unique book in its appraisal of the Bride of Christ.  Throughout most the 

Scriptures, we are shown the bride in her struggles against the flesh, often 

the lesson we are to learn is in her failures and overcomings.  This book 

gives us a picture of how Christ appreciates the bride, and why he was 

willing to die for her.  It gives us a picture of the characteristics the bride 

has, which Christ appreciates, and of which he will reward.  This picture is 

at the same time, gratifying and intimidating.  We all desire to have the 

divine characteristics outlined in the pages of the Scriptures, yet at the same 

time know of our failings.  We, as humans, tend to dwell on our failings.  

This book dwells on our successes, successes which may not even be 

apparent to us.  How we may not fully understand the importance of the little 

things we do was illuminated to us by the groom: 

Matt. 25:34-36  “Then shall the King say unto them on his right hand, 

Come, ye blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you 

from the foundation of the world:  For I was an hungred, and ye gave 

me meat: I was thirsty, and ye gave me drink: I was a stranger, and ye 

took me in: Naked, and ye clothed me: I was sick, and ye visited me: I 

was in prison, and ye came unto me.”  

 

Matt. 25:37-40  “Then shall the righteous answer him, saying, Lord, 

when saw we thee an hungred, and fed thee? or thirsty, and gave thee 

drink?  When saw we thee a stranger, and took thee in? or naked, and 

clothed thee?   Or when saw we thee sick, or in prison, and came unto 

thee?  And the King shall answer and say unto them, Verily I say unto 

you, Inasmuch as ye have done it unto one of the least of these my 

brethren, ye have done it unto me.”  

 

This is the day of small things, or as the New English Translation (NET) has 

it:  “Who dares make light of small beginnings?” (Zec. 4:10).  The 

obedience we show on a day-by-day basis is that which makes glad the heart 

of the groom.  That is what is shown throughout this Song.  The Song 

demonstrates through its language, a passion and desire to be among that 

class which ultimately makes up the immortalized bride. 

 

The Song opens with the bride making exactly this exclamation: 

Song 1:2  “Let him kiss me with the kisses of his mouth:” 

 

A complaint made by many who have written about the Song, is that a literal 
translation of the words tends to miss the intent of the phrases.  This is a 

good example of that complaint.  The phrase is intended to reflect passion.  

The NET renders it, “Oh how I wish you would kiss me passionately.”  The 

bride, awaiting the appearance of the Messiah is passionate in her love for 

Christ.  The language is intended to reflect the passion, not a disinterested 
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observation, but an earnest looking for the Messiah.  The kind of passion 

demonstrated by Isaiah in his longing for the great Messiah: 

Isa. 9:6-7  “For unto us a child is born, unto us a son is given: and the 

government shall be upon his shoulder: and his name shall be called 

Wonderful, Counsellor, The mighty God, The everlasting Father, The 

Prince of Peace.  Of the increase of his government and peace there 
shall be no end, upon the throne of David, and upon his kingdom, to 

order it, and to establish it with judgment and with justice from 

henceforth even for ever. The zeal of the LORD of hosts will perform 

this.” 

 

This proclamation has spawned countless hymns, and is sung continuously 

by a people who, while having no idea concerning what it truly means, can 

see the fire that had been lit in the heart of the prophet through these words.  

This is the passion of the bride awaiting the Messiah. 

 

As we previously mentioned, the tense changes here in the middle of the 

sentence.  Someone else hears the plea of the bride for her Messiah, and 

answers her: 

Song 1:2-4  “…for thy love is better than wine.   Because of the savour 

of thy good ointments thy name is as ointment poured forth,  

 

Rather than thy love is better than wine, it should have been translated “thy 

beloved (dode) is better than wine.”  And when the virgins complete their 

speech in verse four, the translation should be similar: 

Song 1:4:  “…we will be glad and rejoice in thee, we will remember 

thy love [thy beloved—dode] more than wine:”  

 

The speakers are now the virgins, the daughters of Jerusalem who are never 

far from the bride in this Song.  They are a class of individuals who are in 

the process of learning the truth or have learned the truth concerning the 

glorious character of the groom but haven’t found it within themselves to 

commit their lives to him.  Though they very much appreciate what the truth 

is, and what Messiah is said to do, and the bride’s obvious attachment to 

him.  This may be our young, growing and learning in the truth; or it may be 

our associates who, in some ways admire what we do, though they cannot 

yet apply themselves to it. 

 

But they do recognize what the bride has in the groom, and the joy she 

experiences through knowing him.  They recognize that the bride’s love for 
her beloved exceeds all else in her life.  Her beloved is better than wine.  

Wine, we are told in the Psalms, makes the heart of man glad:  

Psa. 104:13  “He watereth the hills from his chambers: the earth is 

satisfied with the fruit of thy works.  He causeth the grass to grow for 

the cattle, and herb for the service of man: that he may bring forth food 
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out of the earth;  And wine that maketh glad the heart of man, and oil 

to make his face to shine, and bread which strengtheneth man's heart.”  

 

But the bride’s beloved exceeds this.  While wine makes the heart of man 

glad, her love for her beloved makes her heart ecstatic.  The daughters of 

Jerusalem see this, which is well explained to them in David’s Psalm: 

Psa._4:7  “Thou hast put gladness in my heart, more than in the time 

that their corn and their wine increased.” 

 

The joy man feels from wine, corn, and oil is all temporary and quickly 

fading.  If uncontrolled it results in destruction.  But the love that the bride 

has for the beloved is unbounded and eternal, exceeding anything, and all 

that this world can offer. 

 

The virgins notice something else about the bride, which they commend her 

for.  Her name is like an ointment of a sweet smell.  Ointments were for 

anointing, and for cleansing or purifying.  She had a name that she adhered 

closely to, and she followed the purifying effects of the law of God, which 

during the time in question, was the Mosaic Law.  She was obviously 

obedient and all around her knew it.  And the law of God had worked its 

desired effects: 

Psa. 119:1  “Blessed are the undefiled in the way, who walk in the law 

of the LORD.” 

Psa. 119:9  “Wherewithal shall a young man cleanse his way? by taking 

heed thereto according to thy word.” 

Psa 119:93  “I will never forget thy precepts: for with them thou hast 

quickened me.”  

Psa 119:165  “Great peace have they which love thy law: and nothing 

shall offend them.”  

 

These verses all refer to the purifying effect that the keeping of the law had 

upon the bride.  It cleanses her from defilement, it quickens her, and brings 

peace.  With such ointment, she adorns herself and perhaps most 

importantly, the aroma is such that the virgin daughters of Jerusalem all 

around her, notice and admire. 

 

The admiration of the virgins is then noticed by the groom.  As verse four 

ends, the tense changes from “we” to “they” and the groom speaks, 

observing the admiration of the Daughters of Jerusalem.  Youngs Literal 

Translation renders it, “Uprightly, do they love thee.” 
 

The “thee” in that sentence is the bride.  The “they” in that sentence are the 

virgin daughters of Jerusalem, so the speaker must be the groom, praising 

the bride for her aroma of sweet, obedient ointments, and showing forth her 

earnest dedication and passion to him. 
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Now before leaving this introduction, we would notice one of two sentences 

by the bride, which would contradict the idea that these first two chapters 

show the bride in the Old Testament, before the advent of Christ’s first 

coming.  The two verses are both translated as if the groom has already 

embraced the bride.  The two sentences uttered by the bride are: 

Song 1:4  “…the king hath brought me into his chambers:…” 

Song 2:4  “He brought me to the banqueting house, and his banner over 

me was love.” 

 

Both of these sentences indicate that the groom has already come.  But if we 

look at the New English Translation, they render them thus: 

Song 1:4  “May the king bring me into his bedroom chambers!” 

Song 2:4  “Bring me into the banquet hall, feed me with love; sustain 

me with raisin cakes, refresh me with apples, because I am faint with 

love."   

 

Now concerning the second, the above wasn’t the actual NET translation, 

but comes out of their notes of what should have been.  Their notes say: 

“However, several medieval Hebrew MSS vocalize the form as ֲהִביֻאִני 

"Bring me!". This is also reflected in the Septuagint (LXX) (εἰσαγαγετε 

με, eisagagete me, "Bring me!") and in the Syriac. This alternate 

vocalization tradition has several factors that make it a viable option:  

(1) It respects the consonantal text.  

(2) It is supported by the Septuagint (LXX) and Syriac.  

(3) It provides a tighter parallelism with the two identical 

imperatival forms in Song 2:5  

(4) It provides thematic unity to the entire poetic unit of Song 2:4-

5,   

(5) It helps make better sense of an enigmatic unit. This approach 

is strengthened if the Masoretic Text (MT) reading ְוִדְגלֹו (vediglo, 

"and his banner") is revocalized to the imperative ְוִדְגלּו (vediglu, 

"and feed [me]") (see translator’s note below). In this case, the 

parallelism throughout Song 2:4-5 would be very tight. It would 

feature four parallel imperatives of request, all revolving around 

the theme of love-sickness: "Bring me into the banquet hall, feed 

me with love; sustain me with raisin cakes, refresh me with 

apples, because I am faint with love." 

 

So both of these sentences should not be translated in such a way as to 
reflect what the bride has already experienced, but rather, to reflect what the 

bride so passionately longs for.  She longs for the appearance of her groom, 

the Messiah, that she may be one with him.  She longs for the celebration of 

her immortalization and entrance into the kingdom in his great banquet 

house.  This was the great hope of the bride of the Old Testament. 
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With that clarified, we go back to the introduction.  As we mentioned, this 

introduction ends with the groom commending the bride.  “Uprightly do 

they love thee!”  The groom is declaring that the praises of the daughters of 

Jerusalem are right and just.  But such high praise from the groom causes the 

bride to reflect on herself, and as human nature is, we first of all reflect on 

our failings. 

Song 1:5-6  “I am black, but comely, O ye daughters of Jerusalem, as 

the tents of Kedar, as the curtains of Solomon. Look not upon me, 

because I am black, because the sun hath looked upon me: my mother's 

children were angry with me; they made me the keeper of the 

vineyards; but mine own vineyard have I not kept.” 

 

The high praise of the groom immediately causes the bride to recall her 

failings and trials.  I am black, black as the tents of Kedar.  These tents of 

the nomadic peoples took on a look of blackness from a distance, because of 

the beating of the sun in the hot Arabian deserts.  The trials of this lifetime, 

and the weaknesses of the flesh beat down on us and cause failings.  And 

those failings cause us to wilt when we consider the high praise the groom 

has for his bride.  We are not unique in this.  

 

We see Daniel at his typical resurrection in Daniel 10, typically raised to 

life.  He is brought from his typical grave with high praise:  “Oh Daniel, a 

man greatly beloved.”  And what is his first reaction, after the angel touches 

him, putting back in him the record of his life? 

Dan 10:10-11  “And, behold, an hand touched me, which set me upon 

my knees and upon the palms of my hands.  And he said unto me, O 

Daniel, a man greatly beloved, understand the words that I speak unto 

thee, and stand upright: for unto thee am I now sent. And when he had 

spoken this word unto me, I stood trembling.  

 

Daniel, coming from the typical grave was highly praised by the Messiah, 

just as the bride in the Song is praised by her groom, and his first reaction is 

to reflect upon the difficulty of his life under trial.  We have a hymn we 

often sing:  “Go meet him as he cometh with joy if yet with fear.”  This has 

been changed by the Central assemblies to “with joy and not with fear.”  My 

thoughts are that if Daniel trembled at his resurrection, what hope have we 

that we will stand at our resurrection, fearless? 

 

But the bride does recognize that in spite of her trials, she is doing the best 
she can.  As the groom himself instructed his bride: 

Luke 17:10  “So likewise ye, when ye shall have done all those things 

which are commanded you, say, We are unprofitable servants: we have 

done that which was our duty to do.”  
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In doing what it was her duty to do, she is conforming to the divine 

principles in play at the time, and this makes her “comely” which may better 

be translated “suitable.”  Suitable to the cause.  She is performing that which 

she is called upon to perform to the best of her abilities, however frail they 

may be, and feeble in their results.  This makes her suitable in her own eyes, 

but beautiful and lovely in the eyes of her groom. 

 

The trials she is lamenting have come upon her because of her love for “her 

mother’s children.”  This is a different look at the daughters of Jerusalem, a 

class who are not virgins, but who have committed fornication with the idols 

of the people of the land.  The bride’s mother is spiritual Jerusalem.  Paul 

explained: 

Gal. 4:26  “But Jerusalem which is above is free, which is the mother 

of us all.” 

 

If the bride’s mother is spiritual Jerusalem, then her mother’s children are 

also the daughters of Jerusalem.  We know from the pages of the Scriptures 

that some of those children desired to be obedient, but some desire to be in 

rebellion.  So while, in the introduction to the Song, we see the virgin 

daughters of Jerusalem praising the bride, our familiarity with the life of the 

bride in the Old Testament shows the trial she experienced with others of her 

family, when they were focused on rebellion.   

 

Nevertheless, the bride focuses on saving the vineyard of Israel, while 

neglecting their own wellbeing.  We need only reflect on the life of Elijah, 

and how he worked so hard to save Israel from the idolatry of Ahab and 

Jezebel, and to see the desperation described by the bride in verses five and 

six.   

 

Elijah made a great and wonderful display to the children of Israel.  He 

contended with 450 prophets of Baal, exposing them as frauds, and 

ultimately slaying them with the sword.  His reward for this was persecution 

from the evil Jezebel.  Elijah kept the vineyard of Israel, and his own was 

not kept, even his very life was imperiled.  We see the desperation he felt at 

this: 

1 Kings. 19:4  “But he himself went a day's journey into the wilderness, 

and came and sat down under a juniper tree: and he requested for 

himself that he might die; and said, It is enough; now, O LORD, take 

away my life; for I am not better than my fathers.”  

 
He was comforted by God with the knowledge that not all the children of his 

mother had betrayed divine principles, but that 7,000 remained who had not 

bowed the knee to Baal, and that there had been reserved virgin daughters of 

Jerusalem who still praised the bride, no doubt because of the work Elijah 

had accomplished, working in Israel’s vineyard, to the neglect of his own.  
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This is a characteristic of the bride, exemplified most perfectly in the groom 

himself.   

Isa. 53:7-8  “He was oppressed, and he was afflicted, yet he opened not 

his mouth: he is brought as a lamb to the slaughter, and as a sheep 

before her shearers is dumb, so he openeth not his mouth. He was taken 

from prison and from judgment: and who shall declare his generation? 

for he was cut off out of the land of the living: for the transgression of 

my people was he stricken.” 

 

Jesus gave us the ultimate example of selflessness, and working in the 

national vineyard, while keeping not his own.  It is in his footsteps we must 

follow.  And the bride knew this, as she begged for instruction. 

Song 1:7  “Tell me, O thou whom my soul loveth, where thou feedest, 

where thou makest thy flock to rest at noon: for why should I be as one 

that turneth aside by the flocks of thy companions?” 

 

This is a continuation of the theme of the Song, the bride longing for her 

groom.  The groom now is identified as a shepherd, and of course Jesus was 

the great shepherd of the sheep. 

John 10:11-14  “I am the good shepherd: the good shepherd giveth his 

life for the sheep.  But he that is an hireling, and not the shepherd, 

whose own the sheep are not, seeth the wolf coming, and leaveth the 

sheep, and fleeth: and the wolf catcheth them, and scattereth the 

sheep. The hireling fleeth, because he is an hireling, and careth not for 

the sheep. I am the good shepherd, and know my sheep, and am known 

of mine.” 

 

It is important to the bride that she finds the shepherd, learns his ways, and 

abides with him.  This is her whole life’s desire.   

 

The flock are those sheep who hear the shepherd’s voice and follow him.  

The bride of the Old Testament desired to look into the things of the 

prophets but were not able to fully grasp God’s plan for the salvation of 

mankind.   

Matt. 13:17  “For verily I say unto you, That many prophets and 

righteous men have desired to see those things which ye see, and have 

not seen them; and to hear those things which ye hear, and have not 

heard them.” 

 

This was the gospel message that had been hid from them.   
Col. 1:26  “Even the mystery which hath been hid from ages and from 

generations, but now is made manifest to his saints:”  

 

The bride, in her earliest manifestation very much desired to know the things 

which had been hidden from them, and she diligently looked for them, 
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shown here by the bride’s desire to know and understand the ways of her 

shepherd-groom. 

 

And the reply she receives from her groom is the same instruction that the 

groom always gave: 

Song 1:8  “If thou know not, O thou fairest among women, go thy way 

forth by the footsteps of the flock, and feed thy kids beside the 

shepherds' tents.” 

 

In other words, the groom is telling her to follow the paths or footsteps 

which have been clearly set in front of you by Moses, by David, and by the 

prophets.  By setting down beside the tents of these, you will be setting 

down beside the shepherds’ tents where you can safely raise your charges.  

This is the same advice the bride of the New Testament was following at the 

first advent of Jesus: 

John 1:45  “Philip findeth Nathanael, and saith unto him, We have 

found him, of whom Moses in the law, and the prophets, did write, 

Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Joseph.”  

 

And this is the stark warning that Jesus gave his enemies, the rebellious 

daughters of Jerusalem in his day: 

Luke 16:31  “And he said unto him, If they hear not Moses and the 

prophets, neither will they be persuaded, though one rose from the 

dead.”  

 

The matter is simple.  Just follow the divine words as spoken to the bride.  

The literal translation of verse 7, is 

Song 1:7  “Declare to me, thou whom my soul hath loved, Where thou 

delightest, Where thou liest down at noon, For why am I as one veiled, 

By the ranks of thy companions?”  

 

Some make the suggestion that the veiling described, indicates that the bride 

in following after her groom is at risk of being confused with a harlot, after 

the example of Tamar who veiled herself when she played the prostitute to 

entice Judah.  This appears quite unlikely to be the case, based on the praise 

the daughters of Jerusalem had for her in the earlier verses. 

 

Futher, we notice that the most prominent translations take no notice of these 

words.  Why?  Because being a veiled woman is not a sign of a prostitute, 

but the routine attire of a normal, modest Israelitish woman.  She is not 
voicing fear of being thought immoral, but rather she is fearful that she is not 

sitting by the fold of the true shepherd.  She is concerned that she may be 

caught up with that class of men from which we are to come out from and be 

separate.  Jesus, in declaring himself the good shepherd, called such men 

thieves and robbers, and later, hirelings: 
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John 10:8  “All that ever came before me are thieves and robbers: but 

the sheep did not hear them.”  

 

These men were supposed to be his companions, his associates in the work 

of bringing about a righteous population on the earth.  Instead they fed their 

own bellies, taking no care for the flock.  These were who the bride desired 

to avoid: 

Ezek. 34:2  “Son of man, prophesy against the shepherds of Israel, 

prophesy, and say unto them, Thus saith the Lord GOD unto the 

shepherds; Woe be to the shepherds of Israel that do feed themselves! 

should not the shepherds feed the flocks?” 

 

After reminding her of the footsteps of the faithful, how she should follow 

the divine teachings to remain following her groom, the groom then reminds 

her of her calling. 

Song 1:9  “I have compared thee, O my love, to a company of horses in 

Pharaoh's chariots.” 

 

Some expositors see in this verse, a reference to Solomon’s first wife, the 

daughter of Pharoah.  In reality, it is a reference to God seeing the children 

of Israel in a difficult state, a filly chased and persecuted by the stallions of 

Egypt.  So God called them out from among the stallions of Egypt, to be His 

people.  The word translated “company of horses” is a feminine term, and 

refers to a female horse, but not to just any female horse, a spirited, jumping 

and leaping female horse.  In keeping with the theme of the discussion, the 

groom sees the children of Israel as a spirited filly.  The stallions of Egypt 

desired to make her forever, Egypt’s slave, but God saw something special 

in her.  God saw a people to be called by His name and freed the young filly 

from her stallion pursuers. 

 

No doubt what the spirit God sees in the people is shown in Moses’ refusal 

to be called the son of Pharoah’s daughter, and protection of the Jews from 

oppression, and leading them out of Egypt. 

Heb. 11:24-27  “By faith Moses, when he was come to years, refused to 

be called the son of Pharaoh's daughter;  Choosing rather to suffer 

affliction with the people of God, than to enjoy the pleasures of sin for 

a season;  Esteeming the reproach of Christ greater riches than the 

treasures in Egypt: for he had respect unto the recompence of the 

reward. By faith he forsook Egypt, not fearing the wrath of the king: for 

he endured, as seeing him who is invisible. 
 

Here is why the bride is compared to a spirited filly in Egypt.  It was where 

she had come from.  And they were to be reminded of this on a yearly basis 

through the feast of the Passover, the Feast of Unleavened bread, and the 

feast of firstfruits, all of which took place in the first month of every year. 
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Following this, the groom and the bride declare or explain why they are so in 

love with each other, which we will begin to explore next issue. 

 

Christ the Firstfruits 
 

I thought I would take the words of exhortation from the first few verses of 

our reading in Mark 16.  This chapter deals principally with the subject of 

Jesus’ resurrection. So we begin at verse one: 

Mark 16:1-2  And when the sabbath was past, Mary Magdalene, and 

Mary the mother of James, and Salome, had bought sweet spices, that 

they might come and anoint him. And very early in the morning the 

first day of the week, they came unto the sepulchre at the rising of the 

sun.  

 

Now some question what is meant by in the morning of the first day.  You 

see, the Jews didn’t count days the way that we do, which is from midnight 

to midnight, but rather from sundown to sundown.  This was a tradition that 

they received from Gen. 1, where God defined each day as the evening and 

the morning.  So they began each day in the evening.  Some then argue that 

the morning of the first day, was actually Saturday evening, just after 

sundown.  But the Jews never spoke of the morning that way.  The morning 

and the evening to them, was the same as we speak today.  And that is 

shown in this verse which says that they came at the rising of the sun. 

 

Why is this important?  It is important that we might understand that the 

prophesy contained in the Law of Moses, our Schoolmaster unto Christ, was 

fulfilled in Jesus’ resurrection. You see, among the feasts that God gave to 

Israel, was the feast of first fruits.  In celebration of their feasts, the Jews had 

the Passover, on the 14th day of the first month, equivalent to our late 

March—early April.  On the next day, the fifteenth day, began the feast of 

Unleavened bread, which lasted for seven days.  But interspersed in there 

was the feast of first fruits.  This was always celebrated during the week of 

the feast of unleavened bread, on the first day of the week or the first 

Sunday, after the Passover. 

 

The feast of firstfruits is obviously a feast given to the Jews to point forward 

to, and to celebrate the resurrection of the Messiah.  The feast of firstfruits 

marked the day that they could begin eating the new year’s crops, which 

prophesied that after the death and resurrection of Jesus, a new covenant, 
which God had promised Israel in Jeremiah, would come into force.  It 

began in a way that clearly pointed towards Jesus.  They were first to wave 

some sheaves of barley, taken from the new year’s crop.  Then they were to 

take a lamb for a burnt offering, and offer it with 1 loaf of bread, made from 

about 2 quarts of the early barley they had just harvested, and also with ¼ 
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hin of wine, or about 3 pints of wine.   The symbolism to us is unmistakable, 

even if the Jews could not see it because of their self-induced blindness.  As 

we learn from the giving of the law concerning the burnt offering, it was an 

atonement for sin.  

Lev. 1:4  “And he shall put his hand upon the head of the burnt 

offering; and it shall be accepted for him to make atonement for him.” 

  

But what is unique to the Burnt Offering is that it was an atonement for sin 

in the absence of any specified sin.  Bro. Roberts commenting on this says: 

Law of Moses:  “That burnt offering should be required in the absence 

of particular offence shows that our unclean state as the death-doomed 

children of Adam itself unfits us for approach to the Deity apart from 

the recognition and acknowledgment of which the burnt offering was 

the form required and supplied. It was “because of the uncleanness of 

the children of Israel”, as well as “because of their transgressions in all 

their sins”, that atonement was required for even the tabernacle of the 

congregation (Lev. 16:16).” 

 

At the feast of firstfruits, there was no sin offering, or trespass offering.  

Only the burnt offering, which causes us to focus our attention on “he who 

did no sin,” but “bare our sins in his own body to the tree.”  Also burnt with 

the lamb, was the single loaf of bread, and the wine offering, emblematic of 

the memorials we have assembled this morning to partake of.  All these 

things point to Jesus.  The lamb, the single loaf, and the one wine offering 

shows that this feast was to commemorate the resurrection of Jesus, as the 

firstfruit of the dead.  This morning, we have come to remember Jesus, and 

in doing so, we take the bread, a symbol of his broken body and the wine, a 

symbol of his poured-out blood.    

 

To fulfill this prophesy of the law, Jesus had to be the wonderful fulfillment 

of this feast.  Paul explains it this way: 

1 Cor. 15:17-20  “And if Christ be not raised, your faith is vain; ye are 

yet in your sins. Then they also which are fallen asleep in Christ are 

perished. If in this life only we have hope in Christ, we are of all men 

most miserable. But now is Christ risen from the dead, and become the 

firstfruits of them that slept.”  

 

If Christ is not risen as the firstfruits of those that sleep, then we are of all 

men, most miserable.  And to fulfill that type of the firstfruits,  it was 

necessary that he rise on the first day of the week.  This is why we meet on 
the first day of the week to remember his great sacrifice. That is, no doubt 

also, why the point is made several times in the Scriptures.  In this 16th 

chapter, at verse 9: 
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Mark 16:9  “Now having risen in the early morning on the first [day] of 

the week [i.e. Sunday morning], he appeared first to Mary the 

Magdalene, from whom he had cast out seven demons.” 

 

Now those who argue that Christ did not fulfill this type, argue that all the 

verses from verse 9 of Mark 16 to the end of the chapter do not occur in all 

texts.  That is only true of the Alexandrian (or Egyptian) texts, and those 

who used those texts.  They occur in all the other the Greek texts.  But we 

are not dependent on this verse alone.  We have the same testified in Luke, 

during the conversation of the men who walked with Jesus, Sunday 

afternoon, on the road to Emmaus.  Jesus asked them of the things they were 

discussing. 

Luke 24:18-21  “And one of them, whose name was Cleopas, 

answering said unto him, Art thou only a stranger in Jerusalem, and 

hast not known the things which are come to pass there in these days?  

And he said unto them, What things? And they said unto him, 

Concerning Jesus of Nazareth, which was a prophet mighty in deed and 

word before God and all the people: And how the chief priests and our 

rulers delivered him to be condemned to death, and have crucified him.  

But we trusted that it had been he which should have redeemed Israel: 

and beside all this, today is the third day since these things were done.  

 

“This (which was the first day of the week as testified in Luke 24:1) is the 

third day since these things were done.  What things?  The things they 

testified to.  That the chief priest and the rulers delivered him to be 

condemned to death and be crucified.  So Sunday was the third day, the day 

of which Jesus himself testified that he would be raised upon. 

Mark 10:33-34  “Saying, Behold, we go up to Jerusalem; and the Son 

of man shall be delivered unto the chief priests, and unto the scribes; 

and they shall condemn him to death, and shall deliver him to the 

Gentiles:  And they shall mock him, and shall scourge him, and shall 

spit upon him, and shall kill him: and the third day he shall rise again.” 

 

 So clearly Jesus was to rise, after the type of the feast of the firstfruits on 

the first day of the week, which was, as Luke testifies, the third day.  Now 

others say that he couldn’t be raised Sunday morning, because he was to be 

in the grave, after the type of Jonah in the great fish, for three days and three 

nights.  To do so, he had to be raised in the evening, or night.  Well, what do 

we know for sure.  We know he had to go in the grave while it was still day, 

before sundown, leading up to the Jews celebration of Passover.  John 
records: 

John 19:31  “The Jews therefore, because it was the preparation, that 

the bodies should not remain upon the cross on the sabbath day, (for 

that sabbath day was an high day,) besought Pilate that their legs might 

be broken, and that they might be taken away.” 
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So Jesus was taken down, and quickly placed in a tomb before sundown 

which started the Sabbath.  Now, if he had to be in the grave for three days 

and three nights, and if he went into the grave in the day, then he had to be 

resurrected on a night, contrary to the Feast of Firstfruits.  Still others argue 

that Jesus meant exactly 72 hours, so if he went into the grave at the end of a 

day, he must also be resurrected at the end of the day.  But the Bible’s 

testimony is clear, and the types are unmistakable.  Jesus went into the 

grave, just before sundown, and was raised, fulfilling the prophesy of the 

First Fruits, early in the morning on the first day of the week.   

 

The verse which creates such anxiety in some is this: 

Matt. 12:39-40  “But he answered and said unto them, An evil and 

adulterous generation seeketh after a sign; and there shall no sign be 

given to it, but the sign of the prophet Jonas: For as Jonas was three 

days and three nights in the whale's belly; so shall the Son of man be 

three days and three nights in the heart of the earth.” 

 

How can this be understood in light of the Scriptural testimony to the 

contrary?  The answer isn’t that hard.  We know that the term “earth” is used 

in a highly figurative manner, many times in the Scriptures.  When Moses 

began his final speech to Israel, he began it this way: 

Deut. 32:1  “Give ear, O ye heavens, and I will speak; and hear, O 

earth, the words of my mouth.” 

  

Was Moses speaking to the rocks and dust of the earth?  Of course not.  He 

was speaking to Israel.  When Isaiah began his prophesy, he began this 

warning against Israel similarly: 

Isa. 1:2  “Hear, O heavens, and give ear, O earth: for the LORD hath 

spoken, I have nourished and brought up children, and they have 

rebelled against me.”  

 

And Jeremiah makes a similar lament to Israel: 

Jer. 22:29  “O earth, earth, earth, hear the word of the LORD.”  

 

These warnings were not to the dust and dirt which constitutes our globe, but 

to the people of Israel.  So the question becomes, when Jesus said he would 

be in the heart of the earth for three days and three nights, was he referring 

to his falling into the hands of the wicked rulers of Israel for three days and 

three nights?  And the answer to that is yes.  To use our time, he was taken 
into custody by the Jews, on the Thursday evening after he had eaten the 

Passover dinner, which would be the first evening.  He was tried by the Jews 

the next morning, Friday, crucified and taken off the cross that day, which 

would be the first day.  He was then in the grave that Friday evening, the 

second night, and in the grave the following Saturday morning, which would 
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be the second day.  He continued in the grave Saturday evening, which 

would be the third night.  Then he was resurrected after day break, Sunday 

morning, which would be the third day.  So the earth, that is, the Jewish 

rulers had custody of him, for three nights, and three days.  But he was only 

in the grave for three days and two nights. 

 

The symbolical use of the term “earth” to represent the Jewish order of 

things under the law, is a common usage.  We read of Paul using it in 

speaking to the Jews, in contrast to the priesthood of Jesus. 

Heb. 8:3-4  “For every high priest is ordained to offer gifts and 

sacrifices: wherefore it is of necessity that this man have somewhat also 

to offer. For if he were on earth, he should not be a priest, seeing that 

there are priests that offer gifts according to the law:”  

 

Paul here, is explaining that Jesus, our great high priest, of necessity had to 

have some reason as to why he would offer his great sacrifice for sins.  That 

necessity was shown in the burnt offering of the lamb on the feast of 

firstfruits, it was due to his sin nature.  In explaining the priesthood of Jesus, 

Paul explained how the things in the earthly system were a pattern of things 

in the heavenly.  Thus the Mosaic was a type or symbol of the Melchisedec 

system.  This Paul explained this way: 

Heb. 9:21-23  “Moreover he sprinkled with blood both the tabernacle, 

and all the vessels of the ministry. And almost all things are by the law 

purged with blood; and without shedding of blood is no remission.  It 
was therefore necessary that the patterns of things in the heavens 

should be purified with these; but the heavenly things themselves with 

better sacrifices than these.” 

 

Jesus was the heavenly things themselves, which were typified by things in 

the earth, or the Mosaic system.  And Jesus, as our great high priest, had to 

be purified by the “better sacrifice” which he performed, when he offered up 

himself.  Paul explained it quite simply in a verse the churches find simply 

unexplainable: 

Heb. 7:26-27  “For such an high priest became us, who is holy, 

harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners, and made higher than the 

heavens;  Who needeth not daily, as those high priests, to offer up 

sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for the people's: for this he did 

once, when he offered up himself.” 

 

What the high priest had to do “daily,” or on the day of atonement every 
year, Jesus did once, when he offered up himself.  Well, what did the High 

Priest have to do?  The high priest had to offer first for his own sins, and 

then for the peoples.  We see this in the Leviticus account of the celebration 

of the Day of Atonement. 
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Lev. 16:11  “And Aaron shall bring the bullock of the sin offering, 

which is for himself, and shall make an atonement for himself, and for 

his house, and shall kill the bullock of the sin offering which is for 

himself:”  

 

Lev. 16:15  “Then shall he kill the goat of the sin offering, that is for 

the people, and bring his blood within the vail, and do with that blood 

as he did with the blood of the bullock, and sprinkle it upon the mercy 

seat, and before the mercy seat:” 

 

The Jews were all quite familiar with what Paul was describing to them.  

This happened in their seventh month, every year in Israel’s history.  So 

when Paul tells them that Jesus did once, exactly the same thing that the 

High Priest did every year, the Jews immediately understood what Paul was 

telling them.  He was saying, as plainly as can be said, that Jesus was the 

superior or heavenly high priest, who offered the great sacrifice of himself 

once, and one time only.  And that sacrifice was necessarily first for his own 

sins (his nature) and then for the people’s.  

 

As one might imagine, this concept of Christ offering for himself is quite 

offensive to, not just clean flesh affirming Christadelphians, but to 

Trinitarians as well.  So it is quite interesting to see the different ways they 

try to escape the obvious teachings of Paul to the Hebrews.  Perhaps my 

favorite explanation that I have come across comes from an Anglican 

minister named Westcott.  After nearly two full pages of trying to explain 

different ways the verse could be understood he concludes thus concerning 

the words “first for his own sins, and then for the people’s”: 

“It is generally supposed that the reference is to be limited to the latter 

clause, that is, to the making  an offering for the sins of the people.  It is 

of course true that for himself Christ had no need to offer a sacrifice in 

any sense.  But perhaps it is better to supply the ideal sense of the 

High-priest’s offerings, and so leave the statement in a general form.  

Whatever the Aaronic High-priest did in symbol, as a sinful man, that 

Christ did perfectly as sinless in his humanity for men.” 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

This is as much to say, “the verse says he offered for his own sins.  We 

know he didn’t have any sins.  Let’s move on.”  Dr. Westcott can take this 

position, completely unconcerned that he is contradicted by the verse. 

 

Dr. Westcott is further confused by the end of the verse. “in that he offered 
up himself.”  He writes: 

“Here first Christ is presented as at once the Priest and the victim.”   

 

We might admire Dr. Westcott’s ability to see that which is plainly 

represented in the Scriptures.  But as Paul points out in Heb. 8:3 above, it is 
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of necessity that this man have somewhat to offer.  The High priest had to 

offer by reason of his infirmity.  We know that, not only from the symbolism 

of the firstfruits, but from Paul’s direct description of the priesthood in 

Hebrews 5: 

Heb. 5:1-3  “For every high priest taken from among men is ordained 

for men in things pertaining to God, that he may offer both gifts and 

sacrifices for sins:  Who can have compassion on the ignorant, and on 

them that are out of the way; for that he himself also is compassed with 

infirmity.   And by reason hereof [What was the reason hereof?  That 

he was compassed with our infirmity.]  he ought, as for the people, so 

also for himself, to offer for sins.”  

 

So by Paul’s explanation, the High Priest had to offer for sins, not because 

he was a transgressor, but because he himself was compassed with infirmity, 

otherwise called sinful flesh.  Was Jesus compassed with our infirmity?  

Paul said he was: 

Heb. 4:14-15  “Seeing then that we have a great high priest, that is 

passed into the heavens, Jesus the Son of God, let us hold fast our 

profession.  For we have not an high priest which cannot be touched 

with the feeling of our infirmities; but was in all points tempted like as 

we are, yet without sin.”  

 

So here we clearly see the Scriptural teaching that Jesus, as our great high 

priest, had to offer first for his own infirmity or sins, and then for the 

peoples.  And in Hebrews 8, Paul tells us that this was a necessity.  A 

necessary condition for our salvation.  But of course Dr. Westcott cannot 

have such an high priest, who would have to offer by reason of his infirmity, 

for sins.  And so he changes his clear and obvious conclusion that Paul 

represents Christ as priest and victim, to something different.  He writes: 

“The offering of Christ upon the Cross was a High-priestly act, though 

Christ did not become ‘high-priest after the order of Melchizedek,’ that 

is, royal High Priest, till the Ascension.” 

 

So yes, Dr. Westcott recognizes that Paul presents Christ as priest and 

victim, but concludes he is only acting as such, making only a priest-like act, 

since he cannot be a priest at that time.  I guess it never dawns on them that 

the same sacrifice which purifies Jesus, purifies us.  If he couldn’t be a priest 

when making the sacrifice for himself, then he also couldn’t have been a 

priest when making the sacrifice for us. 

 
Most reach this conclusion from a verse which has proved confusing to 

many.  Paul goes on to say that if Jesus were on earth, he could not be a 

priest, seeing that there are priests that offer gifts according to the law.  

Well, wasn’t Jesus on earth when he made the great sacrifice for himself, as 

well as for us?  The sacrifice which Paul has described in such detail, and 
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with such necessity? So is Paul now saying that he couldn’t have actually 

made the sacrifice he described, because he was on earth?  No, Paul is 

explaining the Levitical system, and the Melchisedec system in terms of the 

earth and the heavenlies.  The Mosaic system, as we have seen, is the earthly 

system.  The system Jesus was under, the Melchisedec system, was the 

heavenly.  If he were on earth, that is, if he were in the earthly system, he 

couldn’t have offered any sacrifice, for he was not of the tribe of Levi, but of 

Judah.  But he was of the heavenly system, and as a priest after the order of 

Melchizedek, the fulfillment of the symbols in the earthly system, he offered 

himself as a purifying sacrifice for all sin. 

 

Jesus is our great high priest of the heavenly systems.  Aaron was the priest 

of the earthly system, a pattern or type of things in the heavenly. Jesus was 

made a priest after the order of Melchisedec 1000 years before he was born, 

not after his ascension as Dr. Westcott insists.  In the 110th Psalms, God said 

of David’s anointed son: 

Psa. 110:4  “The LORD hath sworn, and will not repent, Thou art a 

priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek.”  

 

So before he was born, the Messiah was declared both king and priest by 

God to David.  Now if the English translation was the only thing to go on, 

our conclusions would have to be based upon the obvious conflict between 

Paul’s clear statements that he, as the high priest, offered himself for sin, and 

the statement that if on earth, he could not be a high priest, as there are 

priests which offer sacrifices according to the law.  This language clearly 

points to the two systems, one heavenly, the other earthly.   

 

But in the original Greek language, we are not left to speculate whether or 

not this is the correct understanding.  Greek nouns have different 

declensions, or structures which define the noun.  And the nouns in this 

verse are the easiest  for us to understand.  If in English, I said: “the worker 

is Jim.”  Jim is in what is called the nominative case.  The nominative case is 

technically speaking, the subject of the verb.  But what if I said:  “the worker 

is Jim’s.”  The noun Jim’s, then would be in the genitive case.  Jim would 

have possession of, or some affiliation with the worker, but the worker is not 

Jim.  This is the case with the word “earth” in Heb. 8:3.  It is in the genitive 

case, showing possession.  What is the correct definition of “genitive case?”   

Genitive Case 

The genitive case denotes possession. A noun, pronoun, or adjective in 

the genitive case is often used as a possessive form or the object of a 
preposition. The genitive case is used much like in the English 

language with words such as: “my,” “your,” “his,” “hers.” A genitive 

often follows after the noun it qualifies. A genitive occurs with verbs, 

adjectives, adverbs, and prepositions. 
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If Jesus was not the High Priest offerer of his own sacrifice, who was?  The 

Scriptural answer is  the Eternal Spirit.  This is the spirit of God working to 

fulfill His plan and purpose with the world.  In The Berean, August 2022, 

pg. 364 bro. Thomas points out that the High Priest offerer was the “Eternal 

Spirit manifested in flesh,” or Jesus Christ, the word made flesh.   

 

But what if we take the worldly view that the High Priest offerer named the 

Eternal Spirit was actually God Himself?  Well, what was the purpose of the 

priests?  It was to bear the iniquity of the children of Israel. 

Exo. 28:38  “And it [the mitre] shall be upon Aaron's forehead, that 

Aaron may bear the iniquity of the holy things, which the children of 

Israel shall hallow in all their holy gifts; and it shall be always upon his 

forehead, that they may be accepted before the LORD.”  

 

Lev. 10:16-17  “And Moses diligently sought the goat of the sin 

offering, and, behold, it was burnt: and he was angry with Eleazar and 

Ithamar, the sons of Aaron which were left alive, saying,  Wherefore 

have ye not eaten the sin offering in the holy place, seeing it is most 

holy, and God hath given it you to bear the iniquity of the congregation, 

to make atonement for them before the LORD?”  

 

Num. 18:1, 23  “And the LORD said unto Aaron, Thou and thy sons 

and thy father's house with thee shall bear the iniquity of the sanctuary: 

and thou and thy sons with thee shall bear the iniquity of your 

priesthood”…“But the Levites shall do the service of the tabernacle of 

the congregation, and they shall bear their iniquity: it shall be a statute 

for ever throughout your generations, that among the children of Israel 

they have no inheritance.”  

 

This being the case, can God bear the iniquity of the congregation?  He who 

is too pure to look upon sin, shall He bear sin?  No!  God will have nothing 

to do with sin.  That is why the High Priest-mediator is necessary.  But we 

are specifically told of the Messiah: 

Isa 53:10-11  “Yet it pleased the LORD to bruise him; he hath put him 

to grief: when thou shalt make his soul an offering for sin, he shall see 

his seed, he shall prolong his days, and the pleasure of the LORD shall 

prosper in his hand. He shall see of the travail of his soul, and shall be 
satisfied: by his knowledge shall my righteous servant justify many; for 

he shall bear their iniquities.”  
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The great high priest must be one who can bear the iniquities of those he 

came to save.  This cannot be Deity, but rather, the Eternal Spirit manifested 

in flesh. 
 

 

For Himself That It Might Be For Us 

By Brother Gilbert V. Growcott 

 
The following is from the August 1913 Christadelphian. It begins with a 

long quotation from brother Roberts. 

 

“THE statement of Paul (Heb. 7:27) is that Christ did ‘once’ in his death 

what the high priests under the Law did daily, namely, offered ‘first for his 

own sins, and then for the people's.’  But there is all the difference between 

the two cases that there always is between shadow and substance. Christ's 

‘own sins’ were not like the sins of the priests: they were not sins of his own 

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

 

“Yet as the bearer of the sins of his people—whether ‘in Adam’ or otherwise 

—he stood in the position of having these as ‘his own,’ from the effects of 

which he had himself first to be delivered. Consequently, HE OFFERED 

FIRST FOR HIMSELF. He was the first delivered. He is ‘Christ the first 

fruits.’  He obtained eternal redemption in and for himself, as the middle 

voice of the Greek verb euramenos (Heb. 9:12) implies. The ‘for us’ is not in 

the original: RV omits it. He was— 

‘Brought again from the dead through the blood of the Everlasting 

Covenant’ (Heb. 13:20). 

 

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

aspects of the double typical offering were combined in one act. He had not 

twice to offer for himself—  

"’By one offering he hath perfected forever them that are sanctified’ 

(Heb. 10:14). 

 

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

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

"’Afterwards they that are Christ's at his coming’ (I Corinthians 15:23).  

 

“In this way the Mosaic type has its counterpart.  There is no inconsistency 
whatever between these facts and the constant declaration that Christ ‘died 

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

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

us’ he died. And the fact that personally he was without sin where all were 

transgressors, gives all the more point to the declaration. 
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“It is ‘for us’ that he came to be in the position of having first to offer FOR 

HIMSELF. The ‘for us’ does not deny that what he submitted to ‘for us’ was 

our own position–"’He was MADE SIN for us who knew no sin’ (2 Cor. 

5:21)—and does not sin require an offering? 

 

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

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

fire should only possess the power of cure where the disease existed without 

the virus of the disease; and that in all other cases the effect of the fire 

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

about by sin; and the virus, actual sin itself. 

 

“By this illustration, all mankind are under the power of leprosy, which 

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

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

from the virus, he could go through the fire and save the rest: but he cannot 

be found. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

through the fire avail them? 

 

“It is ‘for himself that it might be for them.’ He is NOW ‘separate from 

them,’ but he was not so in the first instance.  Brother Roberts, 1875, page 

139 

* * * 

 

“The foregoing was written by Brother Roberts in answer to a correspondent 

in the Christadelphian for 1875, page 139. At that time there had been much 

controversy concerning the Sacrifice of Christ, and some had introduced old 

errors that in effect denied that Jesus Christ came in the flesh. The doctrine 

became known some 40 years ago [forty years from 1914 when this article 

was written] by the term Renunciationism, because the promulgators printed 

and published a document "renouncing" their previous views in favor of 

their supposed new discovery. This new discovery was really only a bit of 

old "philosophy and vain deceit", which speedily gave the lie to Christ 
himself. Thus one asked a—  

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

the— 

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

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

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

Here are some more examples of this false philosophy— 

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

transgression.’ 

 

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

nature of the first Adam.’ 

 

“And so the ‘philosophy’ of 40 years ago gave Jesus a ‘free life,’ 

‘unforfeited,’ and affirmed he was UNDER NO NEED OF SACRIFICAL 

REDEMPTION HIMSELF. Thus there was proposed the— 

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

there was given the— 

ANSWER: No.’ 

 

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

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

it. It is actually and strenuously denied that Heb. 7:27 applies to Jesus at all! 

And this three times over by three brethren in this one issue. A. J. Webb says 

(page 101)— 

"We make the assertion that there is not a passage of Scripture in the 

whole Bible that says that Jesus offered up sacrifice first for his own 

sins and then for the people's."  

 

“R. Irving says (page 104)— 

"It does not say that 'Jesus' offered up sacrifice first for his own sins 

and then for the sins of the people.  

 

“J. Bell says (page 105)—  

“No apostle ever said any such thing. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

when he offered up himself.’ 
 

“Who ‘offered up himself’? Jesus. Who did this once? Jesus. What is ‘this’ 

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

the people's.’ 
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“But did not the Levitical high priests so? Yes, ‘daily’ in the type. But Jesus 

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

once’ in antitype. 

 

“Look again: the ‘who’ with which v. 27 opens relates to the same person as 

the ‘who’ of the preceding v. 26—"who is holy, harmless, undefiled."  And 

this in turn relates to the ‘he’ of the preceding v. 25—'He is able to save to 

the uttermost ... he ever liveth.’   And this again relates to ‘this man’ of v. 

24: ‘This man ... continueth ever.’ 

 

“And this of course is none other than ‘Jesus’ of v. 22. Who can deny it? 

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

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

needed no redemption. This did the Renunciationists, of 40 years ago [from 

1914 when this was written]. And the utterances we now complain of are 

only too sadly in harmony with some of those of so long ago. Thus R. Irving 

says (Shield, June, page 104) that the Aaronic high priest— 

“had first to cleanse himself from sin. This he did. Then he was a 

perfect representative of that spotless Lamb of God who needed NOT 

to first cleanse himself by sacrifice from sins which he had 

committed, for he knew no sin.  [This is practically word-for-word for 

what we have heard just recently.—GVG] 

 
“He does not perceive that in that ‘not’ he has destroyed the correspondence 

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

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

introduced an ambiguity with the effect of beclouding the issue. 

 

We have never heard of a Christadelphian who contemplated ‘sins which he 

(Jesus) had committed,’ and therefore such an idea should not be introduced. 

But that Christ needed to be cleansed from ‘sins’ by sacrifice is here testified 

in the Word of God. The flesh is ‘this corruptible,’ and from this Christ was 

delivered ‘through death’ (Heb. 2:14; 5:7-9; 7:27-28; 9:12-26; 13:20).  It is 

NOT correct to say— 

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

himself. 

 

Of course it was ‘for us,’ as we all most thankfully believe. But if that ‘never 

for himself’ be logically adhered to, then Christ is not the ‘firstfruits,’ the 

‘first-born,’ but a being superior to human nature, and needing no 

redemption. The truth is, as above defined, that the sacrifice of Christ, WAS 

‘for himself’ that it might be ‘for us.’—Editor, Christadelphian Magazine, 

August 1913, page 339. 
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The "Christadelphian Magazine" of April 1902, page 148 contains the 

following— 

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

sins? 

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

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

under the Law, which was— 

“‘A shadow of good things to come, and not the very image itself’ 

(Heb. 10: 1). 

 

“Jesus was in character sinless, and he ‘bare the sin of many’ only in the 

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

of the cross. He— 

“‘carried up our sins IN HIS OWN BODY to the tree, that we being 

dead to sin should live unto righteousness’ (1 Peter 2:24). This is an 

inspired definition and comment. 

 

* * * 

 

And this occurs in the Christadelphian, Dec. 1910, pages 538,547— 

 

“All the priests under the Law were sinners in the sense of being 

transgressors of the Law. Christ was not so. Yet— 

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

 

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

epistle (13:20)—  

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

through the blood of the Everlasting Covenant.’ 

 

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

that ‘one offering’ he was himself redeemed from death as the ‘firstfruits’... 

 

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

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

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

mother, and therefore needed redemption from death. Christendom has 

altogether lost sight of this truth. 

 

The Christadelphian, October 1907, page 459, reprints these statements by 
Brother Roberts, originally appearing in the Christadelphian of September, 

1896, page 339, concerning the same errors in Australia about which a later 

editor writes in 1913, as quoted above— 
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“God's method for the return of sinful man to favor required and appointed 

the putting to death of man's condemned and evil nature IN a representative 

man of spotless character whom He should provide, to declare and uphold 

the righteousness of God as the first condition of restoration, that He might 

be just while justifying the unjust, who should believingly approach through 

him in humility, confession and reformation— 

“‘God sent His Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin 

condemned sin in the flesh’ (Rom. 8:3). 

 

“‘Forasmuch as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also 

himself took part of the same, that through death he might destroy that 

having the power of death, that is, the devil’ (Heb. 2:14). 

 

“‘Who his own self bare our sins IN HIS OWN BODY to the tree’ (1 

Pet. 2:24). 

 

“‘Our old man is crucified with him, that the BODY OF SIN might be 

destroyed’ (Rom. 6:6). 

 

“‘He was tempted in all points like as we are, yet without sin’ (Heb. 

4:15). 

 

“‘Be of good cheer, I have OVERCOME THE WORLD’ (John 16:33). 

 

“‘Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation thru faith in his blood, 

to declare His righteousness for the remission of sins that are past thru 

the forbearance of God: to declare, I say, at this time, His 

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

believeth in Jesus’ (Rom. 3:25- 26). 

 

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

“‘In the days of his flesh, when he had offered up prayers and 

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

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

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

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

all them that obey him’ (Heb. 5:7-9). 

 

“‘By his own blood he entered once into the Holy Place, HAVING 

OBTAINED ETERNAL REDEMPTION’ (Hebrews 9:12). 
 

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

THROUGH THE BLOOD OF THE EVERLASTING COVENANT’ 

(Heb. 13:20). 
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“As the antitypical High Priest, it was necessary that he should offer FOR 

HIMSELF, as well as for those whom he represented— 

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

HIMSELF, to offer for sins. And no man taketh this honor unto 

himself, but he that is called of God, as was Aaron. So also Christ 

glorified not himself to be made a high priest’ (Heb. 5:3). 

 

“‘Wherefore it is of necessity that this man have somewhat also to 

offer’ (Heb. 8:3). 

 

“‘Who needeth not DAILY, as those high priests, to offer up sacrifice, 

first for his own sins and then for the people's: for THIS HE DID 

ONCE, when he offered up himself’ (Hebrews 7:27). 

 

“‘It was therefore necessary that the patterns of things in the heavens 

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

these (Mosaic sacrifices), but the HEAVENLY THINGS 

THEMSELVES (that is, Christ who is the substance prefigured in the 

Law) with better sacrifices than these’ (that is, the sacrifice of Christ) 

(Heb. 9:23). 

 

(End of quotes from old Christadelphian Magazines.) 

 

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

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

quotations from brethren Thomas and Roberts, and brushes aside relevant 

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

statements, reducing the Adamic defilement to merely that of conscience 

(C.C. Addendum), and ridiculing brother Thomas" (Elpis Israel, page 126-

127) sound definition of the two-fold use of "Sin" in the Scriptures (Unity, 

page 32, 62, 63), and accusing the Bereans, of "Andrewism" for agreeing 

with brethren Thomas and Roberts—it is notable that at an earlier time he 

was quite clear in his book "Hebrews" that Christ had to offer for his own 

cleansing from the defilement of the sin-nature. He says in Hebrews 9:12 

(page 95)— 

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

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

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

added, they should be "FOR HIMSELF" - but the fact that he obtained 

eternal redemption involves this. 
 

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

how could it be said that he ‘obtained’ it? And it was by his own blood 

that he obtained it. He was himself a sharer in the effects of his own 
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sacrifice, because he was a member of a race that is mortal because of 

sin. 

 

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

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

redeemed by him... It is important to observe that these 'heavenly 

things' stood in need of cleansing, and undoubtedly Christ is part of the 

heavenly things." 

 

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

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

altar, mercyseat, the antitypical everything) must not only have been 

sanctified by the action of the antitypical oil of the Holy Spirit, but 

purged by the antitypical blood of his own sacrifice... 

 

"If the typical holy things contracted defilement from connection with a 

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

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

If not, how came they to NEED PURGING with his own sacrifice"? ... 

 

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

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

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

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

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

goats—his own sacrifice. 

 

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

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

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

 

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

 

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

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

points out. "Atonement" is a misleading, confusing, ecclesiastical word. It 

has acquired unscriptural connotations from which it is impossible to 

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

(erroneously) in the AV of the New Testament, and not at all in the RV. In 

the O.T. it is used in our versions incorrectly and confusingly for 
redemption, purifying, cleansing and covering. It is far better to stick to 

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

much confusion and contention. 
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"Atonement" expresses the orthodox idea of the Sacrifice of Christ: paying a 

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

free. 

 

These quotations are not endorsements of subsequent editors who followed 

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

they held fast to the original sound and scriptural Christadelphian 

foundation, as indeed any must do if they wish to use the Christadelphian 

name legitimately. Those who have a new doctrine should adopt a new 

name, in all fairness and honesty. 

 

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

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

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

have been fighting it ever since. 

 

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

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

sound writings of the pioneers. Otherwise the tendency in these easy and 

treacherous days is to go to sleep to the tune of the TV and the Disneylands. 

 

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

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

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

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

and established Christadelphian beliefs." 

 

Christadelphians have understood and believed and taught the Truth for over 

100 years and have repeatedly repudiated all the errors.  It is therefore 

foolishness at this late date to ignore the soundness and stability of the past 

and keep starting over to see if we can find the Truth. 

 

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

Christadelphian belief from the beginning. This is the fundamental 

difference between substitutionary orthodoxy and scriptural truth. We 

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

and those wrong who deny Christ's need of purification and redemption 

through sacrifice. The Sacrifice of Christ is the very core of the Truth. And 

his oneness with the condemned, sin-cursed race is the nucleus on which the 

Truth of salvation is built. 
 

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

Christadelphian Christ of brethren Thomas and Roberts and of the whole 

Body for over 100 years: the Christ who (as these brethren so beautifully 

open up and manifest)—  
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"Was brought from death by the blood of the Everlasting Covenant" 

(Heb. 13:20). 

 

"By his own blood obtained eternal redemption" (Heb. 9:12). 

—was the central reality of all the "heavenly things" that were "purified by 

better sacrifices than those of Moses' Law" (Heb. 9.23). 

As the antitypical High Priest, "offered first for his own sins and then 

for the people's" (Heb. 7.27). 

 

As the great Prince-Priest in the Age to Come offers a memorial "sin 

offering for himself and for all the people." -Ezek. 45:22 

 

Destroyed the Diabolos in his death by nailing the sin-body to the tree 

(Heb. 2:14). 

 

Battled the "law of SIN IN HIS MEMBERS," and perfectly overcame 

and subdued it; and was forever cleansed from it by his perfect, life-

long life-and-death sacrifice culminating in the final obedience of 

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

typical sacrifices: the true "sacrifice" (holy work) which God required 

for the redemption of ANY mortal son of Adam. 

 

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

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

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

immortality thru a real SACRIFICE: even his WHOLE life and death laid on 

the divine altar— 

"Sacrifice (ritual) Thou wouldest not, but a BODY Thou hast prepared 

me" (Heb. 10:5). 

 

He accomplished in himself and FOR himself what God demanded for 

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

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

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

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

allowed to get INTO him. 

 

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

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

diabolos-law-of-sin-in-the-members of every descendant of Adam is not 
scripturally "sin", then you have no "body of sin" to be repudiated and 

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

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

more powerless type, shadow, ceremony, pattern, ritual, foreshadowing: no 

final, once-for-all REALITY. 
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Those who say that Christ's glorious, total life-and-death offering to God 

was not for his own purifying and perfecting repudiate all the teachings of 

brethren Thomas and Roberts on the subject, and go back to the dark, 

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

actual DOING of it. 

 

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

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

 

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

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

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

be the reality in the personal life for the ritual to be acceptable to God). 

 

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

foreshadowing ritual and of all succeeding memorial ritual, and who 

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

if we cannot see in them his lifelong battle with the Diabolos—his "sin" that 

constantly assailed him, but to which he never for a moment gave way. 

When we realize that anything short of perfection is sin, and any tendency or 

temptation to render less than perfection is enticement to sin, then we begin 

to understand his conflict and his victory. 

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

humbly thank the God-given discernment of brethren Thomas and Roberts. 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

awake, are being deprecated as—contentiousness," and pablum is prescribed 

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

Brook." 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

The Words of the Days 
By bro. G.V. Growcott 

 

We are reading together again the book of the Chronicles. So far it has been 

all of genealogy and apparently dry and meaningless. Now, all scripture is 

profitable, we are told. This is an essential part of the divine message of 

life’s demands. And there are interesting facts amid the genealogies that 

clearly show us that they were meant to be read. If we are really godly- 

minded and spiritually minded, we SHALL be interested in all of scripture, 

because of the consciousness that it is the Word of God, the Word of Life, 

and these genealogies are included. 

 

In the Hebrew scriptures, Chronicles comes last in the Old Testament. It is 

important to understand its purpose. I and II Chronicles, in the Hebrew 

scriptures, are one book. It was the Septuagint translators who divided it into 

two. It is a summary of the whole Old Testament given from an entirely 

God-centered point of view. It reveals God’s idea of the relative importance 

of things. Its Hebrew name means “the words of the days”—a beautiful and 

significant title, for each day leaves its word in God’s book, when all else is 

forgotten. 

 

Surely the whole Bible is of God—the book of Kings is as much as the book 

of Chronicles. All that is recorded is important. But this particular book is a 

summing up at the end, in broader perspective—an analysis and an 
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explanation of the whole. Everything is ascribed to the hand of God. God is 

seen in everything. This is BASIC. As soon as we leave God out of 

anything, we are wasting our time; we are beating the air. This is why all the 

mighty works of men are meaningless and futile, as Solomon makes so 

clear. 

 

Chronicles constantly refers to the activity of God in rewarding good and 

punishing evil. It shows the power of the love and the Word of God. How 

God draws near His people in it; how He constantly oversees it and enforces 

it. It is simply and plainly, but reverently written—solemn and spiritual in 

tone, always conscious of God in the background. We shall note as we read 

through these books, how the chronicler points out simply and directly, the 

spiritual lessons of events. Its spirit is both admonition and encouragement. 

 

It was apparently written for a new beginning in Israel, after the return from 

the Babylonian captivity. It covers the entire period from Adam to the 

proclamation of Cyrus and the return from Babylon. It appears to be one 

book with Ezra, for it ends with exactly the same three verses that the book 

of Ezra starts with. Its latest genealogy, that of David straight through 

Zerubbabel, goes to about 425 BC—the latest events in the Old Testament 

scriptures. Therefore, Chronicles covers a period of about 3500 years, about 

half of the 7000 of the whole purposed. 

 

It has always been ascribed by tradition to Ezra, and it has all appearances of 

that fact—the time, the circumstances, the terms used for Ezra and the 

position that he held in Israel at this time. He is the logical author. The 

modern view, of course, rejects this, as it rejects all else. It tries to make it 

much later, endeavoring to discredit the scriptures and bring them down to 

man’s low, weak level. 

 

The Chronicles are unlike any other book in the Bible, for they do not 

undertake to cover any new period not already covered. Rather, it is a 

summary of the whole. It brings out more clearly than before the Messianic 

promise made to David. It largely covers the same period as Samuel and 

Kings, but from more specifically divinely and religiously centered 

viewpoints. It is a history with a special purpose. It leaves out very much 

that is not directly connected with the central movement of the divine 

purpose, and it greatly expands the religious sequence—the temple services 

and the Levitical arrangement and the religious reforms of the good kings. It 

hardly mentions at all the northern 10-tribe kingdom, except where it is 
absolutely necessary to give the picture that it is dealing with. In all, it 

emphasizes the fact that anything that strays away from God loses all 

meaning and importance, and becomes near animal and worthless. 
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What is the Chronicle’s primary purpose? Why did God consider it 

necessary to give a parallel account of ground already covered? It seems to 

have both a nearer and a broader purpose. That is, an immediate purpose for 

its time and a long range purpose for all times. As to the immediate purpose, 

it appears to have been given especially for the needs of those who returned 

from the Babylonian captivity. Both for the material and practical re-

establishment of the framework and organization of the nation, and also to 

unify and to inspire them spiritually and religiously—to teach them their 

highly privileged position before God with its great responsibility—to give 

them a strong link with the past and an understanding of the present, and an 

interest in the future-to give them stability and a national purpose based 

upon the covenant to David and the temple service—to re-establish the 

Levitical pattern—to emphasize the religious aspect of their life and their 

history—to resettle them according to their old estates—to magnify God 

before them and give Him His right place as the center of the nation—and to 

teach the vital importance of the true worship of God according to the 

pattern set down by God, as nothing else is acceptable, no matter how well 

meaning. 

 

When we think of this people brought back after 70 years of captivity, their 

whole previous national life destroyed and this long wait, we can see how 

desirable and necessary was this book to review the past for them and set 

them on the right path. Obeying God, seeking Him, praying continually to 

Him, recognizing His activity on behalf of His people, and His judgment for 

good or evil—these constitute the theme of Chronicles. 

 

It appears to have been, as mentioned, the last written book of the Old 

Testament, together with Ezra and Nehemiah. Final—intended to complete 

the whole of the dispensation before Christ. It has four principle 

characteristics. First, its emphasis on worship and the temple arrangement—

religious reformation and the religious state of the nation through its history. 

Second, its genealogical background, lists and names—to give stability and 

reality and unity with the past. This is very important and where so many are 

drifting astray today. We must maintain our awareness of and harmony and 

continuity with the sound foundations of the past. We don’t keep beginning 

again. Third, its history built around the House of David—the covenant to 

David—Israel’s link to the glories of their future. And fourth, its ascribing 

every event, great or small, directly to God’s hand and providence. This is 

another vital lesson. The more we can see and recognize and realize and 

remember that everything in our lives, great and small, is directly of God, 
and that He misses nothing and neglects nothing, the easier it will be to 

accept, and the better we shall react to it. 

 

The two books of Chronicles are divided into four general parts, two in each. 

In I Chronicles, the first part, chapters 1-9-genealogies down to the return 
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from captivity. Chapters 10-29—20 chapters, 1/3 of the whole two books on 

the reign of David. A book covering 3500 years and 1/3 of it is on the reign 

of David—very significant, with special emphasis on the preparation for the 

temple and the Levitical arrangements. 

 

The second book is similarly divided between the first nine chapters, which 

are on the reign of Solomon, and chapters 10-36 on the Kingdom of Judah-

Rehoboam to Zedekiah, the division down to the captivity. So, 20 chapters 

in the first book and 9 chapters in the second book are for simply David and 

Solomon. As an illustration of this emphasis, the four reforming kings: Asa, 

Joash, Hezekiah, and Josiah are given 13 chapters of the second half of II 

Chronicles, and there is much detail of their reform. The other eleven kings 

together are given 13 chapters. Again, the emphasis upon religion and 

religious reform. 

 

In contrast to the book of Kings, there is much more about the temple 

service than there is about war and profane history. 

 

In the genealogies, only the line of David and of the high priests are carried 

beyond the exile—the royal and priestly lines are the only ones that 

mattered. Many literal events are strangely interspersed through the 

genealogies, mainly to emphasize the hand of God in rewarding good and 

evil. For example, in chapter 4, in a long and apparently dry list of bare 

names, suddenly in ch.4: 9-10, we read, “And Jabez was more honorable 
than his brethren: and his mother called his name Jabez, saying, Because I 

bare him with sorrow. And Jabez called on the God of Israel, saying, Oh 

that thou wouldest bless me indeed, and enlarge my coast, and that thine 
hand might be with me, and that thou wouldest keep me from evil, that it may 

not grieve me! And God granted him that which he requested.” This is 

worthy of much meditation. This is how God sees history. In a seemingly 

dreary list of father to son in the plodding forward of the divine purpose, in 

spite of human indifference, suddenly a name stands out brilliantly like a 

jewel in a dark cavern. Jabez “was more honorable”; he “called on God,” 

and God gave him his request. His mother had named him Sorrowful. That 

was her view of things. It is the common view, and it is true of all natural 

things at the last. But Jabez finds the only true and eternal joy. He changes 

his name from Sorrowful to Joyful. And God stops in the midst of a long 

genealogy to point out him for the instruction of generations to come. Let us 

remember Jabez, and how, in faith, he broke out of the animal pattern of his 

fellow men and made contact with God. 
 

In chapter one, we begin the history of the world. The history of God’s 

purpose—Adam to Abraham, and Abraham’s miscellaneous descendants—

Ishmael, Esau, etc. From Adam to Noah—1600 years—in the first 3 verses. 

Three verses for 1600 years; 20 chapters for David. And 10 names in this 
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list, the barest thing, the crown of darkness of much interesting human 

history and accomplishment, a time as long as from Constantine down to the 

present, but meaningless to God, except for a few righteous men aligned 

with His purpose. Mankind got worse and worse, more and more violent and 

evil, and doubtless more scientific and learned. And finally God blotted 

them all out. We are told the last days will be the same. And we see it 

coming to pass on earth with ever increasing momentum. “As it was in the 

days of Noah, so shall it be at the coming of the Son of Man.” 

 

Verses 5-23—the nations from Noah’s sons. This is from Genesis chapter 

10—the basic framework of the division of the nations of the earth. Young’s 

Concordance calls Gen.10 “the table of nations.” It says that it is one of the 

most remarkable and unique documents in all literature. It points out that 19 

names of people and places in it, mentioned no where else in all known 

writings, are identified by archeological research. This is the foundation—

the beginning point of all TRUE history and geography. This is dependable. 

This is the Word of God, as contrasted with all the vain and pompous 

theorizing of the wise of the world. It is very interesting and significant that 

many of these names of the original distribution of mankind occur again in 

the prophetic picture of the end of man’s national history upon the earth. The 

great crisis of Armageddon described in Ezekiel 38—Gomer, Magog, Tubal, 

Meshech, Togarmah, and also Tarshish, Sheba and Dedan—names from the 

very beginning—the beginning of the divisions of the nations.  

 

Surely, this tells us to apply these names given by Ezekiel on a broad world-

wide pattern, as at the beginning of the nations. The scriptures many times 

tell us that all nations will participate in the final conflict. 

 

Of the three divisions of mankind from the sons of Noah, the descendants of 

Japheth populated Europe and West Asia—all to the north. The descendants 

of Ham populated Africa to the south, and also at the beginning, Palestine, 

Babylonia and Assyria. The descendants of Ham were clearly the early 

leaders of the world. Nimrod, the Hamite, founded the great cities of 

Babylon and Nineveh, and the other great original cities of Mesopotamia. 

Archeological research has shown these are the oldest known cities and that 

the original inhabitants were not, as later, Semitic. At first, in accord with 

Gen 10, it was the Hamites in Mesopotamian and in Egypt that dominated 

the world. Then, the Semites—Babylon, Assyria, Persia, Israel—became 

dominant. And finally, the Japheth nations—Greece, Rome, and the 

European nations—spread over all the earth. This is the root of all history, 
according to Genesis and Chronicles. 

 

Verses 24-28, of chapter 1, extend the line to Abraham. 

 

Verses 29-37-the descendants of Abraham other than Isaac. 
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Verses 38-42—the previous inhabitants of Edom—the Horites. Seir, who 

gave his name to Mt. Seir, is not called a Horite here, but in the parallel 

record in Gen 36, he is. These were not Semites. They were part of the 

original Hamite rulers of this area. Now, why is this information given about 

the original inhabitants of Edom? Especially, these details concerning a 

people who were absorbed and died out, disappeared from history. First, all 

real history must have a practical framework and background. The Bible is 

real history. It is by genealogies that it is interrelated and interconnected. 

Until the BC—AD system of dating all history from one central event was 

invented in the 6th century AD, and gradually adopted by all nations, 

unifying history, there was no way of tying history together and relating its 

parts except by lists of people and events—genealogies. Much if not all of 

the meaning of Bible events would be lost, if we did not know what order 

they came in and how they were related to each other in time. We may not 

see the value of some particular items of this record—like this list of the 

original inhabitants of Seir, or Edom. But we can see that the record as a 

whole is vitally necessary. And we often come to see the value of a part that 

previously seemed valueless. 

 

This list here is a perfect example. If we look at any Bible dictionary, older 

than about 30 or 40 years, we shall read that Horites means “cave dwellers”, 

that they were just a local group and that nothing is known concerning them. 

I would like to read from two Bible dictionaries: One dated 1885 and one 

1960. The particular people are not very important, but the principle is very 

and vitally important. It is typical of how God’s Word has been repeatedly 

confirmed in the face of skepticism. And how what seems meaningless takes 

on a meaning. It gives one very good reason for this obscure reference and 

our careful study of them. 

 

The Imperial Bible Dictionary of 1885 says of the Horites: “Horite—  

from hor, an opening of any sort; a cave. A Horite was an inhabiter of caves, 

instead of houses. It appears to have been especially appropriated to the 

earlier occupants of Mt. Seir, as being peculiarly distinguished for that mode 

of life (Gen 14:6). The original inhabitants, or Horites, distinctively so 

called, were afterwards dispossessed by the Edomites (Deut. 2:12). Nothing 

is known as to the origin of that primitive race…” 

 

Unger’s Bible Dictionary of 1960, on the Horites: “This unknown people 

used to be thought of as a very local and restricted group of cave-dwellers, 
named ‘Horites,’ being thought of as derived from Heb. hor, cave. The 

Horites remained completely obscure, not appearing in extra-Biblical 

literature (anything outside the Bible). Within the past forty years, however, 

archaeology has brought to light evidences of the Hurrians (the Biblical 

Horites), who now occupy a prominent place on the stage of ancient history. 
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This ethnic group is now known not only to have existed but to have played 

a far-reaching role in ancient Near Eastern cultural history. Thousands of 

clay tablets were uncovered at Nuzu. Remarkable parallels from Nuzu 

tablets concerning marriage, adoption and social customs, such as those that 

prevailed in the patriarchal period of Genesis, occur. Scholars are still busy 

translating. As this material becomes accessible, the puzzle of the Biblical 

Horites is becoming solved.” For two thousand years, only the Bible knew 

about them. 

 

We should immediately be reminded of the similar story of the Hittites. 

How, for long, the learned scoffed at the Bible references to them. For 

instance, ridiculing the statement in II Kings 7:6 that the Syrians could be 

frightened away by such an insignificant people as the Hittites, which they 

thought was just a local tribe. Again, the Imperial Bible Dictionary of 1885 

on the Hittites: “The Hittites—one of the tribes that possessed the land of 

Canaan at the time of the conquest. Their chief settlement seemed to have 

been in the south in the neighborhood of Hebron. The tribe, as a whole, long 

retained a distinctive place and possessions though probably of limited 

compass.” That was all they knew about the Hittites. 

 

1960, the Unger’s Bible Dictionary about the Hittites: “A people mentioned 

frequently in the Old Testament, 47 times under their own name and 14 

times as descendants of Heth. These various Biblical allusions used to be 

treated with great skepticism, but the Hittites offer an example of 

archaeology’s resurrection of an ancient people. The center of Hittite power 

was in Asia Minor. There, an empire that once vied with Egypt and Assyria, 

but had been long forgotten, has been discovered by modern archaeologists. 

Many scholars consider the Hittites as the third most influential of ancient 

peoples of the Middle East, rivaling the Egyptians and the Mesopotamians.” 

 

So, when we come in our readings to these obscure and apparently 

meaningless and useless genealogies, let us not neglect nor despise them. 

They may hold very interesting treasures, waiting for the proper time to be 

revealed to the confusion of the wise of the world. 

 

Verse 43 to the end of chapter 1—the kings that reigned in Edom before 

there were kings in Israel. Again we wonder, why is this recorded? What is 

the significance in a book covering such a long period? Not only is it in 

Genesis, but the writer of Chronicles inserts it in full in his very brief 

summary of world history leading up to the story of Israel. Edom is the same 
word as Adam, red, earthy, fleshly. Edom had much to do with Israel from 

the beginning to the end—still has. The Herods, their last murderous kings, 

were Edomites. Edom stands for the flesh. Edom is to be desolate when the 

world rejoices in the Kingdom of God. The Edomites were famous for 

worldly wisdom. Solomon, as an extreme measure of his wisdom, was said 
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to be wiser even than the wise men of Edom. The Edomites had kings, 

national pride, and unity long before Israel did. They were warriors, 

conquerors; they scorned agriculture and peaceful pursuits. They were the 

glamorous elder brother—the man of the field—the idol, to which the 

fleshly in Israel looked. Their cites were impregnable, deep in the mountains 

hewn in solid rock, up on the precipices in the narrow cliffs. At the time the 

Chronicles were written, that is at the time of the return from Babylon, the 

Edomites had lost much of their power. But they were now a greater danger 

in a more subtle way. With the emptiness of the land of Judah during the 

captivity, they had moved west into the southern part of Judah and had 

mixed with the remnant there. Hebron had now become their capitol. Edom 

had rejoiced greatly at Israel’s destruction and captivity by Babylon, 

persecuting the remnant and feeding on the spoils. The prophets refer to this. 

When Israel returned in struggling weakness to rebuild, Edom was still an 

enemy. They were finally subdued by the Maccabees and incorporated into 

Israel. But the fact that with Roman support, an Edomite line of Herod 

became rulers of Israel’s last days, shows the extent of their evil influence 

and power. 

 

So, we can trace interesting and meaningful and significant events 

throughout these genealogies. 

 

Chapters 2-8–The children of Israel, largely Judah and Levi, because of the 

kingdom and the priesthood. It is narrowing down now to the main purpose.  

Chapters 2-3, and most of chapter 4, deal with Judah’s genealogy and 

history. And much of it, 37 verses in chapter 2 alone, regarding one man—

Caleb, apparently tracing his line from three different wives. This extreme 

permanence of Caleb is very interesting and must be significant. He was 

apparently not in the direct line. At the time, Nahshon, in the direct line of 

Judah to David, was a prince of Judah. But the direct line is not elaborated, 

just carried singly to David in a few verses, while many times as much space 

is given to the line of Caleb. This does not appear to be the Caleb of 

Joshua’s time, but there does seem to be a connection. The latter Caleb 

appears almost certainly to have been a Gentile, adopted into the tribe of 

Judah. He is spoken of as a Kenezite, and God gives special command to 

Joshua that he be given a portion in Judah. This would not have been 

necessary, if he had been of Judah by birth, or if the family had been. In all, 

Caleb’s line is 47 verses, while Asher Naphtali, Issachar, Manasseh, and 

Reuben only 37 all together. And Dan and Zebulun are not mentioned at all. 

 
This clearly illustrates the character of the book of Chronicles. It is 

concerned with things from God’s point of view. Mighty nations are 

dismissed without a word—not even mentioned, or mentioned very briefly. 

Single faithful individuals have many chapters, IF they are part of the 

Purpose. There is a big lesson in all of this. IF we have the wisdom to make 
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ourselves part of God’s purpose in the earth, we will endure in the record. 

We shall be of value and meaning and importance. We shall be noticed and 

preserved. We shall be part of eternal reality. IF NOT, we shall perish with 

the perishing world, soon to be swept away, leaving no record behind. 

 

The final verse of chapter 2, verse 55 concerns the Kenites or Rechabites. 

Here is another interesting puzzle. The Kenites and Kenizzites are 

mentioned as inhabiting the land at the time of Abraham, and they seem to 

be closely related. Caleb was spoken of as a Kenezite; Jethro, a Kenite. The 

Rechabites, a faithful family in Israel, who kept separate from the 

corruptions of the nations and to whom God promised continuance, are here 

spoken of as Kenites and seem to be traced through Caleb the Kenezite. The 

Kenites, not of the stock of Israel, appear to have been nomads, living in 

tents, not sowing the land, with no fixed abode. They appear at different 

times in different parts of the land. But, they were faithful to the God of 

Israel—more faithful than Israel itself. All this emphasizes the adoptive and 

Gentile aspect; the fact that God’s Kingdom was never exclusively national, 

but faithful Gentiles were always welcome to attach themselves. At the time 

of the regathering according to families and inheritance, the special position 

of the Kenites would need to be recorded, that they should find their place. 

And though Gentiles, they were the seed of Abraham by faith and 

obedience. And their names we find written in the great divine book of “the 

words of the days.” 

 

Hints For Bible Markers 
 

Psalm 18:7 
“Then the earth shook and trembled; the foundations also of the hills moved 

and were shaken, because He was wroth.” 

2 Samuel 22:8 

“Then the earth shook and trembled; the foundations of heaven moved and 

shook, because He was wroth.” 

 

Although verses 7–15 of this Psalm could have a secondary meaning as a 

description of God’s wrath upon the kingdom of men when the Kingdom of 

God will be set up, we feel it primarily is a narrative of anger at the nation of 

Israel for their disobedience in the death of His son.  

Matthew 28:2 “And, behold, there was a great earthquake: for the 
angel of the Lord descended from heaven, and came and rolled back 

the stone from the door, and sat upon it.”  

 

Matthew 27:50-54 “Jesus, when he had cried again with a loud voice, 

yielded up the ghost. (51) And, behold, the veil of the temple was rent in 
twain from the top to the bottom; and the earth did quake, and the 
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rocks rent; (52) And the graves were opened; and many bodies of the 
saints which slept arose, (53) And came out of the graves after his 

resurrection, and went into the holy city, and appeared unto many. (54) 

Now when the centurion, and they that were with him, watching Jesus, 

saw the earthquake, and those things that were done, they feared 

greatly, saying, Truly this was the Son of God.” 

 

We can see the pure physical effect of this passage in this Psalm but the 

removal of the ruling powers of the Hebrew nation can also be easily 

perceived. The shaking of the “earth” with it’s civil and ecclesiastical power, 

the foundations, “the heavens,” “the mountains,” “the channels,” being taken 

away by Yahweh in AD 70. 

 

Psalm 18:8 
“There went up a smoke out of his nostrils, and fire out of his mouth 

devoured: coals were kindled by it.” 

2 Samuel 22:9 

“There went up a smoke out of his nostrils, and fire out of his mouth 

devoured: coals were kindled by it.” 

 

The fiery judgements of war, pestilence, and famine were to fall upon the 

nation without regard to rich or poor.  

 

Psalms 18:9 
“He bowed the heavens also, and came down: and darkness was under His 

feet.” 

2 Samuel 22:10 

“He bowed the heavens also, and came down; and darkness was under His 
feet.” 

 

We again point out the similarities with the death of Christ with a quote 

from Luke 23:44-45,  

“And it was about the sixth hour, and there was a darkness over all the 

earth until the ninth hour. (45) And the sun was darkened, and the veil 
of the temple was rent in the midst.” 

 

It can also be stated that one of the lights of  this world, that should have 

been a glowing beacon of the glory of God to the nations around them, the 

nation of Israel was snuffed out. 

 

Psalms 18:10 
“And He rode upon a cherub, and did fly: yea, He did fly upon the wings of 

the wind.” 

2 Samuel 22:11 “And He rode upon a cherub, and did fly: and He was seen 

upon the wings of the wind.” 
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Cherub is the singular form of Cherubim. Bro. Thomas brings out in 

Phanerosis that he believes the word is derived from the root “rachar.” 

Rachar means “to ride, whether on an animal or in a vehicle.” In the verse 

under consideration we see that this seems to fit very well. “He rode upon a 

cherub and did fly.” From this we learn that a “cherub” is something in 

which the Deity rides in the execution of His purposes and  therefore 

constitutes a vehicle. The question of what or who was the cherub that was 

ridden and the wings of the wind He was seen upon is answered by the clues 

given in the next verse. 

 

Psalms 18:11 
“He made darkness His secret place; His pavilion round about Him were 

dark waters and thick clouds of the skies.” 

2 Samuel 22:12 

“And He made darkness pavilions round about Him, dark waters, and thick 
clouds of the skies.” 

 

When Jerusalem was taken in AD 70, it was done in secret to all who did not 

believe the gospel.  But to those who understood the word and hearkened to 

the signs in the sun and moon and stars, it was not done in darkness. In the 

Scriptures water generally symbolizes people and dark water would be 

people who were ignorant of the truth as it is in Christ Jesus and therefore 

unaware of the signs around them. 

 

Clouds generally signify saints, especially immortalized saints, but not in 

every case as we see from the following verses. In Jeremiah 4:13 we find,  

“Behold, he shall come up as clouds, and his chariots shall be as a 

whirlwind: his horses are swifter than eagles. Woe unto us! for we are 
spoiled.”  

 

Jeremiah is referring to a powerful destroyer coming up against Judah with 

great forces, which was Nebuchadnezzar invading the land. And we also 

have Ezekiel prophesying of Gog coming against the same land when he 

said (38:9),  

“Thou shalt ascend and come like a storm, thou shalt be like a cloud to 

cover the land, thou, and all thy bands, and many people with thee.”   

 

We can see in these verses, the Psalm pointing out to us that glorious, but 

terrible day when our Lord and Master came in the power of the Roman 
armies to remove the  national existence of the nation of Israel. 

 
Continued next month should the Lord will                                        bro. Beryl Snyder 

 




