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LAMPASAS JUNE GATHERING……June 12 – 14, 2019 at the 
Lampasas Meeting Hall.  Contact bro. Mark Braune, 209 Ranger 
Dr., Buda TX, 78610 or 512-577-1119, or markbraune@gmail.com 
 
HYE TEXAS FRATERNAL GATHERING……..July 19-26, 2020 
Lord willing, the 2020 Hye gathering will be July 19-26. We will be 
studying The Tabernacle in the first study class, and The Parables of 
Jesus in the second. Contact info is bro. Mark Braune, 209 Ranger 
Dr., Buda TX, 78610 512-577-1119, markbraune@gmail.com 

 
Boston  Christadelphian Ecclesia meeting in Foxborough, MA. 
 
Dear brethren and sisters in Christ Jesus. 
 
Greetings in the One Hope. 
 
It has been some time since I have submitted intelligence to the 
brotherhood.   Reviewing the events of the past year we have had pleasant 
as well as sorrowful experiences.   In February 2019 we enjoyed many 
visitors from ecclesias throughout the fellowship.  Sadly the day after the 
study on Elijah was over, our beloved brother Gray Stephen, fell asleep in 
Christ.  He had been a member of the Boston ecclesia for most of his life 
and although he transferred to Texas he will be missed until we are able to 
unite again in the time of restitution.  
 
On August 20, 2019 his mother, Sister Agnes Stephen, also fell asleep in 
Christ after a long life of service in the Lord’s vineyard.  She had been in 
a nursing facility for some time and we know that the only permanent 
solution to the problems and infirmities of this life is the resurrection, 
which she now awaits. 
 
 Bro. Joe and Sis. Carol Garvey moved from Massachusetts to Arkansas 
in the fall.  In doing so they have decided that they would remove 
themselves from fellowship also.  We have enjoyed their fellowship and 
work in the ecclesia and would welcome their return if and when possible. 
 
Last month we held another study weekend, this time considering the book 
of Job.  Once again it was well attended by many from throughout the 
household of faith.  The Sunday morning exhortation was on the 
resurrection and Bro David Sommerville asked this question:  Job longed 
for the resurrection, how much do we desire the return of Christ and the 
resurrection, or are we enjoying things to the point we prefer that he 
remain away a bit longer?  
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That same weekend Brother James Sommerville notified us that he was 
transferring membership to the Austin Ecclesia.  We wish him God speed 
and commend him to the brethren and sisters in Austin. 
 
The Boston Ecclesia is planning, God willing, to host the North East 
Fraternal Gathering this October 10th and 11th in Westborough MA.  The 
subject will cover “Events Subsequent to the Return of Christ”.  It will 
begin with events leading up to His return, and follow through until the 
kingdoms of this world have become one kingdom under Christ’s control.  
We will be sending out more information about registration, but urge 
everyone to mark the date as we all need the encouragement of one another 
and the need to keep the return of Christ and the glorious time following 
in the forefront of our minds.  It is so easy to allow these things to slip as 
we go about our busy lives.  His return is a sure and promised thing and 
we must remind, encourage and help one another as we see the day 
approaching. 
 
On behalf of the Boston Ecclesia,  
 
Your brother in Christ, 
 
Jim Sommerville 
 
Recording Brother 
 
 

Aklan, Philippines Ecclesia 
 
Dear brothers and sisters in One Hope, 
 
Greetings from Aklan, Philippines! 
 
Twelve months ago, we live without hope but because of Yahweh's mercy, 
He let our dear brother, Bob Bent to come. And after proving ourselves 
genuine in the Faith through a personal interview, were baptized into 
Christ, 1 male & 7 females (8 members only). 
 
Let us thank Yahweh for His kindness and love towards us who were once 
blinded by our former religions. 
 
There were two major challenges in our lives since we join the Fellowship, 
events that almost weakened us or make us quit: 
 
1. Typhoon Ursula 
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2. NCoV or COVID-19 
 
But thanks to all of you who supported and prayed. Yahweh has 
strengthened us from time to time to succeed. 
 
As of now, we continue to recover from these calamity and outbreak. We 
continue doing Breaking of Bread every Sunday together with the Sunday 
School & Bible Talk here in the lowland. We cannot do Memorial Services 
in the valley anymore due to our safety and security from the sudden flash 
floods (we are crossing 5 riverbeds) and from people who could hurt us in 
the way. 
 
Until the next news. If Yahweh allowed us to see each other face to face, 
that would be so encouraging but if not, let us meet in the Kingdom soon! 
 
In Elpis Israel, 
 
bro. Willer Jun & sis. Diana Rose Manares and family & the sisters 

 
Lampasas, Tx. 
Since our last correspondence of August, many of us from the Lampasas 
ecclesia in November were blessed to be able to attend the Goldthwaite 
study weekend on “Symbols of the Bible”.  Our ecclesia sponsored 
another December Youth Gathering with a theme of “Hymns and 
Anthems” which covered praise, comfort, lessons, the age to come, Psalms 
of David and memorial hymns.  

October we sadly have lost our sis Lois Lang, her cheerful smile and 
laughter are missed.  Our bro David Van Pelt is now a resident of 
Lampasas Nursing and Rehab and our sis Ruby Wolfe has given up her 
home to reside in what was formerly Spring Oaks and just recently 
changed to Lily Springs Nursing Home.  Fortunately, both are here in 
Lampasas so they can be often visited and/or attend memorial services.  

February we were pleased to announce the transfer of sis Emmaline 
Jasionowski from the Gainesville, Florida ecclesia. 

For any traveling through our area please be advised of our classes and 
meetings as follows: Sunday School adults are studying “Law of Moses”, 
in the afternoons the study continues with “Eureka” volume 3.  Monday 
evenings the sisters rotate homes and partake of an exhortation from “Be 
Ye Transformed” volume 3.  Wednesday evenings at the hall dining room 
we all gather for the daily Bible readings and discussion.  Thursday 
mornings, again at the dining room, the sisters gather to share their 
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knitting, crochet and miscellaneous crafts.  Fridays we continue to have an 
informal class at sis Carol Smith’s home – presently perusing “Two 
Babylons”.  Please join us for any or all of these gatherings if at all 
possible. 

We pray that our Master may soon return.  Bro Jerry Connolly, recorder 

Editorial 
 
Clause IX, discussed in our last issue, is a clause that lays the foundation 
for two extremely important clauses.  Its discussion of Christ’s miraculous 
birth lays the foundation for Clause X, which sets forth the doctrine that 
Jesus is the manifestation of God in the flesh of Adam.  Secondly, it begins 
to make the point that all that Jesus did was required of God for a specific 
purpose, which will later be dealt with in detail in Clause XII; that the 
suffering of death by Jesus was the declaration of the righteousness of 
God. 
 
In this issue, we will specifically consider Clause X and the doctrine of 
God manifest in flesh, though this subject has been closely under 
consideration since Clause I.  It might be considered the most basic of all 
divine principles, that Jesus was the son of God, and the son of man.  And 
all other principles related to salvation exist within this well defined 
principle. 
 
X. That being so begotten of God, and inhabited and used by God 
through the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, Jesus was Emmanuel, God 
with us, God manifest in the flesh--yet was, during his natural life, of 
like nature with mortal man, being made of a woman, of the house 
and lineage of David, and therefore a sufferer, in the days of his flesh, 
from all the effects that came by Adam's transgression, including the 
death that passed upon all men, which he shared by partaking of their 
physical nature (Matt. 1:23; 1 Tim. 3:16; Heb. 2:14; Gal. 4:4; Heb. 2:17). 
 
As we said, we have already dealt with Clause X in great detail, as it is the 
foundation upon which the Christadelphian belief is based.  From the first 
clause in our Statement of Faith in January, 2019, we have been routinely 
addressing the subject of God, Jesus, and man, and the relationship 
between them all.  It is this subject which separates us from the Christian 
world. 
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The Christian world generally explains their understanding, by embracing 
the teaching they call Trinity, which makes Jesus God.  The big word they 
like to use to define their belief is “consubstantial,” which means of the 
same substance or nature as God.  They believe that Jesus, in the days of 
his flesh, had two sides to him.  One side was of divine nature, and one 
side of human nature.  When asked how this can be, they conclude it is the 
divine mystery.   
 
Sceptics, along with some Christians who refer to themselves as 
“Unitarians,” embrace an opposite teaching, claiming that Jesus is just an 
ordinary man, unique for his righteousness among men, but a mere man, 
none the less. 
 
Without question, those who struggle with the fact that God’s 
righteousness was declared in the death of Christ, very much struggle with 
the idea that God Himself ordained and carried out this plan.  Yet nothing 
could be clearer in the Scriptures that this was the case.   
 
Beginning with the creation of Christ, we see a man that human nature 
could not have produced of itself.  “Never man spake like this man.”  “By 
his knowledge shall my righteous servant justify many.”  Jesus was a 
unique and divine creation, that we might fully understand the significance 
of the words when we read of Mary rejoicing as she testified concerning 
the birth of the Messiah, “My spirit hath rejoiced in God my Savior.” 
 
God is the savior of mankind.  He has done so by first creating a special 
son, and then by directing his paths, that while bearing our condemned 
bodies, he was always able to correctly identify evil, and then never yield 
to its many difficult trials and temptations.  In overcoming the weaknesses 
of the flesh and living a life spotless before God, he could die a death 
cursed by sin, but because he never personally sinned, death had no lasting 
claim on him, making his resurrection possible. 
 
The intricacies of his Divine creation are shown in the vail of the temple.  
It was carefully woven, of red or crimson, blue, purple, and fined twined 
linen.  These colors were carefully woven with the cherubims to create a 
division between the Holy Place and the Most Holy.  But the weaving 
together of these colors shows the intricate relationship these principles 
had in the man Christ Jesus.  In his flesh was the blue or the word of God; 
the purple or his royal destiny, the white which typified his righteousness, 
the red which testified of his sin nature, and the gold, which prophesied of 
his faith, purified by trial.  These are not five sides of Christ, but one side 
of Christ, simultaneously inclusive of all these principles.   
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Any theory which excludes any of these principles is necessarily wrong. 
Psa 139: 15-16 are a beautiful explanation of God’s work in creating 
Christ.  The Psalms, which Jesus said were written concerning him, makes 
this point quite vividly: 

Psa 139:15-16 “My substance was not hid from thee, when I was 
made in secret, and curiously wrought in the lowest parts of the 
earth. Thine eyes did see my substance, yet being unperfect; and in 
thy book all my members were written, which in continuance were 
fashioned, when as yet there was none of them.”  
 

The red in the vail is a reference to the imperfection of Christ, due to his 
nature.  Of Jesus’ perfection, bro. Thomas quite logically wrote: 

“We do not deny ‘the perfect sinlessness of Christ’ . . . We believe 
and teach that he was ‘holy, harmless, undefiled, and separate from 
sinners,’ and that ‘He was in all points tried as we are, yet without 
sin.’ This was his intellectual and moral status; yet he was not perfect. 
This he says of himself, and, therefore, we may safely affirm it of 
him. He tells us that he was not perfected until the third day, when he 
was perfected in recompense for his obedience unto death. That 
which was imperfect was the nature with which the Logos that came 
down from heaven to do the Father’s will clothed itself. That nature 
was flesh of the stock of Abraham, compared in Zech. 3:3 to ‘filthy 
garments,’ typical of ‘the infirmity with which he was encompassed.’  
 
For this ‘infirmity’ called ‘himself’ and for all of the same infirmity 
associated with him by faith in the covenants made with Abraham 
and David, and in him as the Mediator thereof, he poured out his 
blood as a covering for sin. Upon this principle, ‘His own self bare 
our sins in his own body to the tree.’ Sins borne in a body prove that 
body to be imperfect and characterize it as sin’s flesh. Sin’s flesh is 
imperfect, and well adapted for the condemnation of sin therein.  
 
Sin could not have been condemned in the flesh of angels, and, 
therefore, the Logos did not assume it, but clothed itself with that of 
the seed of Abraham. Hence ‘the Deity sent His own Son in the 
identity of sin’s flesh and for sin condemned sin in the flesh, that the 
righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us who walk not after 
the flesh, but after the spirit.’ This condemnation accomplished, the 
body slain was made alive again, and perfected, so that it now lives 
for the Aions of the Aions, as ‘the Lord the Spirit’.” (Herald, 1860.) 

 
There can be no doubt that the “unperfect” nature of the Christ has been a 
very great stumbling to some who have received the other half of the truth, 
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represented by the blue and white in the vail.  This showed the divine 
manifestation in Christ.  How, some came to ask, could Christ be God 
manifested, and still be sinful?  They considered this impossible.   
 
They ignored that the unperfectness of Christ was a reference to his 
physical nature, and not the moral character derived within that nature.  
Blending the idea of God manifestation with his physical nature, would 
make it impossible for him to be tempted, such as we see evidenced in the 
teachings of the Trinitarians.  The truth is simple.  He inherited his 
character from Deity, but his nature from his mother.  All these principles 
are intertwined in the one Christ-body, so that had he not been “curiously 
wrought,” he would not have been the Christ. 
 
Bro. Thomas tried, as best as could be done, not to divide the colors of the 
veil between the nature and character of Christ.  The divisions, while 
clearly noted, are usually blended together so as not to emphasize one 
aspect over the other.  He could not have been the Christ had his nature 
not been perfectly human, and he could not have been the Christ had his 
character not been perfectly divine.  Both characteristics, human and 
divine, constituted the one Christ-man as inherited from his parents. 
 
Some of the most ardent students of bro. Thomas were drawn away by 
their misunderstandings of bro. Thomas on this subject.  Even the very 
men that had financed the work “Eureka,” the very men responsible for 
the name “Christadelphian,” and the very men bro. Thomas had authorized 
as responsible for the distribution of his material after his death, were 
carried away in the confusion.  And being confused by bro. Thomas’ 
teaching towards the end of his life, following his death, their 
misunderstandings continued and became worse, resulting in the 
“Renunciationist” division. 
 
We see this in the Christadelphian magazine concerning Detroit in 1869.  
A brother there named James Paton found himself ostracized from the 
Detroit ecclesia for teaching that Jesus had “only the nature of Mary.” This 
is a true statement if he meant Jesus’ nature was the same nature as Mary; 
but false if bro. Paton was denying God’s role in the creation of Jesus.  In 
spite of clarifying that he acknowledged God’s role in the birth of Jesus, 
and he did not believe that Jesus was the son of Joseph, Bro. Paton didn’t 
find a sympathetic ear in bro. Roberts at first, no doubt because bro. 
Roberts personally knew bro. Paton’s critics, and knew that they had been 
close associates of bro. Thomas.  Bro. Roberts appears too willing to give 
them the benefit of the doubt. 
 
What bro. Roberts didn’t know was that these same men who worked 
against bro. Paton, would leave the Christadelphian fellowship with the 
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Renunciationists in 1872.  They associated themselves with “The Lamp” 
magazine, which was Edward Turney’s new magazine dedicated to 
defending the “Renunciationist” view.  These same former associates of 
bro. Thomas, such as James Donaldson, along with S. W. and John 
Coffman, were writing such foolishness as this: 

“Dear Bro. Turney, I forward the foregoing report of our meeting, 
hoping you will give it publicity. The doctrine on this issue held by 
us, we feel able to prove was identical with what Dr. Thomas believed 
for some time before his death. The Doctor told me that, if he lived 
to go over to England, and to get control of Roberts’s paper, (The 
Christadelphian Magazine) he would teach it, regardless of seeming 
self-contradictions. S. W. COFFMAN.” 

 
This letter was sent to “The Lamp,” in an announcement concerning a 
meeting held in Adeline, Ogle County, Illinois, where James Donaldson 
had been the key speaker.  We can hardly imagine that bro. Thomas would 
have had to go to England, as the letter suggests, to get bro. Roberts’ 
attention.  If he had an issue with bro. Roberts, certainly he had the ear of 
bro. Roberts to explain anything he wished.  And S. W. Coffman obviously 
knows that this new doctrine is a contradiction to what had been previously 
taught by bro. Thomas.  It is clear from the writings of bro. Thomas, that 
if he wanted to write that which would contradict what he had written 
before, bro. Thomas was the kind of person who simply would have done 
so, as he had many times done so in the past, simply repeating his question, 
“should a man not progress?”  This is why this testimony from S. W. 
Coffman rings so hollow. 
 
These matters seems to have worked themselves out in a proper way, as 
bro. Paton continues with the Christadelphians, while James Donaldson 
can be seen obviously trying to spread his division in the US after 1872, 
but he and most of those he corrupted (S. W. Coffman excepted) are not 
acknowledged in the Christadelphian past 1874.     
 
God manifested in flesh, the nature of man, the nature of Christ and the 
sacrifice of Christ are all so entwined that an error in one part necessarily 
puts everything out of balance.  Jesus had to come in the identical flesh of 
Adam, after the fall, that he could experience every human frailty.  But he 
also had to come in the character and morality and purpose of Deity that 
he might overcome each and every one of those frailties.  Our personal 
experience has been that those who argue for the perfection of the man 
Christ Jesus, seek to honor him.  Instead, they end up robbing him of his 
greatest victory. 
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God Manifestation 
In Three Parts 
By bro. John Thomas 

 
Part One:  Of Deity before Manifestation in Flesh. 

 
The apostle who had the honor of receiving the Apocalypse for 
transmission to the servants of the Deity, has called our attention to the 
consideration of the fountain and origin of life and power in what is 
commonly called the gospel according to John. He there points us to a 
certain commencement, and saith, “In the beginning was ho logos, and the 
Logos was with the Theos, and Theos was the Logos.” In the Common 
Version this reads, “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was 
with God, and the Word was God.”  
 
We may see from this the propriety of God styling himself “the First,” “the 
Beginning,” and “He who is and who was.” He was from the beginning, 
whether that beginning be referred to the creation narrated by Moses, or a 
remoter beginning before ever the earth was; and none but a fool, the Spirit 
saith, would affirm that God is not. 
 
Though John introduces two words into the text, he is careful to inform us 
that they are not representative of two Gods contemporary with the 
beginning, but of one only; for he expressly says that “Theos was the 
Logos.” 
 
In this text, then, there is ONE DEITY, and He is styled THE LOGOS. This 
word signifies, “the outward form by which the inward thought is 
expressed and made known; also, the inward thought or reason itself. So 
that the word comprehends both the ideas of reason and speech.” Hence, 
by John styling Him the Logos, it was equivalent to affirming that He was 
a reasoner and a revelator; or, as Daniel declared to Nebuchadnezzar, that 
“the Elahh, in the heavens revealed secrets,” even “the deep and secret 
things.” 
 
But was the Deity reason and speech only? In other words, an abstraction 
independent of substance; or, as some affirm, “without body or parts?” To 
preserve us from such a supposition, John informs us that “the Logos was 
with the Theos.” Here was companionship and identity—“the Logos was 
with the Theos, and Theos was the Logos.” Never was there a conceivable 
point of time, or eternity, when the one existed without the other.  
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“Jehovah possessed me,” saith the Logos, “in the beginning of His way, 
before His works of old. I was set up from olahm (the hidden period) from 
the beginning, or ever the earth was. When there were no depths I was 
brought forth; when there were no fountains abounding with water. Before 
the mountains were settled, before the hills was I brought forth: while as 
yet He had not made the earth, nor the open places, nor the highest part of 
the dust of the world. When He prepared the heavens I was there; when 
He set a compass upon the face of the deep; when He established the 
clouds above; when He strengthened the fountains of the deep; when He 
gave to the sea His decree that the waters should not pass His 
commandment; when He appointed the foundations of the earth: then I 
was by Him as one brought up with Him (the Logos was with the Theos): 
and I was daily His delight, rejoicing always before Him; rejoicing in the 
habitable part of His earth, and my delights with the sons of men”—Prov. 
8:22. 
 
No Logos, then there would be no Theos; and without Theos, the Logos 
could have no existence. This may be illustrated by the relation of reason, 
or intelligence and speech, to brain, as affirmed in the proposition: No 
brain—no thought, reason, nor intelligence. Call the brain Theos; and 
thought, reason, and understanding intelligently expressed, Logos; and the 
relation and dependence of Theos and Logos, in John’s use of the terms, 
may readily be conceived. Brain-flesh is substance, or the hypostasis, that 
underlies thought; so Theos is substance which constitutes the substratum 
of Logos. Theos is the substance called Spirit; as it is written, “Theos is 
Spirit;” and He who uttered these words is declared to be Himself both 
substance and spirit. 
 
But why is the Divine Substance called Theos? It is a name reclaimed by 
the Septuagint translators from the heathen; and from them appropriated 
by the apostles, who wrote in Greek. The derivations proposed of the word 
are various. The most probable seems to be that which deduces it from the 
verb, theo, to place, appoint, constitute, ordain. Phurnutus the Stoic, who 
wrote in the reign of Nero, says, “It is probable that theoi (the gods) were 
so called from thesis, position or placing; for the ancients took those for 
gods or theoi, whom they found to move in a certain regular and constant 
manner, thinking them the causes of the changes in the air, and of the 
conservation of the universe; these then are theoi or gods, which are the 
disposers (theteres) and formers of all things.” And long before Phurnutus, 
Herodotus had written that the Pelasgi, the ancient inhabitants of Greece, 
“called them theoi, because the gods had disposed or placed in order all 
things and all countries.” 
 
Theos, then, in the singular, may reasonably be supposed to have been 
adopted by the sacred writers of the New Testament, as an appropriate 
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designation for the Divine Substance, as the disposer and “former of all 
things;” especially as He claims to be so in Jer. 10:16. With a softer 
pronunciation, that is, by changing th into d, and o into u, the Romans 
borrowed this word from the Greeks, and called it Deus, from which we 
derive our word Deity. In my translation I have used this word wherever 
Theos occurs in the original, except in two places in which the word 
“God” will be found for the sake of the metre—ch. 4:9, 10.  
 
Deity, then, declares the Divine Substance to be the Disposer and Former 
of all things; a truth which the Spirit in the scriptures is careful to place 
prominently before the minds of men. A few instances will show this. 
“This people (Israel) I formed for Myself. I am Yahweh that maketh all 
things, that stretcheth forth the heavens ALONE; that spreadeth abroad the 
earth BY MYSELF. I form the light, and create darkness: I make peace, and 
create evil: I, Yahweh, do all these things…I have made the earth, and 
created man upon it: I, even my hands, have stretched out the heavens, and 
all their host have I commanded…Thus saith Yahweh, He the Elohim that 
formed the earth and made it; He hath established it, He created it not in 
vain, He formed it to be inhabited: I, Yahweh; and none else”—Isaiah 
43:21; 45:7, 12, 18. He is truly “the Former of all things,” alone and by 
Himself; hence his title of THE DEITY, which suggests this great truth to 
all who are acquainted with Him. 
 
As to the Anglo-Saxon word “God,” it is a term that may be applied to any 
one of goodness and authority without profanity. God is a contraction of 
the word Good. Hence, God signifies the Good One; and was perhaps 
suggested to our ancestors by the saying of Jesus, that “there is none good 
but the Theos,” or Deity. But the Deity has not chosen to designate 
Himself by this term. The idea of goodness is not contained in the word 
Theos; and therefore I do not use it as its representative. 
 
And here it may be remarked that the seventy Israelites who translated the 
Hebrew scriptures into Greek for the king of Egypt, used the word Theos 
as equivalent for Ail, and Elohim; the first a noun singular; and the last, 
plural. By so doing, the true import of a multitude of passages was 
obscured. This defect of the Septuagint has been transferred to the English 
Version by rendering them indiscriminately God, which does not at all 
express the signification of the Hebrew terms. Theos comes nearer to these 
than God; for a being might be Good, but far from mighty for the 
formation of all things; but He could not be theos, the Disposer and Former 
of all things, without being AIL in the almightiest sense of the word. The 
Seventy, however, erred in not respecting the Hebrew distinction of 
singular and plural. In adopting Theos for Ail, they ought to have written 
theoi for Elohim in the plural. But they did this evil that good might come; 
at least, so it is said.  
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“The Seventy,” says Parkhurst, “have constantly (very few passages 
excepted) translated the plural name elohim, when used for the true God, 
by the singular Theos, never by the plural, theoi. In so doing one may at 
first sight think them blamable. But let it be considered that, at the time 
the Septuagint translation was made, the Greek idolatry was the 
fashionable superstition, especially in Egypt under the Ptolemys, and that 
according to this, their gods were regarded as Demons, that is, intelligent 
beings totally separate and distinct from each other; and that 
consequently, had the Greek translators rendered the name Elohim by the 
plural Theoi, they would thereby have given the Grecizing heathen an idea 
of the true God, inconsistent with the Unity of the Divine Essence, and 
conformable to their own polytheistic notions; whereas, by translating it 
Theos in the singular, they inculcated the grand point (with the heathen, I 
mean) of God’s unity, and at the same time did not deny a plurality of 
agents or persons in the Divine Nature; since the Greeks called the whole 
substance of their God the Heavens, Theos in the singular, as well as theoi 
in the plural.” 
 
As we have said, the Hebrew representative of Theos is AIL. This is a 
primitive word, which to the mind of the Hebrew always presented the 
idea of strength and power. It is applied in the prophets to the Former of 
all things when contemplating him in his almightiness. The meaning of the 
word is strength, might, power, and when used of a person, signifies a 
mighty one, a powerful one, a strong one, a hero. The first place in which 
it occurs is in Gen. 14:18, where Melchizedec is styled “the priest of the 
most high AIL.” This teaches, by implication, that there are other AILIM, 
but that He whose priest Melchizedec was, was the highest of them all. 
 
The term is used in a multitude of places in the Old Testament, in the 
greater number of which it is rendered “God.” This, however, does not at 
all express its meaning, for goodness is no element of the word. The Deity 
informs us through Moses that it is a part of the name He chose for Himself 
in his communications with Abraham. “I appeared,” said He, “to 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob by the name AIL-Shaddai; but by My name 
YAHWEH (commonly, but erroneously, pronounced Jehovah) was I not 
known unto them”—Exod. 6:3.  
 
In the English Version, AIL-Shaddai is rendered “God Almighty;” but this 
does not express the original. Shaddai is indeed rendered almighty, 
omnipotent, by lexicographers; but their reason for so doing is theological, 
not etymological. They have invented what they call a pluralis 
excellentioe, by which a plural noun is applied to a person or thing in the 
singular, to express its excellency. Hence, to show how excellent the Deity 
is in power and majesty, they suppose the scriptures speak of Him as many 
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powers or many gods, as is implied by Elohim, Shaddai, and so forth. But 
this is a weak invention, which only reveals the ignorance of the learned 
respecting the Name of the Deity exhibited in “the Mystery of Godliness.” 
Their pluralis excellentioe is a mere fiction. It admits plurality in regard to 
Deity, but has entirely failed in giving a rational and scriptural exposition. 
 
Shaddai is a plural masculine, and derived from the root shahdad, “to be 
strong, powerful.” Shaddai is the plural of shad, “mighty, powerful,” and 
therefore signifies the mighty or powerful ones. Three of them appeared to 
Abraham in the plains of Mamre. Moses informs us that “Yahweh 
appeared to him there;” and that when he lifted up his eyes to see Yahweh 
apparent, “he saw three men standing by him.” Hence Yahweh, or 
Jehovah, was apparent in these three men. Here was One-Three, or Three-
One. AIL was the One, Shaddai the Three. These “three men” were 
mighty, powerful, strong, and therefore they were styled Shaddai. They 
were harmless, patient, and sociable with Abraham and Lot, but terrible in 
power to Sodom, Gomorrah, and the cities of the plain. But was their 
power absolute and independent, or was it derived? Could they say, 
“Before us there was nothing formed of Ail?” Could they say, “We three 
are the Divine Nature in Trinity, original, uncreated, underived?” The 
name by which they were known to Abraham answers these questions in 
the negative. Their power was not absolute and underived. It was derived 
from the DIVINE SUBSTANCE John terms THEOS, and which Paul says, 
“only hath deathlessness (αθανασια), dwelling in the light which no man 
can approach unto; whom no man hath seen, nor can see.” But Abraham 
saw the three men, or Jehovah apparent, therefore they were not the 
ETERNAL FIRST CAUSE, but a Spirit-Manifestation of Him, whose name 
was known to Abraham as AIL-Shaddai, the STRENGTH of the Mighty 
Ones. 
 
Now the Deity was also known to Jacob by the same name, and appeared 
to him in like manifestation as to Abraham. Jacob saw a host of Shaddai, 
styled by Moses כי אלהים�� malachai elohim, “Messengers of Elohim”—
Elohim sent of AIL. He wrestled with one of them, and prevailed, and in 
consequence received the honorable title Isra-ail, “because as a prince hast 
thou power with Elohim.” “And Jacob called the name of the place (where 
he wrestled) Pen-ail,” “Faces of Power;” “for,” said he, “I have seen 
Elohim faces to faces, and my life is preserved”—Gen. 32:2, 28, 30. 
 
Here was the most high AIL in multitudinous manifestation. Jacob never 
saw His person, for no man has ever seen that; but He saw persons like 
him in form and substance; as much so as sons are like their father in these 
particulars. He saw as much of the Father Ail as men see of an invisible 
father in his children. They study the father in these in the absence of other 
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data. Their father is in them as a Flesh-Manifestation of their parental 
original. 
 
The Shaddai are styled Elohim, as expressive of the parental relation 
subsisting between them and AIL in nature and power. As the Highest and 
Most Powerful One in the universe, He styles Himself the AIL-Elohim—
the Power of powers: a truth memorialized by Jacob in the Altar he named 
AIL-Elohai-Yisra-ail—the Strength of the Powers of Israel. 
 
Elohim אלהים is a plural noun, which in the singular is written ��אל Eloah. 
The use of this in Hab. 1:11 shows that the idea of strength or power is the 
radical meaning of the word �ז� כה� לאלה, as to this one, his strength is his 
Eloah, or the one in whom he trusts. Three men who appeared to Abraham 
were each of them an Eloah, but not each of them Elohim: the three 
together were Elohim. ELOAH occurs fifty-six times in the scriptures, and 
four of these times only in the Psalms; but in Job forty-one times. The use 
of Ail and Eloah by Job would indicate that one and the same being is 
meant. Every member of the heavenly host is an Eloah, but of all the 
Elohim ONE ONLY is the original and self-existent AIL—the absolute, 
omnipotent, and independent power of the universe. 
 
Speaking of Himself in His address to the ends of the earth, He says, “Look 
unto me, for I am AIL, and none else”—Isaiah 45:22; and to Israel He 
saith, “Ye are My witnesses, and My servant whom I have chosen, that ye 
may know and believe Me, and understand that I, YAHWEH, am He; before 
Me AIL or Power, has not been formed, nor after me shall be”—Isaiah 
43:10: a testimony that identifies Ail with the Logos and Theos of John, 
which as ONE POWER, He saith, “made all things; and without Him was 
not any thing made that was made.” From Him came the Apocalypse; as 
it is written, “a revelation which the THEOS committed to Jesus Christ.” 
 
Having thus shown the meaning of these several terms applied in the 
scriptures to Deity, I proceed to offer a few ideas upon the Divine Nature 
as suggested in the revelation of the mystery. 
 
We learn from the Bible that the Deity it reveals has both body and parts. 
Paul teaches us this in declaring that the resurrected and anointed Jesus is 
“the apaugasma, or reflexion of the glory, and charakter or peculiar 
nature of the hypostasis or substance of the THEOS—Heb. 1:3. In other 
words, he partakes of the Divine Nature; so that what he now is, is what 
the Deity hath always been. The substance of the Theos is essentially 
living substance. It could not exist and yet be dead substance, for “the 
Father hath life in Himself,” and that life is His inherent peculiarity. It is 
underived from any antecedent existence; nor can it forsake the Divine 
Substance, for in that event the Deity would be mortal. But Paul styles 



196 
 

Him “the Incorruptible Theos,” and says that “He is the only one having 
athanasia or deathlessness.” Hence, the essential qualities of the 
substance, which underlies all that is predicable of Him, are 
incorruptibility and life. 
 
Incorruptible and living substance, then, is the Body of the Deity; and, as 
the glorified Jesus is “the IMAGE of the Invisible Theos,” He must have 
“parts.” It is not, therefore, a mere figure of speech to speak, as the 
scriptures do, of the hand, ear, eye, and so forth, of the Invisible Eternal 
Power. He has form and parts, as well as body, and is the Great Archetype, 
or divine original, after which all the Elohim, or immortal intelligences, of 
His universe are modelled and made.  
 
He dwells in unapproachable light, and is “a consuming fire.” Light and 
heat, then, in their essentiality, with incorruptibility and life, are 
concentred in his substance; for He is the great focal centre of these in all 
the universe of power. If I might venture a conjecture upon so profound a 
subject, I would suggest that the Divine Nature is that wonderful and 
extraordinary essence observed in that terrible and destructive agent the 
scriptures term “spirit,” and philosophy, electricity, consolidated and 
corporealized from the necessity of the thing. This glowing substance is 
too intensely bright for human vision, therefore Paul not only says, “whom 
no man hath seen,” but adds, “nor can see.” 
 
Now these suggestions are sustained by “the likeness of the glory of 
Jehovah” which appeared to Ezekiel. “Above the firmament,” says this 
prophet, “that was over the heads of the four living ones, was the likeness 
of a THRONE, as the appearance of a sapphire stone; and upon the likeness 
of the throne was the likeness as the appearance of A MAN above upon it. 
And I saw as the color of amber, as the appearance of fire round about 
within it, from the appearance of His loins even upward, and from the 
appearance of His loins even downward, I saw as it were the appearance 
of fire, and it had brightness round about; as the appearance of the bow 
that is in the cloud in the day of rain, so was the appearance of the 
brightness round about. This was the appearance of the likeness of the 
glory of YAHWEH”—ch. 1:26. This was the Deity in symbol, which is 
brought out again in ch. 8:2, 3. In this place Ezekiel adds, that He whom 
the likeness represented “put forth the form of a hand, and took me by a 
lock of my head.” Being thus secured, he says, “the Spirit lifted me up.” 
This was equivalent to saying, that the likeness represented THE SPIRIT, 
which Jesus says is Theos of AIL. 
 
All the similitudes in the prophets representative of the Deity are of this 
bright and burning character. In Daniel He is exhibited as the Ancient of 
Days sitting upon a throne like the fiery flame, and His wheels as burning 
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fire, with a fiery stream issuing forth from before Him—ch. 7:9. And so 
in the Apocalypse; “out of the throne” He sits upon, “proceed lightnings, 
and thunderings, and voices; and before the throne seven lamps of fire 
burning, which are representative of “the Seven Spirits of the Deity”—ch. 
4:5. 
 
Light, heat, incorruptibility, and life, concentrated in one Eternal 
Substance, is the great self-existing and central power of the universe. This 
substance is Spirit, for “the Deity is Spirit.” All power, life, and light 
concentre in Him, so that not a sparrow falls to the ground without His 
perception thereof. “He upholdeth all things,” and “in Him we live, and 
move, and do exist.” This is by “the SEVEN SPIRITS which is before His 
throne”—Apoc. 1:4; 3:1; 4:5; 5:6. Though symbolically “seven,” they are 
complete in one, for saith Paul, “there is ONE SPIRIT”—Eph. 4:4. Seven is 
the symbol of unity and perfection. Hence, being representative of the one 
spirit, the substantive verb is expressed in the third person singular, and 
not in the plural, as the grammar of the sentence requires. “The Seven 
Spirits which is,” not “which are before the throne.” There is but one spirit 
there, and this one is the nominative to the verb “is.” 
 
The Father of the spirit is the Divine Substance, for it proceedeth forth 
from thence; and because it issues thence, He is styled “the Father of 
glory.” Spirit irradiates the boundless universe from the throne of light, 
and pervades it in all its space. Thus the spirit is consubstantial with the 
divine nature, or “free,” radiating from unapproachable light, everywhere, 
and illimitably, so that wherever spirit is, there is the Deity present; and 
consequently, as Paul said to the Athenians, “not far from every one of 
us.” This universality of the divine presence by His “free spirit,” is 
beautifully and forcibly expressed in Ps. 139:7–12, as, “Whither shall I go 
from Thy spirit? or whither shall I flee from Thy presence? If I ascend into 
the heavens, Thou art there; if I make my bed in Sheol, behold Thou art 
there. If I take the wings of the morning and dwell in the uttermost parts 
of the sea, even there shall Thy hand lead me, and Thy right hand shall 
hold me. If I say, Surely the darkness shall cover me, even the night shall 
be light about me. Yea, the darkness hideth not from thee; but the night 
shineth as the day: the darkness and the light are both alike to thee.” 
 
“There is one Deity, the Father, εξ οὐ,̂ out of whom are all things”—1 Cor. 
8:6. The divinity of the schools gives us an idea contrary to this. By the 
schoolmen we are told that God created all things out of nothing! Where 
they got this notion from we know not, save from their own imaginations. 
The proverb says, “take nothing from nothing and nothing comes;” but 
they have reversed all this, and taught the world that out of nothing 
something doth come, and that something the universe of God! But away 
with this foolishness. Out of Deity all things have proceeded. His free, 
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radiant spirit is the substratum of every existing thing, from the star of the 
first magnitude to the minutest insect of the air. The all-pervading 
electricity is the simple undecomposable radiation “out of” the Divine 
Substance, which, under the fiat of His will, constitutes the atomic nucleus 
of all bodies, solid, fluid, or aeriform. Thus, “by His spirit he garnished 
the heavens,” illuminating boundless immensity with orbs of light, 
teeming with life, and all the wonders of His wisdom and power. 
 
Such, then, was Deity before the appearance of Jesus—Spirit, substantial 
and radiant: substantial in His own person; radiant thence into all the 
Elohim of His universe, in whom the radiant matter, by the fiat of the 
Divine Will, became fixed, organic, corporeal, and consubstantial with the 
Deity Himself. Thus, He is Eloah in chief; and “without Me,” he saith, “of 
Elohim there is none else,” and “without Me there are no Elohim,” and 
therefore it is we find the phrase in Isaiah 45:18, האלהים ��, hu-hahelohim, 
“HE the Elohim”—He, the only Deity, by His Spirit, a multitude of mighty 
ones. 
 
Having considered the Deity under the apocalyptic aspect of “Him who 
was,” of the “Alpha,” of “the First,” and of “the Beginning,” I shall 
proceed to treat, in the next place, of the same Deity “who is,” in the 
development of the great mystery. 

 
Part Two:  Deity Manifested in Flesh 

 
Until nearly 430 years after the typical confirmation of the covenant made 
with Abraham, (Gen. 15.,) the Deity was known to His servants only by 
the name of AIL-Shaddai, the Strength of the Mighty Ones. But when the 
time had come to bring Israel out of Egypt, the Elohim of the Deity were 
sent to Moses to inform him, among other things, of a new name by which 
He was pleased to be known to His people. In answer, then, to the question, 
What is this name? The Deity said to Moses by His Elohim, אהיה אר אהיה 
ehyeh asher ehyeh, I WILL BE WHO I WILL BE; and He said, Thus shalt thou 
say unto the children of Israel, אהיה EHYEH HATH sent me unto you. The 
Elohim said moreover to Moses, Thus shalt thou say to the children of 
Israel, יהוה YAHWEH, Elohim of your fathers, Elohim of Abraham, Elohim 
of Isaac, and Elohim of Jacob, hath sent me unto you. This is My name, 
 ledor לדר �ר ;leolahm for the hidden time, and this is my memorial לעלם
dor for a generation of the race.” 
 
In the name and memorial thus revealed at the bush, the Deity declared 
that He would be a person, or persons, not then manifested. He announced 
to Moses, that HE was the Mighty Ones who had appeared as “three men” 
to Abraham, and as “a host” to Jacob: but that at a future period HE would 
manifest Himself in others, even in persons of the Adamic race. Hence, in 
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view of this new manifestation, and to keep it constantly in remembrance, 
He imposed upon Himself the name of EHYEH, “I will be.” And this name 
of the Deity was to retain its import in a certain time hidden in the future. 
The time when it shall no longer be memorial is not yet arrived. It is to 
continue for the Olahm—for that epoch when “he who is, and who was, 
and who is coming,” “shall come with the clouds, and every eye shall see 
him; and all the tribes of the earth shall wail before him”—Apoc. 1:7. 
When this terrible crisis is passed, the ascription of chap. 16:5, “Thou art 
righteous, O Lord, who art, and wast and SHALT BE,” will be anachronous, 
for it will be no longer “shall be” on earth, seeing that he will then be here, 
and “reigning on Mount Zion and in Jerusalem, and before his ancients 
gloriously”—Isai. 24:23. 
 
The word �� asher in the memorial is the relative pronoun who; and is 
both singular and plural, masculine and feminine. It stands, therefore, for 
a multitude as much as for one person. Yea, it is clear that a multitude was 
intended, by reference to the parallel text in Exod. 6:7, where the Deity 
commanded Moses to say to Israel, “I will take you to Me for a people, 
and I will be to you for Elohim; and ye shall know that I am YAHWEH your 
Elohim.” The Elohim here indicated in the aggregate are “the generation 
of the race,” in which the Deity will manifest Himself by “the Seven 
Spirits before the throne.” 
 
In regard to this term Ehyeh, etymologically and orthoepally, I may remark 
here, that it is the first person singular of the future tense of the verb 
hahyah, “to be, or become.” It does not mean, and never did, what it is 
made to signify in the English Version, i.e., “I am.” The Deity did not give 
Himself this name; but, on the contrary, said, “My name is I WILL BE; and 
by this name I was not known to Abraham;” not to any one else till he 
revealed it at the bush. Yet, it appears in the second chapter of Genesis, 
and in the history of Abraham; but this happens because of the compiler 
of those accounts—that is, Moses—being acquainted with this new name, 
and introducing it wherever it was appropriate. 
 
The English versionists have suppressed the name of the Deity wherever 
in their opinion it was not specially emphatic, and have substituted for it 
Lord, which does not at all express the sense of the original. Where they 
have thought the name emphatic they have represented Ehyeh, in its 
subsequent form, by “Jehovah,” which they have only introduced nine 
times; though the word YHWH occurs so often, that the citation of the texts 
occupies seven royal octavo columns of nonpareil. 
 
The form of the name which subsequently prevailed over Ehyeh, is YHWH 
pronounced Jehovah, according to the Masoretic pointing invented five 
hundred years after the time of Jesus. But all philologists and theologians 
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are now agreed, that Jehovah is a spurious pronunciation. It was devised 
by Jewish superstition, which did not permit an Israelite to pronounce this 
sacred name correctly. They have another word אדני Adonai, “lord, ruler, 
sovereign.” From this they took the signs or points, and attached them to 
YHWH, thereby giving to it the incorrect orthography, “Jehovah.” All 
critics, however, are now agreed that the true pronunciation of the word is 
YAHWEH, which they predicate on the fact of the word used in Exod. 6:2, 
3, being the old form of the third person, future tense. Yah is the same in a 
contracted form; and is used of the Deity upwards of fifty times; one of 
which exhorts us to “extol Him by His name Yah.” 
 
YAHWEH or Yah, as a noun, and signifying “He who will be,” is then the 
memorial name the Deity chooses to be known by among His people. It 
reminds them that HE will be manifested in a multitude; and that, in that 
great multitude which no man can number, of all nations, and kindreds, 
and people, and tongues, which shall stand before the throne, and before 
the Lamb, clothed with white robes and palms in their hands (Apoc. 7:9)—
in each and every one of them, “He will be the all things in all”—1 Cor. 
15:28; or, as it is expressed in Eph. 4:6, “there is one Deity and Father of 
all, Who is upon all, and through all, and in you all.” 
 
The Deity, then, in a multitude, is a conspicuous element of apostolic, as 
well as of Old Testament teaching. It is not “One God in three Gods,” and 
“Three Gods in One;” but one Deity in a countless multitude revealed in 
the memorial name, and expounded in the mystery of godliness. The 
knowledge of this mystery was lost sight of by the Babel-builders of the 
third and fourth centuries; who, as a substitute, invented the Athanasian 
conceit of three persons in the Divine Essence, coeternal and coequal. 
They bound up the Father, Jesus Christ, and the Holy Ghost, three distinct 
persons, into one person, or body; and called the fiction “the Triune God.” 
They did not perceive that the Deity was but one person, and one 
substance, peculiar to Himself. One Deity and not three; that Holy Spirit 
is an emanation from His substance, intensely radiant and all pervading; 
and that, when focalized under the fiat of His will, things and persons 
without limit, as to number or nature, are produced. 
 
This multitudinous manifestation of the one Deity—one in many, and 
many in one, by His spirit—was proclaimed to the Hebrew nation in the 
formula of Deut. 6:4, “Hear, O Israel, YAHWEH our ELOHIM IS THE ONE 
YAHWEH;” that is, “He who shall be our Mighty Ones is the One who shall 
be.” Certain Mighty Ones are promised to Israel—“pastors according to 
YAHWEH’S heart, who shall feed them with knowledge and 
understanding”—they will be spirit, because “that which is born of the 
spirit is spirit.” He, the Spirit, the AIL, or Power of the universe, self-styled 
YAHWEH, is their Divine Father. His nature will be theirs; so that they will 
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be consubstantial with Him, as all children are consubstantial with their 
parents. The Deity will then be manifested in the Sons of Deity; He in 
them, and they in Him, by the one spirit. And this company of sons, led to 
glory by the captain of their salvation, is “the ONE who shall be,” or “the 
ONE YAHWEH.” 
 
Of these sons, or Elohim, One is “the Firstborn”—“the child born, and the 
son given”—Isai. 9:6. He is Eloah in chief, “the Head of the Body;” in 
whom it pleased the Father that all the fulness should dwell,” that among 
all he might have the preeminence. 
 
This ELOAH is the great theme of prophecy. His manifestation was 
predicted in the promise of the Woman’s Seed (Gen. 3:15); in Isaac (ch. 
21:12); of the royal Shiloh from Judah (ch. 49:10); of the sceptred Star out 
of Jacob (Numb. 24:17); of the Divine Son assured to David (2 Sam. 7:14), 
born of a virgin (Isai. 7:14) and to rule upon his throne (Isai. 9:6, 7). In 
these testimonies it was revealed, that he should be both Son of man and 
Son of Deity. How this could be otherwise than is related in the New 
Testament would be impossible to devise. “Is there an Eloah without Me?” 
saith the Spirit: “Yea, there is no Rock; I know none”—Isai. 44:8. The 
manifestation therefore, must be by the spirit of the Deity, or not at all. 
The time of manifestation was appointed and placed on record in Dan. 
9:25; and “when the fulness of the time was come, the Deity sent forth His 
son, made of a woman;” begotten, not of blood, nor the will of the flesh, 
nor of the will of man, but of the Deity; by holy spirit coming upon her, 
and power of the Highest enveloping her; therefore also the holy thing she 
bore was called a Son of Deity, and named JESUS—Luke 1:31, 35. 
 
Thus, “the Logos became flesh, and dwelt among us,” says John, “and we 
beheld his glory, glory as of an only-begotten from the Father, full of grace 
and truth;” for “the law was given through Moses; the grace and the truth 
came through Jesus Anointed”—Jno. 1:14, 17. Now, “Theos was the 
Logos,” says John; that is, Deity was the Word; and this Word became 
flesh in the manner testified. Was the product, therefore, not Deity? Did 
the union of spirit with flesh annihilate that spirit, and leave only flesh? 
Was the holy thing born a mere son of Adam? or “the fellow” and “equal” 
of the Deity?—Zech. 13:7; Jno. 5:18; Phil. 2:2. The latter unquestionably. 
 
After this manner, then, THE ETERNAL POWER, or Yahweh, became flesh; 
and commenced the initiation of His promise, that He would be to Israel 
for Elohim. The chief Eloah was now born; and, as the STAR OF JACOB 
cradled in a manger, received the homage of the wise, and the acclamation 
of the heavenly host. This babe was the “body made in secret” through 
which “THE ETERNAL SPIRIT,” when it should attain to “the fulness of the 
times,” designed to manifest Himself. That time had arrived when “Jesus 
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began to be about thirty years of age.” He was now to be “sent forth;” 
“being made under the law, that them under law he might purchase from 
it, that we might obtain THE SONSHIP”—Gal. 4:5.  
 
His sending forth was subsequently to his immersion, and preceded by his 
anointing with holy spirit. Though born of “YAHWEH’S Handmaid” six 
months after John the Immerser, John said of him, “after me cometh a man 
who hath been preferred to me; for he was before me.”  
 
Isaiah styles him YAHWEH and Elohim, in his prophecy concerning John 
as “The Voice” that was to herald his manifestation; saying, “Prepare ye 
the way of YAHWEH, make straight in the desert a highway for our 
Elohim”—ch. 40:3. The Father was one Eloah, and Jesus was another; so 
that in this unity were developed two, who, in the Hebrew plural, are 
termed Elohim.  
 
Here, then, was a practical illustration of the phrase, so often occurring in 
the scriptures of the prophets, “YAHWEH Elohim,” most incorrectly 
rendered in the English Version, “LORD God.” Based upon this 
combination of holy spirit and flesh, Jesus said to Nicodemus, “I say unto 
thee, WE speak what WE do know, and testify what WE have seen; and ye 
receive not OUR witness. Here was plural manifestation IN UNITY. This is 
abundantly evinced in all the New Testament. Hence, on another occasion, 
Jesus said to the Jews, “I and the Father are one”—one what? We are, in 
the words of Moses, “One Yahweh.” The Jews, who “judged after the 
flesh,” were indignant at this, and attempted to stone him for blasphemy; 
saying that, “because being a man, he made himself Deity.” But Jesus 
rebuked the charge of blasphemy with an argumentum ad homines which 
was unanswerable. “Is it not written in your law, I said ye are Elohim, and 
Sons of the Highest, all of you?” Ps. 82:6. If He (the Deity) called them 
ELOHIM to whom the word of the Deity came, (that is, to their fathers,) and 
the scriptures cannot be broken; say ye of him, whom the Father hath 
sanctified and sent into the world, ‘Thou blasphemest’ because I said, I am 
Son of the Deity? “Know that the Father is in me, and I in him:”—and that 
“he who hath seen me hath seen the Father”—John 10:30; 14:9. 
 
Such discourse as this was an impenetrable enigma to the Jews. They did 
not recognise that “the words they heard were spirit”—John 6:63. They 
judged after the flesh (ch. 8:15), and therefore imagined that his words 
were flesh; that is, the mere utterances of the thinking of the flesh. But he 
told them that this was not so; for he said, “My teaching is not mine, but 
His who sent me;” and John also testified that “he whom the Deity had 
sent, spake the words of the Deity,” as Moses had predicted in Deut. 18:18, 
concerning the Christ, saying, “I will put My words in his mouth, and he 
shall speak unto them all that I shall command him. And it shall be, that 
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whosoever will not hearken unto My words which HE shall speak in My 
name, I will require it of him.” And so when the Word became flesh, the 
Word-Flesh recalled attention to what Moses had written and said, “He 
that rejecteth me, and receiveth not my words…the word that I have 
spoken, the same shall judge him in the last day. For I have not spoken of 
myself; but the Father who sent me, He gave me a commandment what I 
should say, and what I should speak”—John 12:48-49—“the words of 
eternal life.” 
 
The words, then, that came out of the mouth of Jesus, are to be received as 
the direct teaching of the Eternal Spirit, and to be interpreted of Him. 
When, therefore, the utterance saluted the ears of the disciples, “He that 
hath seen me hath seen the Father,” the Eternal Spirit was communing with 
them from upon the Mercy-Seat, from between two of the Cherubim upon 
the Ark of the Testimony—Exod. 25:22. He was speaking of Himself, and 
not of the flesh which He had anointed. That flesh was the caphporeth, 
coverlid, or propitiatory, to be sprinkled with blood, as the result of the 
condemnation of sin unto death in the flesh—Rom. 8:3. It was the Veil, 
which, in regard to the Elohim, Jesus and his Brethren, divides their 
present and future states. It was the veil rent in twain by the stroke of death, 
in which the ETERNAL ELOAH “forsook” the Eloah Jesus; and they 
continued “twain” until his postresurrectional ascent to the Father—John 
20:17. 
 
Such was “the Faithful Witness,” as he was before he was “perfected” on 
the third day—Luke 13:32. He came into the world to bear witness to the 
truth that he is King of Israel; to this he was faithful unto death by 
crucifixion; in which he bare in his own body the sins of all who through 
him become the Elohim of Israel, whether by nature Jews or Gentiles—1 
Pet. 2:24. When these come to know the Deity, and to believe His promises 
with honest and goodheartedness, as initiated in Jesus, and to do His 
commandments, they obtain participation in “THE SONSHIP,” and become, 
even in this present state, Elohim, or sons of the Deity.  
 
In view of this moral manifestation of Deity in flesh, termed by Peter the 
Divine Nature, one of these Elohim, in writing to others of them, says, 
“Behold what great love the Father hath bestowed upon us, that we should 
be called children of Deity. Because the world knew Him not, therefore it 
doth not know us. Beloved, we are now children of Deity; but it hath not 
yet appeared what we shall be: nevertheless, we know that when he may 
appear we shall be like him; for we shall see him as he is. And every one 
having this hope in him purifies himself even as he is pure.”—1 John 3:1–
3. “We are now children of Deity.” He is manifested in them through the 
truth affectionately and righteously believed. If “the truth as it is in Jesus” 
be in men thus, Christ, who is the truth, is in them; the spirit of Christ is in 
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them; for “the spirit is the truth”—1 John 5:6, which comprehends the 
exceeding great and precious promises given to us, that by these heartily 
believed, they may be partakers of the DIVINE NATURE—2 Pet. 1:2–4. 
 
From the premises before us, I presume that the reader will have perceived 
the development of “A NAME”—a name of Deity. The name is a divine 
manifestation. The Eternal Increate manifested in Jesus by holy spirit. This 
manifestation is expressed in the formula of “the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit”—Matt. 28:19. This is the name which 
is above every name; and embraces everything attributable to the Father 
and the Son. To become an Eloah, a believer of the right stamp must be 
immersed into this name. He will then be “in the name;” and, 
consequently, “in Deity the Father and the Lord Jesus Anointed.” A 
multitude may be in this name contemporaneously. They in Deity, and 
Deity in them, by faith and obedience.  
 
Thus, the name which comprehended only two in the beginning, becomes 
“a great multitude which no man can number.” And in reference to these, 
Jesus, in the days of his flesh, said to his Father, “I have manifested Thy 
Name unto the men (the apostles) which Thou gavest me out of the world: 
Thine they were, and Thou gavest them me; and they have kept Thy word. 
I have given unto them the words that Thou gavest me, and they have 
received them. I pray for them: I pray not for the world, but for them which 
Thou hast given me. Holy Father, keep them in Thy name whom Thou 
hast given me, that they may be ONE even as we. Sanctify them in Thy 
truth; Thy word is truth. I pray for them also who shall believe through 
their word into me; that they all may be one; as Thou, Father, in me, and 
I in Thee, that they also may be ONE IN US: that the world may believe that 
Thou hast sent me. And the glory which Thou gavest me I have given 
them; that they may be one, even as we are one: I in them, and Thou in 
me, that they may be made PERFECT IN ONE”—John 17:6, 23. 
 
In conclusion, then, under this caption the following recapitulation of the 
points developed in the testimony in regard to this great mystery of 
godliness, which is the basis of the Apocalypse, may be useful as a 
remembrancer: 
 1. There is one ETERNAL UNCREATED SUBSTANCE, which is 
essentially power, incorruptibility, and life, dwelling invisibly in 
unapproachable light; and known before the days of Moses by the name 
of AIL-Shaddai, “the Strength of the Mighty Ones;” and from his interview 
with the Angel at the Bush, by that of YAWHEH, or Yah, “He who will be.” 
 2. This ETERNAL POWER is the Logos, or Word, which is identical 
with Theos, or DEITY, glowing in light. SPIRIT substantial and corporeal. 
 3. From Deity, as the centre of the universe, is intensely radiated 
spirit or power; which is all-pervading, and fills immensity, and styled 
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“Free Spirit”—the ocean of life, “in which we live, and move, and have 
being.” So that Deity is not far from every one of His creatures. 
 4. All things are “out of Deity.” Spirit, by the fiat of His will, 
becomes substance, both organic and inorganic; and the former, 
instinctive, or divinely intelligent. 
 5. The Deity is Wisdom as well as Power. Hence the Divine Nature 
is a moral nature as well as substantial; so that His moral attributes are 
constituents of His glory, equally with those of His substance, in its 
essentiality and power. 
 6. JESUS OF NAZARETH, in the days of his flesh, was the reflection 
of the Moral Attributes of the Deity; as likewise are all his brethren who 
walk in his steps. 
 7. Since his ascension, he is consubstantial with Deity; i.e., the 
peculiar nature he now has is identical with the original substance of the 
Eternal Power, between which and his own this sole difference obtains; 
namely, that the substance of Jesus as it is, was created by the Deity out 
of His own free spirit—ek tou pneumatos;—whereas His own substance 
was derived from no antecedent power or creator. 
 8. Jesus is the Chief-Begotten Eloah of AIL; and, when sealed with 
holy spirit at his immersion in Jordan, the Deity manifested Himself in him 
by the truth he spoke and the wonders he performed. 
 9. In this manifestation the development of the Memorial Name was 
initiated. The ONE had become Two; and YAHWEH Elohim, in relation to 
the human race, had become a fact. But, 
 10. The manifestation of the Name is only initiated, not completed, in 
the person of Jesus Christ. The manifestation of Deity in flesh, by holy 
spirit or truth, is amplified in the characters of the true believers among 
men, who are “partakers of the Divine Nature” in its moral constitution, as 
the earnest of their future participation in the Divine Substance, when they 
shall be as Jesus is now. 
 11. All the true believers who have been immersed into the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit—not three names, but 
the One Name of the DIVINE MANIFESTATION—are a manifold unit—One 
in many, and many in one. They are “the one who shall be”—the Yahweh 
echad, the One Jehovah, not yet perfected and glorified; but when so, to 
be “King over all the earth”—Zech. 14:9; Apoc. 5:10. 
 
But, in order to reach these things fully, as they are “indicated by sign” in 
the Apocalypse, I must request the reader’s particular attention to the third 
division of this great mystery of godliness, or Deity manifested in spirit. 

 
Part Three:  Deity Manifested in Spirit. 

 
However perfect and complete the moral manifestation of the Deity was 
in Jesus of Nazareth, the divine manifestation was nevertheless imperfect 
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as concerning the substance, or body, of Jesus. This was what we are 
familiar with as the flesh. It was not angel-flesh, or nature; but that 
common to the seed of Abraham, styled by Paul sarx hamartias, flesh of 
sin; “in which,” he says, “dwells no good thing”—Rom. 7:18; 8:3. The 
anointing spirit-dove, which, as the Divine Form, descended from heaven 
upon Jesus at his sealing, was holy and complete in all things; the 
character of Jesus was holy, harmless, undefiled, without spot, or blemish, 
or any such thing; but his flesh was like our flesh, in all its points—weak, 
emotional, and unclean.  
 
Had his flesh been like that of Angel-Elohim, which is consubstantial with 
the Eternal Spirit, it would have been unfit for the purpose of the Deity in 
his manifestation. Sin, whose wages is death, had to be condemned in the 
nature that had transgressed; a necessity that could only be accomplished 
by the Word becoming Adamic-Flesh, and not Elohistic. For this cause, 
“Jesus was made a little lower than the angels for the suffering of 
death;…that he, by the grace of the Deity, might taste death for every 
man.” For this cause, and forasmuch also “as the children (of the Deity) 
are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the 
same; that through death he might destroy that having the power of death, 
that is, the diabolos,” or elements of corruption in our nature, inciting it to 
transgression, and therefore called “Sin working death in us”—Rom. 7:13; 
Heb. 2:9, 14. 
 
Another reason why the Word assumed a lower nature than the Elohistic 
was, that a basis of future perfection might be laid in obedience under trial. 
Jesus has been appointed Captain of Salvation in the bringing of many 
sons to glory. Now these sons in the accident of birth are all “subject to 
vanity,” with inveterate propensities and relative enticements, inciting and 
tempting them to sin. A captain, therefore, whose nature was primarily 
consubstantial with the Deity, could not be touched with the feeling of 
their infirmities. He would be essentially holy and impeccable, and of 
necessity good. But a necessitated holiness and perfection are not the basis 
of exaltation to the glories of the Apocalypse. These are to be attained only 
by conquest of self under trial from without, by which “they come out of 
great tribulation”—Apoc. 7:14. Its promises are to those who overcome, 
as their captain has overcome, when it can be said his victory is 
apocalyptically complete”—Apoc. 3:21; 11:15.  
 
Hence, then, “it became the Deity to make the captain of the salvation of 
His many sons perfect through sufferings; and to effect this, he must be of 
their primary nature, that when the Great Captain and his associates shall 
rejoice together in the consubstantiality of the Deity, they may all have 
attained to it upon the principle of voluntary obedience, motivated by faith, 
and maintained in opposition to incitements within, and enticements and 
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pressure from without. The flesh is, therefore, a necessary basis for this; 
and making it possible for him to be tempted in all points according to the 
flesh-likeness, without sin. Hence, though the son of the Deity, and Heir 
of all things, yet he learned obedience by the things which he suffered; and 
being made perfect he became the author of aion-salvation unto all them 
that obey him”—Heb. 4:15; 5:8. 
 
Perfection of character and substance, then, is the consummation 
predetermined by the Deity in His manifestation by spirit in Jesus and his 
brethren. In His wisdom, which is “first pure,” He requires perfection of 
character first; and as a recompense for this, He confers perfection of 
substance, or consubstantiality with Himself. This was the order of the 
Divine Manifestation in the son of David’s daughter; who is the great 
model after which the One Yahweh-Elohistic development is to be 
apocalypsed.  
 
Perfection of character was first manifested in Jesus, who was faultless 
before the Deity. The character of Jesus was the character of the Deity—a 
mirror in which was reflected the moral attributes peculiar to him, the 
Word, before manifestation in flesh. Nevertheless, though Jesus could 
truly say, “I always do those things which please the Father;” yet he said, 
“there is none good but the Deity,’ nor am I yet perfect. He testified his 
own imperfection in declaring that he could of his own self do nothing; 
that he must die; and that he would be perfected in the third day of his 
mission. “Behold,” said he, “I cast out demons, and I do cures to-day, and 
to-morrow, and the third I shall be perfected”—Luke 13:32. In this third, 
“he was made perfect” ex anastaseos, from, or out of resurrection, when 
he “ascended to the Father;” and being thus exalted to consubstantiality 
with Him, Paul speaks of him as, “Having been perfected for the Aion”—
eis ton aiona teteleiomenon; or apocalyptically, “I was dead, and behold I 
am living for the Aions of the Aions”—ch. 1:18. 
 
Jesus, then, like all his brethren, is to be considered in two states, each 
state having a nature peculiar to it. In the former state, “he was crucified 
through weakness;” but in the after state wherein he now is, “he liveth by 
the power of the Deity—2 Cor. 13:4. In the former state, the flesh was “the 
filthy garments” with which the Spirit-Word was clothed (Zech. 3:3) ; “the 
iniquity of us all” that was laid upon him; the soul made an offering for 
sin” (Isa. 53:6, 10) ; but, as he now is, the filthy garments have been taken 
away; “his iniquity has passed from him,” and he is clothed with “change 
of raiment.” His flesh thus designated has been subjected to the 
transforming energy of the radiant power of the Eternal Spirit. By this 
energy his flesh has been transformed into spirit, styled by Paul, pneuma 
hagiosunes, spirit of holiness. That is, a nature in which there is no 
filthiness of flesh or spirit. It is therefore Holy Spirit Nature; a nature, 



208 
 

generated out of the free spirit radiant from the Eternal Substance. It is 
therefore like that substance, and hence consubstantial with it. Begotten of 
spirit, it is spirit; as that which is begotten of flesh is flesh—John 3:6. 
Therefore, Paul speaks of the exalted Jesus, saying, “he was made into a 
life imparting spirit;” and elsewhere he styles him “the Lord the Spirit”—
Kurios pneuma. 
 
Now Jesus as the Lord the Spirit, is the manifestation represented in the 
Apocalypse by the title of “the Who is, and Who was, and Who is to come; 
and the Seven Spirits which is before the throne”—ch. 1:4. In relation to 
Jesus Anointed as he is now, these Seven Spirits are his Seven Eyes. This 
appears from ch. 5:6, where John says, “I beheld a Lamb as it had been 
slain, having seven Horns and Seven Eyes, which are the Seven Spirits of 
the Deity sent forth into all the earth.” Seven is the number of perfection 
and completeness. The seven spirits are symbolical of the “One Spirit” in 
perfect manifestation; the seven eyes, of omniscience and perfection of 
vision; and the seven horns, of omnipotence and perfection of power. 
Hence, he who was slain is now a perfect manifestation of Deity, 
omniscient, all-seeing, and all-powerful—“Jesus Anointed, the faithful 
witness, the Chief Born from among dead ones, and the Prince of the kings 
of the earth;” from among those dead, who are to awake from their sleep 
in the dust of the earth; and Prince in their midst, when they shall reign 
with him for a thousand years—ch. 20:6. 
 
Jesus, in view of his exaltation to this glory, said to his contemporaries, 
“Verily I say unto you, The Son can do nothing of himself” (or apart from 
the “Seven Spirits”) but what he seeth the Father do; for what things soever 
he doeth, these also doeth the Son likewise. For the Father loveth the Son, 
and showeth him all things that Himself doeth: and He will show him 
greater works than these, that ye may marvel. For as the Father raiseth up 
the dead and quickeneth them; even so the Son quickeneth whom he will. 
For the Father judgeth no man, but hath committed all judgment to the 
Son: that all men should honor the Son, even as they honor the Father. He 
that honoreth not the Son, honoreth not the Father who hath sent him. The 
“greater works” than those wrought by Jesus in the days of his flesh, which 
he said the Father would show him, are the works exhibited in the 
Apocalypse, which are to be executed at his second appearing. They are 
the works of the judgment hour, which are to bring all nations into 
obedience to his rule—Apoc. 15:4: for “all authority to execute judgment 
is given to him, because He is Son of man.” 
 
But the manifestation of Deity in spirit does not terminate in the perfecting 
of Jesus on the third day. He was the free-will offering of the Eternal Spirit 
made perfect for acceptance (Lev. 22:21: Heb. 9:14); but he was only one 
of “the flock of the Deity which he had purchased with his own blood.” 
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There were other sheep—sheep of the fold of Israel, and others not of that 
fold; all of perfect character, to be “made pefect in one:” that there might 
be one fold and one shepherd. 
 
All who have heard “the things concerning the kingdom of the Deity and 
the name of Jesus Anointed,” have believed them with true affection, and 
have been immersed, are addressed in the apostolic epistles as “the 
perfect.” “We speak wisdom,” says Paul, “among the perfect;” and again, 
“Let us, as many as be perfect, be thus minded.” But, as in the case of 
Jesus, this perfection was concomitant with imperfection. It was perfection 
of spirit, or conscience, resulting from faith and obedience. Paul says, that 
the law of Moses could not make the worshippers perfect, so that they 
should have no more conscience of sins.  
 
Hence, a person whose sins are covered over, or pardoned, is perfect. His 
conscience is the spirit of a just man who has been made perfect. Jesus 
tasted death for him, in which death he becomes interested by believing 
into him. Thus, “by his one offering the Eternal Spirit hath perfected for a 
continuance them that are sanctified,” or purged in conscience from dead 
works, to serve the living Deity. Being in Christ, they are invested, or 
covered over, with him; and, if the truth have had its due effect, they are 
cleansed from all filthiness of flesh and spirit; and can truly respond to the 
apocalyptic ascription to him as their Prince, and say, “Unto him that loved 
us and washed us from our sins in his blood, and made us kings and priests 
for the Deity even our Father: to him be the glory and the supremacy 
during the Aions of the Aions. Amen”—Apoc. 1:5. 
 
But, notwithstanding the saints are a community of “spirits of just ones 
made perfect;” they have while in the flesh, continual experience of 
imperfection. The experience of Paul is theirs, who says, “Not as though I 
were already perfect.” He was perfect in conscience, but very imperfect in 
nature; as was also that great cloud of witnesses, of whom the world was 
not worthy, who all died in faith, not having received the promises; the 
Deity having provided some better thing for us, that they without us should 
not be made perfect—Heb. 11:13, 40. 
 
That which is perfect, however, is not yet come; but we wait for it. Perfect 
in conscience and character, we wait in full assurance of hope, the 
transformation of our bodies at the Apocalypse of Jesus Anointed; “for in 
heavens our commonwealth subsists; out of which also we await the 
deliverer, the Lord Jesus Anointed: who shall transform the body of our 
humiliation that it may become conformable to the body of his glory, 
according to the energy of his ability even to subdue all things to 
himself”—Phil. 3:20, 21. When this transformation shall have been 
effected, the prayer of Jesus will have been answered; and his brethren will 
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have been “made perfect in one,” as the Father is in him, and he in the 
Father, and they one in them both. Such a perfection as this is 
consubstantiality with the Deity; who, by His spirit is manifested in them 
all, as the Elohim of Israel, and the Sons of the Highest—the “Who” He 
said He would be, when He communed with Moses at the Bush. 
 
The transformation of body is posterior to resurrection, as in the case of 
Jesus. The dead saints are first to be “raised,” and afterwards 
“quickened.” “As the Father raiseth up the dead and quickeneth, even so 
the Son quickeneth whom he will.” The Son will quicken those only of the 
raised up whose walk in the present state he approves. Many are “raised 
up” who are not “quickened.” It is only those of the “raised up” who are 
pleasing to the Son that he quickens. Some of the “raised up” are awaked 
from the dust, as Daniel tells us, “to the reproaches and contempt of the 
Olahm”—ch. 12:2; or, in the words of Jesus, “they come forth for a 
resurrection of judgment”—John 5:29. The Son wills not to quicken them, 
but to drive them from his presence with eternal reprobation. 
 
The word quicken in the original is zoopoieo, and signifies to make alive. 
From the fact that all the raised are not “quickened,” and yet are living in 
post-resurrectional contempt, it follows that the quickening is an operation 
superadded to the formation of living bodies from the dust of the ground. 
It is the making alive of living saints with life eternal. Hence, there is a 
certain predetermined order of development in the multitudinous 
Apocalypse of the Sons of the Deity (Rom. 8:19), as there was in the 
manifestation of Deity in spirit in the case of Jesus. And this order, as 
deduced from the premises before us, is apparently as follows: 

1.  Formation of body from the ashes of the dead; 
2. Impartation of life, making it a Body of Life; 
3. Appearance at the Tribunal of Christ—2 Cor. 5:10;  
4. Quickening consequent upon approval; in other words, “ascending 
to the Father,” so as to be consubstantial with Him—John 20:17. 

 
Taken as a whole, these four elements constitute the anastasis Zoes, or 
Resurrection of Life, in which the body is “raised in incorruption, in glory, 
in power, and spiritual,” all of which is consequent upon the fourth 
element, or “the Son quickeneth whom he will.” They are made perfect in 
one by “the spirit which quickeneth;” and when this Apocalypse is 
perfected, “the world will know that the Father did send Jesus, and hath 
loved them, as He had loved him,” which is manifested in their being “like 
him, and seeing him as he is.” 
 
Here, then, is a multitude consubstantial with the Father—the Elohim of 
Israel, and all of them the Sons of Deity, “kings and priests to Him;” “the 
kings of the earth,” whose Imperial Prince is the Chief-Begotten; “kings 
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from a Sun’s risings;” the first fruits to the Deity and the Lamb, redeemed 
from the earth–Apoc. 1:5, 6; 16:12; 14:3. 
 
Is the True Christadelphian Teaching on 

God-Manifestation, Mere-Manism? 
 

The following discussion took place in the Christadelphian Magazine in 
1877, following the out-workings of the 1872 division, brought on by the 
teachings of Edward Turney.  This division is correctly identified as the 
first “clean flesh” division, as those advocating Edward Turney’s position 
denied that Jesus was born with our sin nature.  Rather, they suppose him 
to have been born with an identical nature to Adam before  he sinned.  That 
is, a nature “very good,” and uncursed by sin. 
 
But if we look a little deeper into the thought process of the 
Renunciationists to see why it was they took this position, we see that the 
question to them focused squarely on Clause X, and the doctrine of what 
God manifested in flesh, truly meant.  If Jesus was God manifested in flesh 
through being the Logos, or the Spirit of God, then, they reasoned, it would 
have been impossible for the Spirt of God to choose to sin.  Thus they 
reach a similar conclusion to Trinitarians, who speak of the divine and 
human side of Christ, but whose nature was divine.  Renunciationists 
taught that the human side of Jesus had his own volition to choose right 
from wrong, but that the divine side did not.  In so saying, like the 
Trinitarians, they denied that the Christ could ever have sinned. 
 
Many brethren who had walked with bro. Thomas embraced these notions.    
The following letter to bro. Roberts is from one such, with whom bro. 
Roberts carefully explained what the true Christadelphian position had 
been. 
 
The term “Renunciationist” was given to those who separated in 1872, 
based upon remarks made in an 1872 lecture by Edward Turney, and then 
repeated when that lecture was published under the name of “The Sacrifice 
of Christ.”  In his lecture, Edward Turney said: 

"...(Another man has said) that for 15 years he has not been able to 
understand what Dr. Thomas meant by 'sin in the flesh.' That is the 
fixation of sin in the flesh which he speaks of in 'Elpis Israel' pg. 126, 
...and I confess to you without reserve, neither have I been able to 
understand it. But still I have many a time taught it. I have taken the 
15th article of the book of common prayer and pulled it to pieces, and 
said that Christ came in flesh full of sin; for said I to the people, what 
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can 'sinful flesh' mean, but flesh full of sin? Well now, since my mind 
has been more especially directed to the study of this subject, I have 
arrived at this conviction that there is no such thing as flesh full of 
sin, and never was, nor can be." "Sacrifice of Christ," pg. 16. 

 
He further emphasized his rejection of this principle, which he 
acknowledged that he had previously taught, this way: 

"I have renounced the Papal myth of "sin in the flesh" by which Mr. 
Roberts is yet bewitched..." "Sacrifice of Christ," by Edward Turney 
pg. 34 

 
With this statement clearly renouncing the foundational principle of the 
Christadelphian basis of fellowship, bro. Roberts named them 
“Renunciationists.”   They called themselves “Nazarenes.”—JP. 
 
Letter to bro. Roberts from a Renunciationist 
Your note came duly to hand, but great pressure of business has prevented 
me answering sooner, which, however, does not much matter, as it is too 
late for anything I may have to say to influence you in regard to putting or 
not putting my former communication in the February Christadelphian. 
 
I regret that what you have further said in your last letter in explanation of 
terms used in your first one, is not such as we can heartily say Yes to. We 
may misunderstand you; but some of the expressions used convey ideas 
which we cannot endorse, while others are still indefinite. 
 
The personage alluded to by Paul when he said “the man Christ Jesus,” is 
certainly the one whom he, in the chapter following that from which the 
phrase is quoted, speaks of as “God who was manifested in the flesh,” but, 
at the time he wrote was “God justified in Spirit,” the same personage 
throughout. So also the personage whom Peter speaks of as being 
“anointed with Holy Spirit and power” is the same he speaks of as “our 
God and Saviour Jesus Christ”.  You ask, “Had this personage a will of his 
own or independent volition? Independent of the flesh in which he was 
manifested? Yes. Independent of the Eternal Christ Power? No. Had he 
the power of choosing according to the ideas before his mind? Yes, as God 
unmanifested has; but that the Son could have chosen to do evil we do not 
believe any more than he unmanifested could have so chosen. The word 
“subjected” also implies the idea of “opposition” on the part of the will 
existing in the Son, which we cannot endorse for the reasons given above. 
 
That in the living flesh and blood man, existed, as in us, impulses and 
natural inclinations, which required keeping within legal bounds, we fully 
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recognise; but this was done by the eternal Christ Power dwelling in the 
Son, and constituting him Jesus Christ, or God manifest in flesh, and not 
by the good organization of the Son as a man merely. I need scarcely say 
that after the Eternal Spirit, in accordance with the oracle, “I will be who 
I will be,” became Jesus of Nazareth, there were steps of progression in 
the manifestation of himself. Just so much of his intelligence, wisdom and 
power were manifested through the body preprepared” as he, the Christ 
Deity, thought proper, so that the Son spoke and acted according to the 
wisdom and power dwelling in him; so that while the Son, as a second 
intelligence, was ignorant of various things during the days of his flesh, he 
was at the same time as Jesus Christ, or the human and divine in 
combination—the personage by whom the worlds were made—the true 
Deity, whom to know is life eternal, and such we cannot recognise as 
having a volition independent of the Father. 
 
The “subjection” of “the man Christ Jesus” to the requirements of the 
Father, was the result not of the good intentions of the human, carried out 
by the assistance of the Divine Spirit, but the result of the divine 
intelligence, wisdom and power of the Spirit, which was the directing and 
controlling power embodied. Without this we say “the man” would not 
have been “Christ Jesus”—in combination they were Jesus Christ. 
 
To your second question, did “the man Christ Jesus” undergo trial, or 
temptation before exaltation? we answer Yes, as Christ before he clothed 
himself with our sinful flesh, was tried, tempted and proved by the 
Israelites in the wilderness 40 years. So when he became “the man Christ 
Jesus,” he was tried, tempted and proved by the Israelites again. 
 
With reference to your remark that our quotations from the Scriptures may 
be as one-sided as those from the Dr.’s and your own writings, we would 
say that we can understand and harmonize all the statements of the 
Scriptures upon both the sides of this glorious subject, which, however, 
we are unable to do with the Dr.’s and your own; and while we can heartily 
endorse many things you both have written, there are others we cannot. 
The first we quote, because we believe them to be the exposition of 
Scripture; the others we leave alone for the opposite reason.—That you 
and all truly desirous of God’s glory, with us, may then be accepted, with 
love from those associated with me, I remain, dear brother, yours 
fraternally, 
J. BIRKENHEAD. 
 
Remarks on the Foregoing by bro. Robert Roberts 
 
The confusion apparent in the foregoing is the simple result of failing to 
distinguish between God and the manifestation of God. This distinction is 
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visible in all the information we have of Christ or allusion to him. It is 
involved in the very fact that he is the Son of God. It is a distinction so 
constantly conspicuous in the New Testament, that we shall not cease to 
hope concerning our friendly correspondent, that in the continuous and 
contemplative reading of it, the distinction will so dawn upon him and 
those with him, as to compel them to recognise it and to throw down the 
barrier which the denial of Christ’s voluntary obedience at present 
interposes. 
 
The letter draws metaphysical distinctions between the Spirit that formed 
and fashioned the man Christ Jesus, and the flesh-nature in which the form 
was exhibited. It is this that creates the difficulty. It is an unscriptural way 
of dealing with the subject. We are not to speak of Christ as if he were a 
compound of two chemical substances; we are to look at him as a whole—
the Word made flesh—the man Christ Jesus—the Son of God. If we do 
this, we can have no difficulty in recognising his independent volition and 
his individual distinction from the Father, to whom he was obedient. His 
manifestation of God and his individual compliance with the will of God 
are facts, and they are consistent facts to those who take the subject in its 
practical New Testament form, without seeking to square it in its abstract 
elements.  
 
We ought not to distress ourselves with abstractions. They are beyond the 
range of the human intellect. It is facts we have to deal with, and the facts 
in this case are matters of testimony. We must receive all matters of 
testimony. It is a mistake to discard a testified fact, because we are unable 
to reconcile it with some other fact. It is a testified fact that Christ obeyed, 
that he obeyed for the joy set before him; that he was tempted; that though 
he were a son, he learned obedience, and with strong crying and tears, he 
made supplication to the Father, and was heard in that he feared (Phil, 2:8; 
Heb. 12:2; 2:18; 4:15; 5:7, 8).  To say that these things are not so because 
he was the Word made flesh, is to reason against the testimony. It is not 
for us to say what the effect of the incarnation of Jehovah’s word must 
have been; it is ours to receive the testimony of what it was.  
 
The letter, under a wrong guidance, fails to do this, but makes use of the 
God side of Jesus to blot out the obedient and well-beloved Man of 
Sorrows. The letter makes the obedience of Christ the act of God in the 
Son, instead of the act of the Son to God. It does this from a fear that to 
say it was the Son’s obedience, would be to say it was the obedience of 
the “man merely.” There is a wholesome fear of mere-manism; but it is 
misplaced here. You cannot have the obedience of a “mere man” where 
no mere man was. The man Christ Jesus was not a mere man, but the 
exhibition of the divine character by the means employed in bringing him 
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into the world. After his anointing, he was the exhibition of the Father’s 
power and wisdom, as well as character. 
 
Take away the individual volition of the man Christ Jesus, and you destroy 
the beauty of this most blessed matter. This is done in the well-meant but 
misleading definitions of the foregoing letter. The answer to the second 
question, for instance, completely nullifies the fact of the Father’s 
subjection of Christ to trial. It says Christ was “tried, tempted and proved” 
as God was “tried, tempted and proved by the Israelites in the wilderness 
for forty years.” Now, the testimony of Paul is that he was “tempted in all 
points like as we are”—(Heb. 4:15). The letter says he was tempted like 
as God was. Can God be tempted with evil? James says No—(Jas. 1:13). 
It is testified that Christ was faithful—(Heb. 3:2). To whom was he 
faithful? According to the indiscriminating language of the letter, he was 
God faithful to himself or faithful to the Israelites. Paul’s representation of 
the matter is, “He was faithful TO HIM THAT APPOINTED HIM, as also 
Moses was faithful in all his house”—(Heb. 3:2). This is the completest 
condemnation of the No-will theory. It takes away Christ’s faithfulness to 
God: it hides the Son of God and destroys the relation between our Elder 
Brother and our common Father. It is testified that the Father “scourgeth 
every son whom he receiveth.” That Jesus was no exception is expressly 
testified in the declaration that “though he were a Son, yet learned he 
obedience by the things that he suffered”—(Heb. 5:7, 8). 
 
The writer cannot harmonize his theory with these testimonies. He says he 
can; no doubt he thinks so, but true discrepancies remain in logic, even if 
a man be not able to see them. The writer cannot reconcile what Dr. 
Thomas has written on the subject, and he finds the same difficulty in what 
the Editor has written. One of these writers is alive, and asserts harmony 
to exist where the writer of the foregoing letter sees contradictions. What 
does this mean, except that the latter is not accurately putting all parts of 
the subject together. An argument against the view that Christ is a mere 
man necessarily lays stress and emphasis on the divine side of the case; 
but there is no exclusion (though there may be no mention) of co-ordinate 
truth. Christ is the Spirit’s work, but an argument to prove this is wrongly 
construed if it is construed to exclude the Spirit’s mode of doing the work. 
This mistake has been made—we doubt not in good faith on the part of 
some. We are sorry for it, but we are not at liberty to partake in the error 
resulting from this mistake. We pray that God may restore unity among all 
who, in sincerity and truth, seek to do His will and to uphold the glory of 
His name in the earnestness and simplicity of childhood. 
 
Anonymous Letter on the Subject 
An anonymous writer has printed and circulated a letter on the subject of 
the pamphlet, from which the following are 
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EXTRACTS. 
 
BRETHREN,—The theory advocated in a pamphlet [a Renunciationist 
pamphlet] on the subject of God-manifestation recently published, is an 
evidence that there are men in the ecclesias now, as in the days of the 
apostles, “who are ever learning, but never able to come to a knowledge 
of the truth;” and who merit the rebuke of the apostle, “when ye ought to 
be teachers ye have need that one teach you which be the first principles 
of the oracles of God; and are become such as have need of milk and not 
of strong meat.” It is deeply to be regretted that through the action of these 
“unstable souls,” the ecclesias should be distracted by the discussion of a 
metaphysical quibble, which savors of the jargon of the schools rather than 
of the truth, and which will retard the growth in spiritual things of those 
entangled by it. The effects of the controversy have already been 
disastrous; but whilst we mourn this we remember that the Highest 
Authority has said, “offences must come,” and we can only reiterate the 
warning, “Woe unto that man by whom they come.” 
 
We endorse the opinion brother Roberts has expressed concerning the 
pamphlet, that “it is an incompetent manipulation of the divine word;” and 
we think the most cursory perusal of it must convince the reader that the 
champions of the theory advocated therein lack that essential qualification 
of the “workman that needeth not to be ashamed,” the ability to “rightly 
divide the word of truth,” and that their present action entitles them to a 
position among those “who strive about words to no profit.” We have yet 
to learn that salvation depends either upon the discussion or belief of such 
speculations as those raised in the tract; if it does, very few of the poor of 
this world, for whom the gospel is specially designed, will stand at the last 
among the redeemed. 
 
The present controversy is an illustration of the truth of the proverb, 
“History repeats itself;” for in the days immediately subsequent to the 
times of the apostles, when truth was displaced by error, and when, as had 
been predicted, men began to turn from the simplicity of the gospel to 
indulge in the various speculations which were raised by men of perverse 
minds, great distraction resulted from the discussion of the questions 
whether there existed in the Christ a human and a divine will, or whether 
the human was not altogether absorbed by the divine?  And also whether 
the “human will of Christ sometimes acted from its own impulse, or 
whether it was always instigated by the divine nature?” “Upon these 
questions,” says Mosheim, “arose severe contests which divided the 
Commonwealth as well as the Church into two parties”—(Mosheim’s Ecc. 
His., Mundock’s Trans., pp. 256–257). “This controversy,” he adds, “is a 
striking illustration of the fallacious and hazardous nature of every 
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religious peace which is made to rest on ambiguous phraseology.”—
(Mosheim’s Ecc. His., Mundock’s Trans., pp. 256, 258, sec. 10.) When it 
is stated that the above questions were preceded by a denial, on the part of 
some, that the body of Christ was mortal (or under the Edenic law), we 
have evidence from the past and present experience of the brethren that 
these “last days” of the Gentiles have seen the revival of two forms of 
ancient error. 
 
The two writers are in antagonism to each other, and this proves that they 
do not understand the abstractions which they discuss. The very fact that 
certain desires existed which could not be gratified, and appetites which 
could not be indulged without sin, is evidence that the “impassive Jesus” 
of the pamphlet, is not the Jesus who “gave us an example that we should 
follow in his steps,” in the fact “that though he were a son, yet learned he 
obedience by the things which he suffered.” Moreover, “if the flesh was 
dead all the way through,” we fail to perceive the relevancy of the contrast 
which the apostle draws between the first and second Adams. “As by one 
man’s disobedience many were made sinners; so by the obedience of one 
shall many be made righteous.” From this we learn that death was the 
consequence of disobedience or sin, which resulted from “the will of the 
flesh” which existed as desires or appetites, obtaining the supremacy and 
not being subordinated to the will or law of God.  
 
Life is obtained through one, who “loved righteousness and hated 
iniquity,” and who was successful in subordinating “the will of the flesh” 
to the will of God. This is the plain scriptural statement of the matter; but 
it is to be feared that the clouds of philosophical dust which have been 
raised will have disordered the mental vision of some, and thus prevent 
them perceiving the simplicity of the apostle’s teaching; however, the 
application of the Spirit’s eye salve will speedily restore such injured 
organs to their wonted clearness. We thank you, brother Birkenhead, for 
your admission, although we do not suppose that when you penned the 
words you understood their purport, or knew that in your admission you 
conceded the point at issue. We say, blessed be God “the will of the flesh” 
in our “Elder Brother” never became a controlling power in him, but your 
confession of his victory we heartily endorse; and we find consolation in 
the thought, while enduring this present evil world, that our “Great High 
Priest” 

“Knows what sore temptations mean 
For he has felt the same.” 

 
And because “he was tempted in all things like unto his brethren,” “he is 
able to succour” the toilers who are endeavoring to win a place in the 
kingdom of God. Herein is the true sweetness of his victory, and we are 
content to rest in the assurance that while fighting to win the stephan of an 
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endless life, his loving heart is full of sympathy towards us, and his grace 
is promised to help us, because he has experienced the fierceness of the 
battle, and hence it is that he has given that heart-cheering promise which 
has oft infused renewed vigor into weary strugglers—“To him that 
overcometh will I give to sit down on my Father’s throne, even as I also 
overcame, and am set down with my Father on his throne.” 
 
“We believe,” says D.B., “that Jesus Christ was the Lord of Hosts 
himself;” and if dogmatic assertion was proof, then the statement would 
be firmly established. But the proof has not been furnished, and until it is 
given we must reject the assertion as teaching, which is not warranted by 
the form of words “which the Spirit teacheth.” Meanwhile we shall be glad 
to have answers to following questions:— 
 
If the Jesus Christ of the New Testament was “the Lord of Hosts himself,” 
the “Holy One of Israel that inhabiteth eternity,” how could he be 
begotten?—(page 26). How could he be son to “the Lord of Hosts?” How 
could he be inferior to his Father?—(John 14:28). Would not the glory be 
equal, the majesty co-eternal? Are not the same things equal? How could 
the Lord of Hosts, who knoweth the end from the beginning, be limited in 
knowledge?—(Mark 13:32). How could the Lord of Hosts be wiser than 
the “Lord of Hosts?” Yet Jesus Christ was ignorant of some things known 
to his Father—(Acts 1:7). If he was the “Lord of Hosts,” why that wailing 
agonized cry from the cross, “My God! my God! why hast thou forsaken 
me?” Did God forsake the Lord of Hosts? Was “the Lord of Hosts 
crucified through weakness?” Did “the Lord of Hosts” die?” if he did, he 
was not the “King Immortal;” if he did not the definition is false; its 
originator is at liberty to seat himself on the horn of the dilemma he finds 
most comfortable. Christ died and was buried (1 Cor. 15:3, 4) and raised 
(Acts 13:37) by “the Lord of Hosts,” but, if Jesus Christ was “the Lord of 
Hosts himself” we are called upon to believe that “the Lord of Hosts” 
required to be perfected “for Christ was made perfect through suffering.” 
That he required to be made obedient, “for Christ learnt obedience by the 
things which he suffered.” That he had “desires and appetites” which were 
in antagonism to his own law, for Christ’s were subordinated thereto; and 
finally we are gravely asked to believe that in Gethsemane’s garden “the 
Lord of Hosts himself” prayed that “not his own will, but the will of the 
Lord of Hosts might be done.” These considerations abundantly prove how 
far the Spirit’s teaching is the theory under consideration. Another advance 
and its upholders will be landed in the mazes of Trinitarianism; even now 
the conclusion irresistibly follows from their premisses, that Mary was the 
“Mother of God, ” for she was the Mother of Christ, and Christ, say they, 
is the Lord of Hosts himself. 
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How startling is the following extract when we remember the source from 
which it emanates. “The Spirit of God, powerful and glorious, came down 
from heaven, was made flesh, and became a Jewish child, and thus left its 
glory and became poor, that by his righteousness and shedding of blood, 
he might remove the curses . . and being raised from the dead, was received 
back again to glory, even the glory he had before the world was.” 
 
We could understand a Trinitarian writing in such a strain; but how a 
Christadelphian could do so, is utterly incomprehensible. 
 
“The Spirit came,” “the Spirit left,” &c. The only “Eternal Spirit” 
recognised by the Holy Oracles is “the King Eternal,” but He did not 
become poor; He did not leave His glory; He did not become a Jewish 
child; and, therefore, the exegesis given must be rejected. The “son of His 
love,” made in all points like unto his brethren, “was content, for the joy 
set before him, to endure the cross, despising the shame,” and, although in 
the form of God, humbled himself unto the death of the cross. There is 
apostolic authority for this, but there are no grounds for supposing that 
Paul meant that “effluent matter” “was rich but became poor.” The 
teaching leads logically to the unscriptural dogma of a co-eternal Son: its 
upholders may deny this, but their denial will only prove that they do not 
understand the meaning of their own words. 
 
Is it not evident from the foregoing that the pamphleteers do not perceive 
the distinction which the Scriptures maintain between “the Lord of Hosts” 
and “his servant in whom he delighted?” and, consequently, there is 
practically an entire obliteration of the “Man Christ Jesus,” who, by loving 
obedience, wrought out the Father’s will. Dr. Thomas taught not so. His 
language on the subject unmistakably proves that he is at variance with the 
theorists: “The ‘grace of God’ was upon Adam, and imparted to him much 
wisdom and knowledge, but still left him free to obey the impulse of the 
flesh rather than the divine will. This was the case with Jesus, who, in his 
discourses, always maintained the distinction between what he called 
‘mine ownself’ and the Father who dwelt in him by His effluence. ‘The 
Son,’ said he, ‘can do nothing of himself,’ and this he repeated in the same 
discourse, saying, ‘I can of mine ownself do nothing.’ He refers all the 
doctrine taught, and all the miracles performed, to the Father, whose 
effluence rested upon him and filled him. If this be remembered it will 
make the ‘hard sayings’ of his teachings easy to be understood”—
(Phanerosis, p. 43). 
 
If Jesus had not the power to disobey, how can we understand his own 
words to the official of the High Priest: “Thinkest thou that 1 can not now 
pray to my Father, and He shall presently give me more than twelve 
legions of angels? But how then shall the Scriptures be fulfilled?”—(Mat. 
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26:53-54.) This proves, beyond the possibility of cavil, that Jesus had the 
power to bring about certain things which would have resulted in the non-
fulfilment of the Scriptures, and if they had been broken he would have 
sinned; he must, therefore, have had the power, though not the purpose, to 
escape from suffering and disobey. We think this cannot be controverted. 
The distinction will be clear to minds of ordinary discernment. We see no 
reason for believing that the great principle upon which God had promised 
to exalt men to glory and immortality, viz., perfection through trial, was 
violated or set aside in the case of Christ. The denial of this is mischievous, 
and we are prepared to resist doctrines which teach that the human was 
entirely absorbed in the divine. Whilst we firmly adhere to the “mystery 
of Godliness,” and believe that God worked through Christ in a special 
manner, we are not prepared to endorse other “mysteries” which render it 
impossible to understand testimonies which teach Jesus Christ has been 
exalted to the Father’s right hand, because in the exercise of his own 
choice he obediently passed through the valley of death. 
 
Many portions of the letters manifest on the part of the writers a desire to 
be wise above what is written, and to not only speculate upon the modus 
operandi of Deity in the bringing of His Son into the world, but also to 
explain it as though they had been present at the operation. The history of 
the past, evidences the evil results which have flowed from such action. It 
is surprising that men cannot be satisfied with scriptural explanations, 
instead of continually itching after fresh theories by which to explain the 
modes of Divine working: the invariable result is a “darkening of counsel 
by words without knowledge.” 

 
We regret the circumstances which have called it forth, but trust that the 
advocates of the doctrines combated will abandon their unscriptural 
position and seek again “the old paths.” The doctrine advocated is not 
advance in knowledge, but the reverse. We admit that increased 
acquaintance with the word should produce clearer perceptions of its 
teachings or growth in the truth, but this is very different to beginning in 
“second childhood” to discuss what are the first principles of the faith into 
which we have been immersed. 
 

God Manifestation is a Matter for Faith 
Jesus’ Nature was not a Mixture of Divine Spirit and Flesh 

By Robert Roberts 
 
LA.—It is well not to go beyond the word in our definitions of this. The 
Spirit generated the flesh of Christ, and was in association therewith from 
the moment that the Holy Spirit came upon Mary, till the Son of Man was 
glorified; but our comprehension of the relation between the one and the 
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other, is too much at fault to justify us in the use of the description you 
suggest (“Spirit-flesh” or “divine substance”). The physical nature 
resulting is declared to have been the flesh and blood of the children. My 
understanding of the matter is, that this physical nature was held in the 
grasp, as it were, of the inscrutable Spirit of Jehovah, without making the 
physical a mixture of human and divine nature.  
 
It is truly said, that the Spirit is “Deity substance”; it is so in its own 
essence and primal form; but a definition applicable to Spirit in the abstract 
may not be appropriate when that Spirit, as in this case, has assumed a 
certain form of manifestation.  
 
Far be it from me to say that Spirit was annihilated in the process; but 
because it is beyond our reach to comprehend the relation of one to the 
other, it is best to avoid the use of definitions which seem to imply that we 
do. The Spirit is beyond our comprehension, and, therefore, all its 
operations must be. The results only are what we may know. God-
manifestation is a matter for faith, not for definition.  
 
If we aim to agree on metaphysical definitions, we shall fail in reaching 
that state of spiritual calm in which we are gladdened by the goodness of 
God believed, though God Himself be above our comprehension. 
Definitions carrying a lie such as “mere man,” are certainly to be 
repudiated; but it will be a pity if in our zeal against one lie, we begin to 
use a phraseology which might very easily glide into another. 
 

Insistence on “How” God was Manifest in 
Flesh” is a Crotchet 

By Robert Roberts 
 
THIS morning it is our privilege again to call Christ to remembrance. He 
is our hope. Apart from him all is darkness and despair. There is nothing 
in nature and nothing in the thousand devices that go to make up human 
society, that can emancipate us from the dominion of weakness, 
imperfection, and death. There is nothing apart from Christ that can deliver 
the world from the mass of abortive and worthless human life that now 
oppresses it; nothing that can extricate it from the fatal entanglements of 
its own institutions; nothing that can realise the pleasing picture of human 
brotherhood which poets delight to sing, and every cultivated mind 
contemplates with pleasure. In Christ the highest desires will at last be 
realised; by him, the highest good will at last be accomplished for all the 
world—even glory to God in the highest, peace on earth, and goodwill to 
men. 
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In view of this, the determination of Paul was nothing more than a sensible 
one—to know nothing but Christ and him crucified. It was but a logical 
result of the truth in his mind that made him “count all things but dung that 
he might win Christ,” and what was logical with him will not be illogical 
with us if we go to the same extreme. It is a reasonable exhortation from 
him to us that we let the word of Christ dwell in us richly. We are here this 
morning in the endeavour to obey that exhortation. The word of Christ 
requires continual putting in. It will never dwell richly in our leaky minds 
except by perseverance in this process. There are so many other things 
constantly competing for a place in our affections, and so great a natural 
tendency to “let slip” the things of God, that unless we deliberately and 
diligently give the truth the first place in the reading of the Word and 
prayer, it will have a poor chance, and we shall run great danger of being 
in that class who are at last sentenced to be deprived of “even that which 
they have.” 
 
The “word of Christ” and “the truth” are synonymous terms. The truth is 
all about Christ; and the truth covers the whole extent of the holy oracles. 
Christ is the great subject-matter of the law and the prophets, as well as of 
the apostolic writings. The law and the prophets are unintelligible apart 
from him. He is the key and the foundation. Acquaintance with the 
Scriptures in their breadth and fulness—namely, the kind of acquaintance 
to be got from daily and untiring intimacy with them—will, therefore, 
result in the rich indwelling of the word of Christ, and in all the effects 
which that indwelling is calculated to produce on every well-balanced 
mind. Christ “dwelling in the heart by faith” will engrave the picture of 
Christ on a man’s outer life. 
 
In this matter there are, of course, degrees of attainment. John speaks of 
children, young men and fathers in Christ. The matter is one admitting, in 
the same discipleship, of great variety of mental relation to it—the utmost 
profundity of understanding on the one hand, and the simple exercise of 
childlike and uncomprehending faith on the other. Yet these varying 
conditions in believers have a common basis—faith and obedience. They 
all believe the testimony of God, and are all distinguished by “the doing 
of His commandments.” This is the family likeness. This is the one feature 
we ought to aim at cultivating. It is one that will grow under a right process 
of treatment. 
 
There is a wrong process of treatment possible in this as in everything. It 
is possible to yield to fits of intense application, to be followed by intervals 
of lassitude and spiritual aversion. Some let weeks roll on without reading 
their daily portion of Scripture, thinking to make it up by reading a great 
deal on some particular day. Both these are mistakes. We cannot feed 
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healthily either in body or mind, by the plan of gorging. A steady supply, 
day by day, in quantity suited to our needs and capacities, is the method 
that leads to strength. A pertinacious adherence to the plan of daily reading 
an allotted portion (as by the Bible Companion)—a practice now happily 
common—will be found the best way to spiritual health. 
 
Wisdom is also needed with regard to the treatment of the topics brought 
under our notice in the reading of the Scriptures. Some things are more 
important than others. Jesus spoke of “the WEIGHTIER MATTERS of the law, 
judgment, mercy and faith,” in contrast with the subject of tithes, which 
was also scriptural in its place. A similar distinction will be found to exist 
in other cases. The nature of Paul’s thorn, for instance, is an admissible 
subject of occasional speculation, but is not for a moment to be placed side 
by side with Paul’s “doctrine, manner of life, purpose, faith, long 
suffering, charity, patience.” So the question of what became of the saints 
who came out of their graves after their resurrection (Matt. 27:52) is not 
to be mentioned in importance with the fact of Christ’s resurrection. Who 
was the devil that disputed about the body of Moses is of little consequence 
compared with the question:  Who was the devil Christ destroyed in his 
death (Heb. 2:14). So whether Christ was tall or short, comely or 
forbidding, auburn or dark, are points which, though involved in the 
Scripture narrative, are without any value as compared with the fact of 
Christ’s appearance in the flesh, and his invitation by Paul to the Gentiles 
to become partakers of the covenanted goodness of God. 
 
There are many other such things, which even if true, being without 
practical value, become “crotchets” when exalted out of their place. They 
are matters of barren definition. Why “barren?” Because unproductive of 
fruitfulness to God. Some things induce spiritual fruitfulness and some 
have no effect one way or other. It is testified that “the goodness of God 
leadeth to repentance.” Repentance is, in this case, a fruit springing from 
the goodness of God perceived and believed. It is a result produced in the 
mind by a hearty belief that God is, and that He is the rewarder of them 
that diligently seek Him. The fact of God’s goodness is not “barren;” it is 
fruit-producing. It leads a man to be and to do what he otherwise would 
not. It is, therefore, most important to be known and maintained; and for 
any man to interfere with it—for any man to teach that God is not a 
rewarder of men at all, would be to interfere with a vital fruit-producing 
element of the testimony of God; and true men would oppose him and 
contend earnestly for the thing denied; and the thing so contended for by 
true men would not be a crotchet, but a matter of the utmost moment as 
affecting the well-being of God and man. 
 
But suppose, for the sake of example, a man were to affirm that the cross 
on which Christ was crucified was a tree in the shape of a cross, and not 
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the piece of carpentry usually represented in pictures, he would be 
contending for something perfectly unimportant, and, therefore, not to be 
particularly opposed by earnest men. The subject would be a scriptural 
subject, but of no vital moment; because it is a matter of perfect 
indifference what the particular configuration of the “accursed tree” was 
on which God condemned sin in the flesh, in the crucifixion of His Son. A 
man pertinacious on the point would be a crotchetarian, hurtful alike to 
himself and all who should be troubled by his profitless strife of words. 
 
Such a case will, of course, be considered a very unlikely one to arise; but 
the principle it illustrates is most important to recognise, and may, in fact, 
be necessary of application in unsuspected directions. Many “questions” 
may be scriptural questions in the sense of relating to matters spoken of in 
the Scriptures, and may yet be entirely unprofitable and vain, as matters of 
discourse or contention. Which questions are of this character and which 
are not, may be settled by the test of fruitfulness: are they or are they not 
of a character to incline the mind to obedience and the love of God? Do 
they or do they not affect comfort, hope, faith, mercy, and righteousness? 
Have they or have they not any tendency to influence our attitude towards 
the Father of the Lord Jesus Christ? As a rule, it will not be difficult to 
answer these questions, and by the answer, a wise man’s action will abide. 
There were some things which Paul was anxious that Titus should 
“constantly affirm,” and there were others which he called “foolish and 
unlearned questions”—strivings about the laws, &c.—which he advised 
both Timothy and Titus—and, therefore, all brethren everywhere to 
“avoid,” as having no profit in them, but calculated rather to “subvert the 
hearers.” 
 
There are not lacking such questions to-day. They are principally questions 
of modus operandi in relation to the work of God in Christ, alike beyond 
the comprehension of all who discuss them. What should we think of a 
man who, not content with the shining of the sun, neglects the cultivation 
of his fields to enforce upon his neighbours some theory of how God 
makes it to shine? Surely it is sufficient to be able to see the sun, and to 
believe that it is the work of God to whom we give thanks. The crop does 
not depend upon the farmer’s comprehension of how it grows. If it did, 
there would be no crop: for no man can comprehend the mode of vegetable 
generation any more than he does the shining of the sun. It is the same as 
to the Sun of Righteousness. We see him shine; we believe him to be the 
work of God; we thank God for it. But as for comprehending the “how,” 
we can only pity those who ask us to waste our time in the discussion of 
the question. 
 
It is sufficient to believe the testimony concerning Christ—that he was the 
Word made flesh—that according to this flesh, he was the seed of David—
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that he came down from heaven—that he learned obedience by the things 
that he suffered, and that because of his obedience, he was highly exalted, 
and that he will come the second time unto the salvation of all who obey 
him. These are the fruit-producing facts of the case. They are all of them 
mentally-inducive elements of reverence, love, obedience, hope, and 
comfort. But when we are asked to sanction some definition of “how” (as 
a matter of literal, scientific, metaphysical process) this day-spring from 
on high hath visited us, we are at once in the region of the 
incomprehensible and impracticable; for not only can we not know, but 
even if we could, it would be of no practical value. It is not the 
comprehension of divine modes, but the doing of His will that commends 
us to God. We cannot know the divine modes. When He works, it is 
sufficient we believe that He works. It is bootless to trouble ourselves as 
to the “how.” This is true in things natural; how much more in things 
spiritual. We believe He made heaven and earth; we know not how. By 
His Spirit truly, but this does not define the process which is 
incomprehensible to man. We believe He will raise the dead; we know not 
how; and it is useless to trouble ourselves with the question. We see, we 
feel, we live; we know not how, though some think they know. 
 
It is sufficient to take the facts and be thankful. We believe Jesus was God 
manifest in the flesh; we know not how; by the Spirit truly; but this tells 
us no more metaphysically than the similar answer as to heaven and earth. 
It merely tells us that God was the worker: it cannot communicate to us a 
knowledge of the mode. We need not know; the fact is sufficient. It is the 
denial of the fact that is serious. Some think to simplify the fact by saying 
it was through the presence of “divine substance” in the body of Christ 
attributable to his begettal. This is objectionable on every ground. It 
ignores the fact that everything is based on divine substance 
(understanding the Spirit to be meant by that phrase), and that the nature 
of a thing is not determinable by the presence of the Spirit which is 
everywhere, but by the will of the Creator of which the Spirit is the 
medium and means. It would logically divorce God and His works. It 
would exclude the Spirit from all His works we see. It would degrade the 
Spirit and its great Source to a level with fixed elements having helpless 
mechanical properties and chemical affinities, instead of recognising the 
absolute prerogative of the Spirit in all its works. And finally, it would 
negative the testimony that Jesus was a son of Abraham, of our own nature, 
made in all things like to us. 
 
The inculcating such a narrow view of the matter is mischievous enough, 
but the insistence upon others consenting to the definition is worse. It 
becomes crotchetarianism of a very hurtful description. The remedy lies 
in believing the testimonies on both sides of the subject, and meddling not 
with a phase of the question which belongs to God, and to God only. God 
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knows how the glorious marvel was achieved; He does not ask us to 
understand this, but believe. We can easily believe that Jesus was God 
manifest in the flesh, while yet believing the testimony that he was 
physically what we are. It is in the power of God to blend the two facts. 
We have simply to receive them both. It is certainly impossible to do this 
while holding a view that renders one of them nugatory, by teaching that 
Jesus was not our flesh and our bones, but a mixed nature unknown to 
human experience. 
 
So also on another, yet kindred subject, embarrassment is created by 
insistence on a view derived from one phase of the subject, only to the 
exclusion of another equally important in its place, and with which it is 
not inconsistent, though apparently so. The fact that God was in Christ is 
made to yield the hurtful conclusion that Christ had no will of his own, 
and was not put to the proof, and did not, by the power of faith, overcome 
the temptations of the flesh to which we are subject. The mistake lies in 
not allowing due force to all the testimony in the case. It is a glorious fact 
that the Father was in Jesus by the measureless and abiding presence of 
the Spirit; but it is also true that Jesus had a separate individuality of his 
own, which he voluntarily subordinated to the will of the Father who sent 
him. Both facts are testified, yea, both are evident in the whole life of the 
Lord Jesus; and both are to be received. It is a presumptuous use of reason 
to deduce a “sequence” from one of the facts that is destructive of the other 
fact. It comes of trying to explain the “how.” The reasoner says, “If Christ 
was the Word made flesh, I cannot see how he had a will of his own. If 
Christ, by his own will, rendered the perfect obedience of his life, I cannot 
see how it was the work of God; and if it was not the work of God, I cannot 
see how the flesh is excluded from glorying.”  
 
The argument is altogether a mistake. Instead of simply accepting the 
testimony of God as to the facts of the case (that is, all the testimony), it 
assumes our ability to judge of the operations of the Deity in a 
metaphysical sense, and, on this presumption, pronounces against a truth 
as much declared as the one which is made the basis of the adverse verdict. 
And further, the alleged difficulties are only imaginary, and result from 
inaccurate reasoning. The individualization of the Eternal Word in a man, 
instead of excluding the notion of a personal and independent volition, 
rather seems to involve it, for the result was the appearance of a new 
personage on the scene—the Son of God—who “though he were a Son, 
learnt obedience by the things that he suffered.”—(Heb. 5:9.) The 
rendering of a perfect obedience by such a man was surely the work of 
God, since the man who could render such obedience had to be expressly 
produced by God; and seeing “the flesh,” viewed historically and racially, 
could never have brought such a deliverer to the birth, surely the flesh has 
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no share in the glory of the deliverance. It remains absolutely true that “Of 
God, he (Christ) is made unto us righteousness,” &c. 
 
There ought to be no difficulty in receiving and rejoicing in the whole truth 
of the matter. There would be none if men were content to receive the 
testimony in its entirety and simplicity. The absence of this disposition 
always has led to the agitation of “untaught” and hurtful “questions,” ever 
since the day that the sublime mystery of godliness was placed in the world 
by the ministry of the apostles; and probably the same effect will be visible 
to the very end of the present miserable chapter. On the other hand, there 
are always those who receive the kingdom of God and its righteousness as 
little children, and who rejoice before God in thanksgiving for the blessed 
hope it brings them. For their sakes it is profitable, in the midst of much 
carnal carping and strife, to “preach the Word, not with wisdom of words, 
lest the cross of Christ should be made of none effect; not in the words 
which man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Spirit teacheth; being 
instant in season, out of season, reproving, rebuking, exhorting, with all 
long-suffering and doctrine,” affirming constantly that they who have 
believed in God ought to be careful to maintain good works, which are 
good and profitable unto men. 
 
The time is short. The scene will suddenly be changed in a short time; and 
all these matters will appear in their true light to every one. Many will 
discover that they have been wasting their time and hurting their brethren 
by bootless and embittering controversy, instead of redeeming the evil 
days by the consolations of the truth. They will see too late that instead of 
imbibing the sincere milk of the Word, they have been feeding on ashes; 
that instead of dispensing a portion of meat to the household in due season, 
they have been giving them gall and vinegar; that instead of strengthening 
the hands of fellow-labourers, they have been casting stumbling blocks in 
the paths of the weak, and discouraging the hearts of the strong; that 
instead of rejoicing in the Lord, they have been fretting their souls with 
barren contentions; that instead of filling up a good account with works of 
humility and mercy and faith, they have been sowing a harvest of envy and 
strife and every evil fruit; that instead of helping to purify a peculiar 
people, zealous of good works, their influence has been only mischievous, 
and that continually—obstructing the work of the Lord, pulling down the 
work already done, and throwing clouds of darkness over the beacon 
intended to guide the feet of the stranger to life eternal. Let us aim to be 
out of the ranks of this number, that the Lord, at his coming, may approve 
our faithfulness in small things and give us higher work to do. 

 
 



228 
 

MATTERS THAT ARE TOO HIGH 
By bro. Roberts 

 
Brother R. Paterson writes: I cannot refrain from expressing my hearty 
concurrence in the sentiments of the ‘Sunday Morning’ above.  I allude in 
particular to what you say regarding the controversy as to whether Christ 
could or could not sin, and whether he had or had not a will of his own. I 
hope that the brethren everywhere will carefully ponder your remarks and 
pause before they entangle themselves in this or any similar barren strife. 
Let us by all means fight for the truth and sacrifice everything if need be, 
on its behalf. But let us be sure that it is the truth and not profitless 
abstractions we are fighting for. 
 
Bewildering discussions as to what freewill is, and as to how the fixed 
purpose of the Eternal in relation to an individual can co-exist with the 
exercise of that individual’s own will, do not necessarily belong to the 
truth. Such matters are too high for us. We may talk about them, using big 
words, and appearing very profound, but we can neither understand or 
settle them. As you well point out, both the eternal purpose of the Father 
concerning the Son, and the Son’s willing and loving subjection to the 
Father are clearly revealed to us: and it is the duty of all to accept these in 
their plainness and simplicity, and not to tear the flock in pieces with 
bootless jangling. In expounding the Scriptures in the various ecclesias 
there will, of course, be very many differences manifested by the brethren; 
still, provided the elementary principles of the truth are held in common, 
there is nothing to prevent harmony, and unity, and love prevailing. It is 
utterly wrong for any brother who holds a strong view upon any abstract 
point to attempt to force his brethren to speak and think precisely as he 
does. 
 
There is no doctrine which more demands the exercise of forbearance on 
the part of the brethren one towards another than that of God-
manifestation. As you pointed out to the brethren in Birmingham, Jesus is 
presented to us in two aspects—as the manifestation of the Eternal Father 
by the Spirit and as the Son of Man, made in all points like unto his 
brethren, and perfected by obedience through suffering. Both aspects are 
equally important and true, and if we hold one of them in such a way as to 
deny the other, we forsake the truth. But in entering on the details of the 
subject, an infinite variety of thoughts and expressions infallibly arises. 
Some brethren, while not denying the human are naturally inclined to 
dwell almost exclusively on the divine side of the Christ; while others 
again, while without doubt believing that Jesus was the manifestation of 
the Father, incline towards an extreme the other way. Where a right spirit 
prevails such brethren bear with each other, and endeavor with mutual, 



229 
 

kindly persuasion to attain unto greater oneness. But what is the result 
when the ecclesia is converted into an arena where each side attempts to 
force, by regular stand-up fighting, its way of thinking on its neighbour. 
Nothing but confusion and the ranking-up of all the evil passions and 
feelings of our nature, instead of righteousness, peace and joy. 
 
The enemy, both in connection with the truth and outside of it has surely 
had enough in this direction already to cause him to rejoice without such 
wanton playing into his hands. Avoiding crotchets and hobbies, let us 
patiently continue in the work of spreading the knowledge of the truth and 
the building up the brethren. I have not seen anything recently which is 
better calculated to give them a healthy stimulus in this direction than your 
address to the Birmingham ecclesia, as contained in the above exhortation. 

 
The Sense in which Jesus was Like Adam 

in Creation 
 
Bro. Thomas was a marvelous psychologist whose understanding of man’s 
psyche far and away exceeds anything that I ever learned in school.  Now 
I only took freshman courses in psychology, and sociology at the 
university I attended; but it was easy to see that the direction they were 
going was pointless, for all that they taught omitted an obvious, and 
foundational principle, 

Jer. 17:9  The heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately 
wicked:  who can know it?  

 
Anyone who presumes to be able to explain human nature as it currently 
exists apart from recognizing this fundamental and divine principle; that 
is, anyone who presumes there is good, or even a “spark of good in 
everyone,” starts out with an impossible premise which necessitates their 
failure to correctly understand man’s psyche. 
 
When Edward Turney gave his divisive lecture in 1872, he gave a 
completely unscriptural definition of man’s psyche.  Bro. Roberts gave a 
lecture the following evening in response, putting the matter in Scriptural 
setting.  Bro. Roberts’ lecture ultimately became the booklet called “The 
Slain Lamb.”  In his lecture, and in response to Edward Turney’s view of 
the human psyche, bro. Roberts wrote this: 

“Now, with regard to the subject of the flesh, you have had the 
doctrine propounded to you that the flesh is a good thing; that there 
is nothing evil in it; and some wonderful remarks were made which I 
shall notice.  But I would ask you how comes it, if the doctrine be 
true, that Paul should say, ‘if ye walk after the flesh ye shall die’—
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(Rom. 8:13.) ‘He that soweth to the flesh shall of the flesh reap 
corruption’—(Gal. 6:8.) ‘In me, that is in my flesh, dwelleth NO good 
thing’—(Rom. 7.) ‘The carnal mind’ (the fleshly mind), he says in 
the eighth chapter of Romans, ‘is enmity against God; it is not subject 
to the law of God neither indeed can be.’  
 
“Let us look into the philosophy of this, and I think we will see how 
shallow are some things that appear profound—but only profound 
because delivered with an air of profundity. I will quote from the 
notes I made. ‘There is nothing evil in the flesh.’ ‘Sin is not in the 
flesh, but sin is in the character.’ ‘Sinful applies to the character and 
not to the flesh.’ ‘We have sin in our character but not in our flesh.’ 
‘Sinful is not the proper word to qualify flesh, but qualifies character.’ 
‘So ignorant was I on this subject,’ he says, ‘that I expected so and 
so.’” 

 
This then highlights the great difference between the truth as explained in 
the writings of bro. Thomas, and the philosophy of the world introduced 
to Christadelphia in the “Clean Flesh” writings of Edward Turney. 
 
What then, it may be asked, of the statement in Genesis 1:31, that the 
creation in its entirety was “very good.”  How can this deceitful heart be 
called “very good?”  And of course, it couldn’t.  For a full and complete 
explanation of the fall of man from the “very good” nature, please see the 
June and July issues of The Berean for 2019.  
 
Human nature as it exists today, is the result of man’s nature being under 
Adam’s curse.  Most importantly, that curse was death.  But the curse also 
included the reasoning of the serpent becoming enflamed within the flesh 
of man, so that man no longer needed a tempter to suggest ways contrary 
to God.  Those contrary suggestions became a law in  man’s flesh.  This 
serpent-in-the-flesh, as bro. Thomas called it, and of which Paul 
summarized it as “sin-in-the-flesh,” is a major part of the change in the 
physical nature of man, as he fell from the “very good” nature of creation, 
becoming the “vile bodies” we now have in consequent of Adam’s sin, 
and God’s curse upon it. 
 
Bro. Thomas laid out in Elpis Israel exactly how the defiled human psyche 
works.  We have previously covered it before in much detail, (again, issues 
June and July of 2019) but will go over it briefly again here.  We do so 
because if one tries to understand God manifestation, without 
understanding the basis for human behavior, one is destined to end in 
confusion of the Renunciationists, and ultimately Trinitarians.  Human 
nature, as defined by bro. Thomas, is governed by three principles.   
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1. The most basic of these are our “propensities.”  These are the 
motives which are necessary for our own survival, along with the 
survival of the human race. 

 
2. The second motivating force within us is our “intellect.”  These 

are the motives which govern and guide the propensities to 
accomplish ends for our own personal satisfaction and desires.   

 
3. The final motivating force within us is our “moral sentiments.”  

The moral sentiments allow us to govern our propensities and 
order our intellect to accomplish a higher end than that desired by 
the earthward groveling nature, if left to its own devices. 

 
The curse upon Adam effected the first of these foundation principles.  The 
propensities which were neutral in creation, became defiled when they 
became governed by a law in our being, or sin that dwelleth in me, as Paul 
called it. 

Rom. 7:18-21  For I know that in me (that is, in my flesh,) dwelleth 
no good thing: for to will is present with me; but how to perform that 
which is good I find not.  For the good that I would I do not: but the 
evil which I would not, that I do. Now if I do that I would not, it is no 
more I that do it, but sin that dwelleth in me. I find then a law, that, 
when I would do good, evil is present with me.  
 

Well, what about the other two principles governing our psyche?  Were 
they cursed as well?  No, they were not specifically cursed, but they were 
influenced by the world around them, and by the continual corruption of 
mankind.  These principles while an inherent part of our psyche, are 
learned behavior, based upon training, not physical laws. If there is no 
divine teaching, all learning is from the propensities.  But since the 
specially created Christ was specially taught, then the propensities could 
be controlled.  This is the point that the Renunciationists miss in bro. 
Thomas’ writings.  A typical complaint made against bro. Roberts by the 
Renunciationists was this, found in a “Lamp” magazine for 1875. 

“Dear Brother Turney: Will you allow me to ask, through the columns 
of the Lamp, the chief of the Condemnationists,” [he meant bro. 
Roberts.  The term “Condemnationists” refers to our belief that our 
nature is condemned to death because of Adam’s sin—JP.] “or any 
of his captains, if they can explain the following extract from 
Phanerosis, a work still published as demonstrative of the Truth. 
Speaking of Jesus, Dr. Thomas says: -  

“‘He was clearly in an intellectual AND moral condition parallel 
with Adam’s before he transgressed. The ‘grace of God’ was 
upon Adam, and imparted to him much wisdom and knowledge; 
but still left him free to obey the impulses of his flesh if he 
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preferred it, etc. THIS WAS THE CASE ALSO WITH JESUS’ 
page 43.  

 
“The above extract is just my belief; if I am a ‘Renunciationist’ so 
was Dr. Thomas.”  THOMAS C. NICHOLS, The Lamp Magazine, 
July, 1875 pg. 28. 
 

The confusion experienced by Thomas Nichols and the rest of the 
Renunciationists is due to their missing a point rooted in bro. Thomas’ 
explanation of the human psyche.  The intellectual and moral sentiments 
which make up the character of Jesus and Adam in his novitiate, of which 
they quote, were divinely created and crafted by Deity.  (These are number 
two and three above.)  In this sense, Jesus was created the same way as 
was Adam in creation, with a character that came down from heaven, that 
is, with a character specially crafted in heaven.   
 
Just as God imparted grace, wisdom, and knowledge to Adam in his 
novitiate, so God carefully molded Jesus to be able to resist sin, live his 
life spotless, despising the shame, and gain resurrection by overcoming 
the flesh.  And with the knowledge and training that God carefully gave to 
him, he successfully overcame all adversity. 

Heb 1:3  Who being the brightness of his glory, and the express image 
of his person, and upholding all things by the word of his power, when 
he had by himself purged our sins, sat down on the right hand of the 
Majesty on high;  
 

But the propensities which were latent in Adam in the creation, were 
inflamed in his flesh with the fall.  This is number one, above.  It was the 
nature with the inflamed propensities which was passed on to all Adam’s 
posterity, including Christ.  Thus Jesus, while created with the character 
of Deity, bore the same flesh as Mary, sin’s flesh, in which sin was 
condemned on the cross.  And as bro. Thomas clearly explained, sin could 
not have been condemned in the flesh of Jesus, had it not existed there. 

 
So Jesus was like Adam in his novitiate as to his intellect and moral 
sentiments.  His personal desire and goal at all times was to do the will of 
his Father, exactly as he had learned from God.  

John 8:28  Then said Jesus unto them, When ye have lifted up the Son 
of man, then shall ye know that I am he, and that I do nothing of 
myself; but AS MY FATHER HATH TAUGHT ME, I speak these 
things.   

 
With his divinely trained intellect and morality, he far and away surpassed 
Adam who in spite of divine training, fell under temptation.  But Jesus was 
not like Adam in his novitiate, in that the propensities which became a law 
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in Adam after he sinned, very much existed in the flesh of Jesus from his 
birth.  This caused Jesus to utter such statements as: 

John 5:30  I can of mine own self do nothing: as I hear, I judge: and 
my judgment is just; because I seek not MINE OWN WILL, but the 
will of the Father which hath sent me.  
 
John 6:38  For I came down from heaven, NOT TO DO MINE OWN 
WILL, but the will of him that sent me.  
 
Matt. 26:39  And he went a little further, and fell on his face, and 
prayed, saying, O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from 
me: nevertheless NOT AS I WILL, but as thou wilt.  
 

Being the manifestation of God in the flesh did not nullify the curse from 
Adam.  Jesus, the manifestation of God, was not created outside of the 
curse in Adam.  What the manifestation of God in the flesh did, was 
provide Jesus the knowledge, wisdom, strength and direction to overcome 
the temptations of the flesh, and by dying destroying the diabolos or the 
law of sin in his members on that cross. 
 
A leading Renunciationist, James Donaldson, showed, in a lecture he gave 
at a conference intended to explain God Manifestation, just how they 
confused the physical nature of Christ.  He wrote: 

“But see the contrast. ‘ The first man was of the earth, earthy; the 
second man was the Jehovah from heaven.” God, manifest in flesh; 
who, being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with 
God, and took on Him the form of a servant, and was made in the 
likeness of man (Phil. ii. 6). For verily He took not on Him the nature 
of angels, but He took on Him the seed of Abraham (Heb. ii. 
16)…’God so loved the world that He gave His only begotten Son, 
that whosoever believeth on Him might not perish, but have 
everlasting life.’ 1 John iii. 16. Deity’s command, ‘Thou shalt have 
none other God but me, for there is no Saviour but me’ (Hosea xii., 
4), clearly teach that the Father and Son are one in substance, name, 
and work. In substance because He is a begotten Son, not an eternal 
Son, as taught by the apostasy, for this is eternal nonsense. Neither a 
created son, for there is not the least particle of Scripture authority to 
sustain this notion, that Jesus was the Son of God by creation. A 
created son could in no sense be one with Deity. But it is clearly 
taught that Jesus was the only begotten Son of Deity, partaking of His 
Father’s substance and life in His begettal. One with His Father in 
name, not by gift as an adopted Son, but by inheritance. No Father 
has the name in gift to give. It is the son’s by right of inheritance.”  
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Note how Trinitarians and Renunciationists end up in the same place.  
Trinitarians teach Jesus was “consubstantial,” a word which essentially 
means the “same substance” as God.  Renunciationist teach Jesus, being 
begotten of God, could only have the same substance as God.   
 
James Donaldson goes on to emphasize his error. 

“Were our Lord to ask, whom do Christadelphians say that I the Son 
of Man am? And the answer made that thou art in thine origin the 
substance of Mary, gathered as it were, by Holy Spirit, would He not 
reject at once this unscriptural statement as disloyalty to His person 
and name, and point them to the answer of Peter, “Thou art the Christ, 
the son of the living God?” 

 
To James Donaldson and Edward Turney, and the Trinitarian world, to 
teach that Jesus was born of the substance of Mary is unscriptural. 

 

Brisbane Baptism Questions 
YAHWEH’S PURPOSE DEVELOPED THROUGH ISAAC 

TO THE TIME OF MOSES 
 
Isaac had two sons. Can you tell me about them? 
Esau was born first of the twins and became a cunning hunter but was a 
carnal man only interested in the things of the flesh. Jacob was an upright 
“plain” man i.e. gentle, complete. (Genesis 25:19-27). 
 
Before these boys were born Rebekah was told by Yahweh’s 
foreknowledge, “Two nations are in thy womb, and two manner of 
people shall be separated from thy bowels; and the one people shall be 
stronger than the other people and the elder shall serve the younger.” 
(Genesis 25:23) How did this play out in their lives? 
One day Esau returned faint from hunting and found Jacob cooking a mess 
of red lentils. Esau demanded to be fed but Jacob refused to do so unless 
Esau sold his birthright to him. This birthright was the right of the first-
born and made him head of his brethren, succeeding to his father’s position 
after his death and had a special claim to his father’s blessing, receiving a 
double portion of his father’s goods. The spiritual blessing of the birthright 
meant nothing to this man of the flesh. He was not a man of faith but was 
only concerned with temporary gratification. On a later occasion Jacob at 
the instigation of Rebekah deceived his father and obtained the blessing. 
A blessing, which his father though deceived, realized with great 
“trembling,” was Yahweh’s will to bestow upon Jacob. Jacob by Divine 
election was the one through whom the Abrahamic promise would 
develop. (Genesis 25:30; Hebrews 12:16-17; Genesis 27:33; Hebrews 
11:20). 
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When we are baptized we have a birthright. Do you think you can 
behave as Esau? 
We cannot despise the things of God and His promises by living for 
gratification in an immoral or godless way. Faith in God’s promises calls 
for “a patient continuance in well doing seeking for glory and honour and 
immortality, eternal life.” (Hebrews 12:15-17; Romans 2:7-9). 
 
What happened after Jacob received the blessing from Isaac? 
He for fear of his life had to flee to the Syrian, Laban his mother’s brother, 
who he rigorously served for a wife. By Laban’s deception Jacob obtained 
two wives and by their insistence he also took two concubines so that in 
the process of time he begat twelve sons. (Genesis 28-32; Hosea 12:12). 
 
Eventually Jacob left Laban and returning to the Promised Land, in fear 
of Esau, though under Yahweh’s stated and revealed Divine protection 
was caused to wrestle with an Angel. Through tears and prayer Jacob 
tenaciously persevered and prevailed with God (Ail - Power and Strength). 
The Angel told him his name would be changed to Israel.  
 
What does Israel mean? 
The Angel said that he was to be called Israel because as a prince he had 
persevered and prevailed with God (Genesis 32:29; Hosea 12:4-5). 
 
What does this teach us? 
When we are baptized we become the Israel of God, baptized into Christ 
who persevered and overcame the flesh through the word of God manifest 
in a life of perfect obedience and at last “destroyed him that hath the power 
of death,” the diabolos or “condemned sin in the flesh,” in his flesh. As 
Christ overcame we are called to patiently endure and overcome with God 
through prayer and a studied application of His word in our lives. If we do 
so until the end we are promised to be the king/priests of the future age 
reigning with Christ.  (1 Peter 2:9-10; Hebrews 2:14; Romans 8:3 & 2:7; 
Revelation 2:7 & 11, 5:9-10). 
 
In the development of Yahweh’s purpose Jacob’s twelve sons became 
the twelve tribes of Israel. What are their names? 
Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Judah, Zebulun, Issachar, Dan, Gad, Asher, 
Naphtali, Joseph and Benjamin.  
 
Joseph was one of the greatest types of Christ in the Old Testament 
scriptures. How was he so? 
Joseph’s early life was typical of Christ’s first advent. He was beloved of 
his father. He was sent seeking his brethren. God’s revelation to him 
foresaw the time when he would rule over his brethren. He was hated and 
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despised and finally typically put to death by being thrown into a dry pit, 
which was typical of the grave. He was sold into Egypt as Christ was 
betrayed for money. Yet, after suffering wrongfully in prison in Egypt he 
was elevated, his garments changed and made ruler over all Egypt second 
only to Pharaoh, which was typical of Christ’s resurrection and 
glorification to the right hand of God. Joseph’s life then became typical of 
Christ’s second advent. His brethren because of severe drought came and 
bowed down to him not knowing who he was but later Joseph revealed 
himself to them. Joseph was a saviour of his brethren and of the Gentiles 
who came to put their trust in him. His name means “increaser,” for he 
was to increase God’s family by way of adoption. His two sons born in 
Egypt became adopted into the hope of Israel. He is therefore typical of 
Christ Who will save Jew and Gentile at His appearing and kingdom 
(Genesis 37; 39-42; 45 & 47). 
 
Did Jacob come down to Egypt with his sons and their families? 
Yes. Joseph cared for his father and his brethren. It was in Egypt where 
Jacob died but was buried in the land of Canaan by Joseph according to 
his expressed desire (Acts 7:14-15; Genesis 48 & 49). 
 
Before Jacob died he blessed his sons. What was the blessing of 
Judah? 
“Judah thou art he whom thy brethren shall praise: thy hand shall be in the 
neck of thine enemies; thy father’s children shall bow down before thee. 
Judah is a lion’s whelp from the prey, my son, thou art gone up: he stooped 
down, he crouched as a lion, and as an old lion; who shall rouse him up? 
The scepter shall not depart from Judah, nor a lawgiver from between his 
feet, until Shiloh (i.e. ‘he whose it is’- BDB Theological Dictionary, note 
Ezekiel 21:27) come; and unto him shall the gathering of the people be.” 
(Genesis 49:8-10). 
 
Can you explain this blessing? 
Judah and Joseph are set forth in Israel’s blessing as types of Christ who 
will be the future king/priest of Yahweh’s kingdom. By inspiration Jacob’s 
blessing principally foretold the destiny of the nation in the “latter days.” 
The line of the kings of Israel was to come through the tribe of Judah. This 
was established in the line of David through whom Christ as promised 
would descend. Jacob by faith looked forward to the time when Yahweh’s 
kingdom would be established forever in the land of Canaan as covenanted 
to Abraham, Isaac and himself. The kingdom’s empire would consist of 
all the nations of the earth subdued to the will of the king who would 
descend from Jacob through Judah. The Lord Jesus Christ as Shiloh (He 
whose it is ) the King, the Lion of the tribe of Judah is seen by Jacob as 
wielding the scepter in the kingdom age, giving laws to the world, 
possessing the gate of His enemies and blessing all nations of the earth. 
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After the death of Jacob, Joseph lived to the age of 110. Before he died, 
Joseph assured the children of Israel that Yahweh would visit them and at 
the appointed time, bring them out of Egypt. The children of Israel 
continued to multiply in Egypt. A Pharaoh arose who knew not Joseph and 
began to severely persecute the children of Israel. To Amran and Jochebed 
of the tribe of Levi a son was born in these troublesome times that Yahweh 
was to use to lead Israel out of captivity.  
 
What was his name? 
Moses. 
 
When Moses was 40 years old he fled Egypt though brought up as the 
son of Pharaoh’s daughter because he killed an Egyptian who was 
severely treating an Israelite. Where did Moses go? 
Moses went to the land of Midian where he became a shepherd and 
married the daughter of Jethro. Here he stayed until he was 80 years old. 
 
What arrested his attention one day when he was tending Jethro’s 
sheep on the back side of a desert near Mount Sinai? 
He saw a bush, which was burning but was not consumed out of which the 
Angel of God spoke to Moses. 
 
On this occasion the Angel of Yahweh told Moses His purpose in 
delivering the children of Israel in accordance with what He had revealed 
to their fathers. He also enunciated His Name.  
 
What is the memorial Name of God and what does it mean? 
God speaking of Himself said, “Ehyeh Asher Ehyeh” i.e. “I will be who I 
will be,” but when we speak of God using the third person we call Him 
“Yahweh” - “He will be.” This prophetic Name speaks of Yahweh’s great 
purpose. “I will be manifested in whom I will be.” “God was manifested 
in the flesh (sinful flesh for the purpose of its condemnation in Christ), 
justified in the Spirit (i.e. through his death, resurrection and glorification, 
Christ was cleansed from “sin in the flesh”) seen of angels (or 
messengers), preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in the world and 
received up into glory.” (Exodus 3; 1 Timothy 3:16). 
 
Is this manifestation or Yahweh’s purpose complete in Christ? 
No. It is Yahweh’s purpose through Christ to be manifested in a multitude 
of redeemed, immortalized people drawn from all nations. (John 17:6, 11 
20-26; Revelation 5:9-10). 
Was Moses prepared to go back to Egypt to deliver Israel? 
No. Yahweh assured him that He would be with Moses and gave him three 
signs to show Israel that they might believe. His rod turning into a serpent, 
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his hand when placed in his bosom becoming leprous and was healed, and 
water being turned into blood. Moses still felt inadequate because he was 
slow of speech so Yahweh said He would also send with Moses his brother 
Aaron who would act as Moses’ spokesman. (Exodus 4). 
 
What happened when Moses came before Pharaoh? 
Moses came before Pharaoh with the message from Yahweh to “Let My 
people go,” that they might be a “people for His Name.” Pharaoh angrily 
rejected this request and increased the burdens upon Israel. (Exodus 5; 
Deuteronomy 6:12, 21-24). 
 
Pharaoh refused to let Israel go and hardened his heart so Yahweh 
through Moses sent a series of ten plagues (first three upon both Jew 
and Egyptian, the last seven upon the Egyptians only). What were 
these ten plagues? 
Water into blood, Frogs, Lice, Flies, Murrain (cattle disease), Boils, Hail, 
Locusts, Darkness, Death of the first-born (Exodus 7-12). 
 
What was Israel commanded to do before the slaying of the first-born 
by the Angel of Yahweh? 
On the 14th day of what became Israel’s first month in commemoration of 
their deliverance from Egyptian bondage, they were to kill the Passover 
lamb without blemish at evening (between three and six o’clock) and catch 
its blood in a basin. They were to use a bunch of hyssop and dip it in the 
blood and sprinkle it upon their two doorposts and lintel of their houses. 
They were to roast the lamb whole and eat it with bitter herbs and 
unleavened bread. Not a bone of the lamb was to be broken. None was to 
be left until morning. Smaller families were to join together if a lamb was 
too much and if any remained it was to be burnt in the fire. They were to 
eat with their shoes on and staff in their hand, ready to leave as soon as 
Moses gave the word (Exodus 12). 
 
What does the Passover lamb, its sprinkled blood on the two doorposts 
and lintel represent? 
Paul said, “Christ our Passover is sacrificed for us.” The slaying of the 
Passover lamb without blemish pointed forward to Christ’s perfect 
obedience and spotless character, while being a possessor of our defiled 
sinful flesh. By this means Christ was “the lamb of God that should take 
away the sin of the world”. If we receive this in faith I believe that God 
will “Passover” our sins by providing us with a covering for sin. 
 
The Passover lamb as Yahweh’s sacrifice (Exodus 23:17, 18)combined, as 
you just mentioned, the two essential qualifications for sacrifice – Christ 
our Passover (1Corinthians 5:7) was the very nature condemned in Eden 
and therefore wrong was not done when he was crucified, as Bro. Roberts 
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has reminded us over and over during this baptismal review, “He was 
born that he might die as the first necessity in the case, for thus was the 
righteousness of God to be declared and sin condemned in its own flesh 
as the foundation of all the goodness to come afterwards.” This was not 
all however that was required as signified by the Passover lamb being 
“without blemish” for, “resurrection had to come in harmony with the law 
that made death the wages of sin…All these aims required that the 
sacrificial victim should be a perfectly righteous man, as well as the 
possessor of the nature to be sacrificially condemned…he was in 
character spotless-‘holy, harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners’. Sin 
had hold of him in his nature, which inherited the sentence of death from 
Adam: but it had no hold of him in his character: for he always did those 
things that were pleasing to his Father. When he died, ‘he died unto sin 
once’ (Hebrews 7:26, 27; 8:3; 9:12, 23, 28; 13:20). But God raised him 
because of his obedience, and ‘being raised from the dead, he dieth no 
more; death has no more dominion over him’ (Romans 6:9, 10)” (The 
Blood of Christ pg. 8). Paul also states in Hebrews 9:28 “So Christ was 
once offered to bear the sins of many, and unto them that look for him shall 
he appear the second time without sin unto salvation.” We therefore note 
that the lintel (the head of the door) symbolic of Christ had to be sprinkled 
along with the two doorposts representing Jew and Gentile. By Yahweh’s 
appointment, Christ was required to be sprinkled by His own blood-
shedding sacrifice for His own salvation because He bore our defiled 
Adamic mortality as our representative. By this means He “bore our sins 
in His own body on the tree,” that He might for all (but of “necessity” 
beginning with him) overcome sin, destroy it and provide a covering for 
all those who by faith come unto God through Him. Paul says God “set 
forth” Christ in this way “that through faith in His blood we might obtain 
remission (or the ‘passing over’ ESV) of sins” (1 Corinthians 5:7; 
Hebrews 7:27, 9:14; 2 Corinthians 5:21; Hebrews 2:14, 9:23 & 12, 
13:20; 1 Peter 2:24; Romans 3:25-26). 
 

Hints For Bible Markers 
The Psalms 

Psalm 11 
This Psalm is far deeper than it appears on the surface. The picture of Jesus 
thinking upon this Psalm, as he observes Israel and its rulers, readily 
comes into our thoughts. While reading this Psalm, keep in the back of 
your mind the destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70 and the destruction of 
the kingdom of men. Particularly the mother of harlots and her daughters, 
in the time to come, which will allow the beauty and wonders of this 
prophetic Psalm to shine forth. 

 
 



240 
 

Psalm 11:1 
 

“In the LORD put I my trust: how say ye to my soul, Flee as a bird to 
your mountain?” 

 
“In the LORD put I my trust” is most certainly true of Christ, but how do 
we compare? Where is our trust? Where is our refuge in times of trouble, 
or in times of joy? Do we turn to the Lord in prayer or take solace in the 
things of the world? This opening verse gives the sense of temptation 
being given. A coaxing to not have confidence in Yahweh, but to place 
“trust, faith, and hope’ in man, whom we have no need to resort to in our 
time of distress. 
 
 “How say ye to my soul, Flee as a bird to your mountain?” brings to mind 
the questioning of bad advice from misguided, such as Peter (Matthew 
16:23; 17:4), or much more likely, false friends who work against the 
things concerning the kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ. Who 
have not changed one atom of their ungodliness, whose minds are filled 
with worldliness. Placing in our hearts and minds, the doctrines of men, 
ideas that lead us away from “the faith which is in Christ Jesus.” (1 
Timothy 3:13). Enticing us into the short lived pleasures of the mind alien 
to the true pleasures of righteousness. Always seeking after some “new 
thing” some new pleasure because there is no lasting joy in the world of 
men.   

Psalm 11:2 
 
“For, lo, the wicked bend their bow, they make ready their arrow upon the 
string, that they may privily shoot at the upright in heart.” 
 
The children of the flesh hate and persecute the righteous. There can be no 
association between the two. “The wicked bend their bow” is of similar 
language used in scripture for slander. This could be slandering of the 
“truth,” or those desiring to live by it’s precepts. “Hide me from the secret 
counsel of the wicked; from the insurrection of the workers of iniquity: 
Who whet their tongue like a sword, and bend their bows to shoot their 
arrows, even bitter words:” (Psalm 64:2-3). Where there is the peace in 
God and goodwill toward men, which is the very heart of the upright, it is 
not possible that the mind can look for the faults in others and condemn  
them. The way of the world is to find fault, criticize, and ridicule. The 
Kings of the Earth, the Pope, and mankind in general have no desire to see, 
hear, or do the will of God and are continually scheming to destroy 
Yahweh’s plan and purpose with the Earth.  
 
 Continued next month should the Lord will                   bro. Beryl 
Snyder        


