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Editorial 
Last month, we considered the importance of the resurrection of Jesus to 
become our High Priest, and mediate for us.  This issue continues and 
expands the discussion of Jesus, our Great High Priest, and how this was 
prophesied in the Mosaic Law. 
 
XIV.--That he is a priest over his own house only, and 
does not intercede for the world, or for professors who 
are abandoned to disobedience. That he makes 
intercession for his erring brethren, if they confess and 
forsake their sins (Luke 24:51; Eph. 1:20; Acts 5:31; 1 Tim. 
2:5; Heb. 8:1; Acts 15:14; 13:39; Heb. 4:14-15; John 17:9; 
Heb. 10:26; 1 John 2:1; Prov. 28:13). 
 
In preparing this month’s issue, we came across a response to a letter by 
bro. C.C. Walker,   He was responding to an article in the Hebrew 
American which totally missed the significance of the High Priest.  The 
article said: 

“It is not an agreeable task to correct a lady, and particularly so able 
a woman as Mary E. Sweetser. She makes a statement, however, in 
the Christian at Work which requires rectification, more especially as 
it is embodied in an article addressed to boys and girls. Speaking of 
the Day of Atonement, she says: ‘The Israelites must seek forgiveness 
from God through the priest.’ Now this is absolutely inaccurate. 
Christianity requires a mediator between man and his Maker. 
Judaism, however, recognises no one as being endowed with special 
power to forgive sins in the name and with the authority of God. Israel 
is destined to be a nation of priests and even the lowliest may aspire 
to the heights of prophetical power. Not one, however, can ever 
obtain the power to secure the remission of the sins of another.” 

 
Bro. Walker correctly pointed out this error of Judaism, and in doing so 
proved the importance of an High Priest.  That makes this is a perfect 
editorial for this month.  Sadly, it is not just the Jews who now deny the 
High Priesthood of Jesus.  We find a 2010 book authored by a Central 
speaker making the point that Jesus was not a type of the Mosaic High 
Priest.  Bro. Walker said: 
 
“Whatever correction Mary Sweetser may require, she requires none in 
respect of her statement that on the Day of Atonement Israel had to seek 
forgiveness through the priest. Anyone reading Leviticus 16 may soon 
satisfy himself that she is quite right, for it was Aaron who was appointed 
by God to make an atonement, first for himself, and then for the people. It 
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belonged to the high priest of Israel, and to no one else at all, to make an 
atonement “for all the people of the congregation” once a year. Even the 
High Priest himself was only to enter the most holy place on this one 
occasion in each year.  
 
“When, therefore, nineteenth-century Israelites tell us that Judaism 
recognises no mediator between man and his Maker, they only give us 
another proof that Judaism is not Mosaism, and does not hold to the great 
things of Yahweh’s law that He wrote for Israel by the hand of Moses.  
 
“Paul was a Jew, brought up at Jerusalem under Gamaliel, a Jew, 
moreover, endowed with the Spirit of God, and therefore in every respect 
a witness to be preferred to the Israelites of our day. He taught that the law 
“was ordained by angels in the hands of A MEDIATOR” (Gal. 3:19). But 
as the Jews reject Paul and the New Testament, we turn back to the Mosaic 
writings concerning the giving of the law, to which Paul’s words in 
Galatians refer. The 19th of Exodus tells us that when Israel came to Sinai, 
“Moses went up unto God,” and that God gave him a covenant message to 
give Israel, promising an open manifestation of the divine presence and 
power on the third day. The third day came, and in the morning thunders 
and lightnings and terrible trumpet peals announced the promised 
manifestation. “All the people that was in the camp trembled,” and amidst 
the growing terrors of God’s presence, “Moses spake, and God answered 
him by a voice . . . and called him up to the top of the mount.” And God 
spoke aloud to all Israel the Ten Commandments, and they feared 
exceedingly, “and said unto Moses, Speak thou with us and we will hear: 
but let not God speak with us lest we die.” And so “the people stood afar 
off, and Moses drew near into the thick darkness where God was.” In this 
Moses is exhibited in the light of “a mediator,” as Paul says, and in Deut. 
5, he (Moses) reminds Israel of the fact that God had done these things, 
delivering unto him the tables of the covenant, and the commandments, 
statutes, and judgments to teach Israel.  
 
“But specially is he exhibited as a mediator in the matter of Israel’s 
transgression when they made the golden calf (Ex. 32). On that occasion 
God threatened that the nation should be consumed, and a great nation 
made of Moses, and they were only spared at the intercession of Moses, 
and his pleading concerning the covenant God made with Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob. Of this matter also Moses reminds Israel in Deut. 9. Israel of 
the latter days “doth not consider” these things.  
 
“It is as Jesus said to them in his day of humiliation, “There is one that 
accuseth you, even Moses, in whom ye trust. For had ye believed Moses, 
ye would have believed me, for he wrote of me: But if ye believe not his 
writings, how shall ye believe my words?” (John 5:45). If they deny that 
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Moses was the mediator of the old covenant, it is not to be wondered at 
that they deny that Jesus is the mediator of the new, and that “through this 
man is preached unto you the forgiveness of sins; and by him all that 
believe are justified from all things, from which ye could not be justified 
by the law of Moses” (Acts 13:38).  
 
“Stephen, in his answer before the high priest (Acts 7) compares Moses’ 
position with that of Jesus with regard to “his brethren the children of 
Israel.” “He supposed,” says Stephen, “his brethren would have 
understood how that God by his hand would deliver them, but they 
understood not” (5:25). And his misunderstanding brethren refused him 
after he had smitten the Egyptian, and he fled, and was away 40 years in 
the wilderness. But there came a time then when God appeared to him and 
sent him back to Egypt, after so long a time, as Stephen says: “This Moses, 
whom they refused, saying, Who made thee a ruler and a judge? The same 
did God send to be a ruler and a deliverer by the hand of the angel which 
appeared to him in the bush” (5:35). So also with “the Just One,” the 
prophet of whom Moses wrote, “refused,” “despised,” “abhorred,” 
“betrayed,” “murdered.” He is away in the “far country,” but God will send 
him with his holy angels, “to be a ruler and a deliverer,” and to quite take 
away the veil from Jacob’s heart and from all nations, as the mouth of the 
Lord hath spoken.” 
 

THE PRESENT PRIESTHOOD OF 
CHRIST 

E. J. ST. J.—We can only express surprise that any one believing in the 
apostolic writings should have the least occasion to ask if Christ is now 
high priest over his own house. It passes our comprehension how any 
doubt could even be suggested in view of statements like these, which 
could be multiplied: “We have a great high priest that is passed into the 
heavens, Jesus the Son of God” (Heb. 4:14); “An high priest over the house 
of God” (Heb. 10:21); “Whose house are we if we hold fast the 
confidence” (Heb. 3:6); “If any man sin, we have an advocate with the 
Father, Jesus Christ the righteous” (1 John 2:1); “He ever liveth to make 
intercession for us according to the will of God” (Heb. 7:25); “He is at the 
right hand of God, who also maketh intercession for us” (Rom. 8:34); 
“Entered into heaven itself, now to appear in the presence of God for us” 
(Heb. 9:24). There can be no doubt that a denial of this truth would be a 
serious thing. As regards God, it would unfit the worshipper to acceptably 
approach Him. As regards the worshipper, it would take away the principal 
comfort and confidence he has in approaching to the Holiest of all, which, 
with the priesthood of Christ in view, he is invited to do with boldness and 
full assurance of faith (Heb. 10:19–22). We cannot but suspect there is 
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some misunderstanding at the root of the allegation that some deny the 
present priesthood of Christ. 

The Tabernacle in the Wilderness  
A Prophesy of God’s Plan for Salvation 

By a Great High Priest 
 
It is our intent to examine 
the Tabernacle which God 
instructed the children of 
Israel to build in the time 
shortly after they came out 
of slavery, coming out 
from Egypt; and we will 
look to the fact that this 
Tabernacle, everything in 
it and everything it 
represented, pointed 
forward to the work that Jesus Christ the son of God would do, to bring 
about salvation to mankind.  This tabernacle from the start was intended 
to show God’s plan of Salvation to mankind.  We will do this by 
considering the actions of the High Priest on the Day of Atonement. 
 
In the ninth chapter of Hebrews, the apostle Paul is explaining to the 
Hebrews—that is the Jews—about what that Tabernacle was intended to 
mean.  He describes it this way: 
  

Heb. 9:1-5 “Then verily the first 
covenant had also ordinances of 
divine service, and a worldly 
sanctuary. For there was a 
tabernacle made; the first, 
wherein was the candlestick, and 
the table, and the shewbread; 
which is called the sanctuary.   
And after the second veil, the 
tabernacle which is called the 
Holiest of all; Which had the 
golden censer, and the ark of the 
covenant overlaid round about 
with gold, wherein was the 
golden pot that had manna, and 
Aaron's rod that budded, and the 
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tables of the covenant;   And over it the cherubims of glory shadowing 
the mercyseat; of which we cannot now speak particularly.”  
 

Now what the apostle Paul is describing in this verse, is the sanctuary, the 
room, as it were within the tabernacle structure.  And he describes the 
things there, which we will also look at this evening.  But the point which 
needs to be understood from the very start, is that every aspect of this 
represents Jesus.  Paul hits this point home near the end of that ninth 
chapter.  Continuing to talk about this tabernacle, Paul goes on to explain: 

 Heb. 9:21-23 “Moreover he sprinkled with blood both the tabernacle, 
and all the vessels of the ministry.  And almost all things are by the 
law purged with blood; and without shedding of blood is no 
remission.   It was therefore necessary that the patterns of things in 
the heavens should be purified with these; but the heavenly things 
themselves with better sacrifices than these.”  

  
Do we see his point?  The tabernacle itself, and all the vessels in the 
tabernacle were sprinkled with blood.  Because, Paul explains, all things 
under the law had to be purged, and that word means cleansed, purged 
with blood.  Now note how Paul ties this to Jesus.  The tabernacle and all 
the things in it he calls the patterns of things in the heavens.  But Jesus, he 
says, are the heavenly things themselves which would be purged or 
cleansed with better sacrifices than the Mosaic sacrifices: by his own 
sacrifice.  Paul concludes: 

Heb. 9:24-26  “For Christ is not entered into the holy places made 
with hands, which are the figures of the true; but into heaven itself, 
now to appear in the presence of God for us:  Nor yet that he should 
offer himself often, as the high priest entereth into the holy place 
every year with blood of others;  For then must he often have suffered 
since the foundation of the world: but now once in the end of the 
world hath he appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself.”  

  
The holy things in the Mosaic Tabernacle were purged with the sacrificial 
blood of bulls and goats.  But Jesus was purged by the sacrifice of himself.  
And note the tie.  All the things of the tabernacle represented, and pointed 
forward to Jesus.  The Mosaic instruments were patterns of which Jesus 
was the reality.  They were intended to teach Israel about Jesus.  About 
God’s plan of salvation.  As Paul told the Galatians: 

Gal. 3:24 “Wherefore the law was our schoolmaster to bring us unto 
Christ, that we might be justified by faith.”  

  
Paul begins the next chapter of Hebrews, the tenth chapter, referring to the 
law as also a shadow, but the reality was Jesus.  Paul said: 

Heb. 10:1 “For the law having a shadow of good things to come, and 
not the very image of the things, can never with those sacrifices which 
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they offered year by year continually make the comers thereunto 
perfect.”  

  
The law was a pattern.  It was a shadow of good things to come, and that 
good thing to come was Jesus, who fulfilled the patterns and gave 
substance to the shadows.  As Paul says later in that tenth chapter: 

Heb 10:8-9  “Above when he said, Sacrifice and offering and burnt 
offerings and offering for sin thou wouldest not, neither hadst 
pleasure therein; which are offered by the law; Then said he, Lo, I 
come to do thy will, O God. He taketh away the first, that he may 
establish the second.”  

  
He taketh away the first, that is, the Mosaic Law that he might establish 
the second, which was salvation through faith in the things Jesus 
accomplished, the greatest of which was declaring the righteousness of 
God as a basis for the forgiveness of our sins.  Jesus didn’t do this by 
destroying the law, by obliterating the patterns and shadows of the Mosaic 
Law.  He did it by fulfilling the patterns and shadows of that Law.  As he 
told us in his sermon on the mount: 

Matt. 5:17-18 “Think not that I am come to destroy the law, or the 
prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to fulfil.   For verily I say unto 
you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise 
pass from the law, till all be fulfilled.”  

  
We will now look at that tabernacle to see how it was that Jesus 
accomplished this great feat.  When we look at that tabernacle, sitting in 
the middle of the encampment of the twelve tribes of Israel, we would get 
a false idea from this picture.  The tabernacle seems to dominate the scene.  
This would have been far from the case.  The encampment of Israel was 
an encampment of 600,000 men between the ages of 20 and 60.  This 
would translate out to more than 2 million people camped around the 
tabernacle, which would require a space of about a square mile.  The 
tabernacle would have been a small compound in that camp, about 150 
feet long, and 75 feet wide.  It would be about a third the size of a football 
field.  Yet it commanded the center of all attention. 
 
The tabernacle was made of white curtains, made of fine linen.  The 
material of the curtains is the first thing that gives us a pattern of things to 
come.  The fine linen is invariably employed to typify righteousness.  We 
read of this in Revelations: 

Rev. 19:8 “And to her was granted that she should be arrayed in fine 
linen, clean and white: for the fine linen is the righteousness of 
saints.”  
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The curtains sealing off the tabernacle from Israel, was a prophesy that 
salvation is to those who will wall themselves off from the world around 
them, in righteousness.  The unrighteous world has nothing to do with 
God’s plan of salvation.   It is walled off, separated from the great masses 
of people who have no interest in the Divine things, and who generally 
regard them either as fairy tales, or as things quite secondary in their life.  
The tabernacle at its start taught that salvation was for a very few who 
would place the divine things at the center of their lives.  Again from 
Revelations we learn, where John was envisioning the kingdom: 

Rev. 21:27 “And there shall in no wise enter into it any thing that 
defileth, neither whatsoever worketh abomination, or maketh a lie: 
but they which are written in the Lamb's book of life.”  

 
The linen-walled enclosure of the tabernacle tells us that the world is 
outside the purpose of God concerning everlasting things, or as Paul 
literally expresses it, "has no hope, and is without God in the world" (Eph. 
2:12). It is a speaking testimony on this first and most unpopular of all first 
principles of the truth. People in our day are slow to recognize this simple 
lesson. They will listen to the doctrine of God's existence: and admire the 
beauty of His commandments, and even applaud the gospel of the 
kingdom and life eternal. But when you tell them of an outer wall of 
righteousness which separates them as mere children of nature from the 
household of God and the future glory connected with it, they are 
incredulous, and worse—rebellious. They have been taught they have a 
right to the goodness of the world to come, "if there is one"—which is their 
doubtful way of expressing themselves. They have not realized that as 
sinners, they have no rights whatever except the right to occupy a grave, 
and that it is the Lord's self-restraint—because of His purpose, that leads 
to their being tolerated at all.  
 
The righteousness of God, as we shall eventually consider is at the root of 

God’s plan of salvation.  
Now these curtains are held 
up by posts.  There are 60 
posts in all, 56 which hold 
up the white linen curtains 
and four which are for the 
opening to the Tabernacle.  
These 56 posts are posts 
made of acacia wood, a 
hard, beautiful wood.  The 
wooden poles are anchored 
in a brass foundation, and 
capped with a silver top.  
The symbology of all this is 
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to give us a hope and a warning.  The wood represents the flesh.  The brass 
represented flesh tried by fire and purified.  And the silver represents 
redemption, silver being the coin of redemption.  Jesus was betrayed with 
30 pieces of silver. 
 
The prophesy made to us through these symbols is that the God will find 
men who are willing to be tried, willing to come through the fiery trials 
and temptations of this life.  He will find men who will seek the 
redemption there is in Jesus Christ.  And that these men will uphold His 
righteousness.  But it will be a trial by fire.  The symbol of brass in the 
scriptures is one of destruction, and many are destroyed by the lusts that 
encompass us.  The usual symbol of brass is actually one of a hot glowing 
brass.  The brass would be similar in color to a welding rod, when it is at 
the point that it is ready to melt.  When it touches any chaff, a scriptural 
symbol for wickedness or opposition to divine things, the chaff 
immediately vaporizes.  Only those rooted in righteousness can abide the 
coming fiery trials.  So the outer wall is both a prophetic warning and a 
prophetic promise.  Salvation is available to those who will abide 
faithfully, and hold up the principles of righteousness. 
 
Now we said there were 60 posts.  56 held up the white linen, but four 
posts held up the opening area.  This was different from the white linen 
curtains, in that it was made of the same material that was used for the veil,  
We read of it thus: 

Exo. 27:16  “And for the gate of the court shall be an hanging of 
twenty cubits, of blue, and purple, and scarlet, and fine twined linen, 
wrought with needlework: and their pillars shall be four, and their 
sockets four.”  

  
Our drawing (above) actually shows this door suspended on five pillars, 
but it should only be four.  The door is made of the same material as the 
veil, which is in the sanctuary separating the Holy from the Most Holy.  
This veil, we learn, was a symbol of Christ’s flesh.  We learn this going 
back to Paul’s explanation of the tabernacle in Hebrews 10: 

Heb. 10:19-20  “Having therefore, brethren, boldness to enter into the 
holiest by the blood of Jesus,   By a new and living way, which he 
hath consecrated for us, through the veil, that is to say, his flesh;”  

  
The veil between the Holy place and the Most Holy Place clearly 
represented the flesh of Jesus.  This similarly colored door to the 
Tabernacle then, represents the same thing.  It tells us that no man can 
enter into God’s plan of Salvation, apart from Christ.  He is the door, the 
first condition of salvation. 
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We might consider now, how God’s plan of salvation works, as we 
consider the Levitical High Priest, who was a type of Jesus, our High 
Priest, on that great day of atonement, which the Jews call Yom Kippur, 
and which takes place on the 10th day of the Jews’ 7th month, which 
corresponds roughly to our September or October.  This year (2020) it will 
begin on Sept. 27th.  We read of this:   

Lev. 16:2-3  “And the LORD said unto Moses, Speak unto Aaron thy 
brother, that he come not at all times into the holy place within the 
vail before the mercy seat, which is upon the ark; that he die not: for 
I will appear in the cloud upon the mercy seat. Thus shall Aaron come 
into the holy place: with a young bullock for a sin offering, and a ram 
for a burnt offering.  

  
This is the annual sacrifice of the Day of Atonement.  It was the only day 
in which Aaron was allowed to enter through the veil of the sanctuary into 
the Most Holy Place.  And it began with Aaron bringing a young bullock 
for a burnt offering and a ram for a sin offering.  Now under the law, these 
sacrifices had specific meanings.  The Burnt Offering is explained to us in   

Lev. 1:2-4 “Speak unto the children of Israel, and say unto them, If 
any man of you bring an offering unto the LORD, ye shall bring your 
offering of the cattle, even of the herd, and of the flock.   If his 
offering be a burnt sacrifice of the herd, let him offer a male without 
blemish: he shall offer it of his own voluntary will at the door of the 
tabernacle of the congregation before the LORD.   And he shall put 
his hand upon the head of the burnt offering; and it shall be accepted 
for him to make atonement for him.”  

  
Now note that word “atonement.”  Sometimes it is broken down in English 
to show its meaning, as At-One-Ment.  It means the act of becoming at 
one, with God.  You know, in the Garden of Eden, Adam sinned.  Because 
of his sin he was cursed with death.  This created a breach between God 
and man, and God’s plan of Salvation was to heal this breach.  So we see 
the first step in this was man offering an atonement to God. 
 
Now what is unique about the Burnt Offering, is that it was an offering for 
atonement, where there is no specific sin mentioned.  What this shows is 
that our natural state, our natural condition separates us from God.  Our 
natural condition is sin.  The apostle Paul said of Jesus: 

2Cor. 5:21 “For he hath made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin; 
that we might be made the righteousness of God in him.”  

  
Sin is the natural condition of man.  That is why redemption from sin is 
necessary for all men.  The Levitical High Priest, a type of Christ, showed 
this, that as a condition of his approach to God, he must first make 
atonement. 
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The High Priest was also to bring a ram for a sin offering.  Leviticus again 
tells us of the importance of the sin offering. 

 Lev. 4:1-2  “And the LORD spake unto Moses, saying,  Speak unto 
the children of Israel, saying, If a soul shall sin through ignorance 
against any of the commandments of the LORD concerning things 
which ought not to be done, and shall do against any of them:”  

  
So we can see that again, this is not for a specific or intentional failure on 
the part of the offerer, but a more general asking for forgiveness in 
understanding of a man’s weakness.  Now we have been making the point 
that all these things prefigured Christ, specifically the High Priest.  Some 
may be aghast at the idea of Christ requiring a sin offering.  He was, after 
all, morally sinless.  Yet the Psalmist, who wrote the things which Christ 
himself said were a reference to himself, tells us of how difficult Jesus’ 
morally perfect life was for him to accomplish. 
 
Now in the 69th Psalm which is specifically quoted by John to be of Jesus, 
we read Jesus lamenting thus: 

Psa. 69:5 “O God, thou knowest my foolishness; and my sins are not 
hid from thee.” 

  
And again, in Psalms 40 which is specifically about Jesus’ crucifixion, we 
see Jesus lamenting thus: 

Psa. 40:12 “For innumerable evils have compassed me about: mine 
iniquities have taken hold upon me, so that I am not able to look up; 
they are more than the hairs of mine head: therefore my heart faileth 
me.” 

  
Now these are the temptations Jesus felt, which arose from within his 
nature.  His great value as our High Priest, was that he was tempted in all 
points as we are, yet without sin.  But Jesus never yielded to these 
temptations.  In his case, the atonement was due to the misfortune of his 
nature, not for any personal guilt.  But he felt the terrible weight of our 
sinful nature, none the less. 

Heb. 4:14-15  “Seeing then that we have a great high priest, that is 
passed into the heavens, Jesus the Son of God, let us hold fast our 
profession. For we have not an high priest which cannot be touched 
with the feeling of our infirmities; but was in all points tempted like 
as we are, yet without sin.”  

  
It was for these infirmities that these offerings, the Burnt Offering and the 
Sin Offering were required.  As Paul goes on in the next few verses of—   

Heb. 5:1-3 “For every high priest taken from among men is ordained 
for men in things pertaining to God, that he may offer both gifts and 
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sacrifices for sins:  Who can have compassion on the ignorant, and 
on them that are out of the way; for that he himself also is compassed 
with infirmity. And by reason hereof he ought, as for the people, so 
also for himself, to offer for sins.”  

  
Note what Paul says.  It is not because of sin that the High Priest had to 
offer, but because of his infirmity.  The same infirmity Paul says in Heb. 
4, Jesus bore.  So we should not at all be shocked to see Aaron approaching 
the tabernacle with two animals for sacrifice.  We should recognize this as 
the only way that God’s righteousness could be maintained, while dealing 
with sinful man. 
 
Now coming through the doors on the east side of the tabernacle with his 
sacrifices, Aaron would have tied the animals up against the brazen altar 
where they were to be offered.  The horns of the altar are there specifically 
so that the animal can be tied in place while the necessary ceremony takes 
place.  In the case of Aaron, we learn that after he comes into the tabernacle 
with the animals, he must wash and dress himself in the splendid robes. 

Lev. 16:4 “He shall put on the holy linen coat, and he shall have the 
linen breeches upon his flesh, and shall be girded with a linen girdle, 
and with the linen mitre shall he be attired: these are holy garments; 
therefore shall he wash his flesh in water, and so put them on.”  

  
The washing typified Jesus’ baptism.  The laver represented the Jordan 
River in which Jesus was baptized.  He was baptized in preparation for his 
work, which is represented by the priestly apparel Aaron put on.  Jesus’ 
dressing took 3 ½ years till he was finally able to put on that crown which 
said “Holiness to the Lord.” 
 
This shows the essential nature of baptism.  Baptism is said to be essential 
several times in the Scriptures. 

John 3:3-5 “Jesus answered and said unto him, Verily, verily, I say 
unto thee, except a man be born again, he cannot see the kingdom of 
God.  Nicodemus saith unto him, How can a man be born when he is 
old? can he enter the second time into his mother's womb, and be 
born? Jesus answered, Verily, verily, I say unto thee, Except a man 
be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom 
of God.”  

  
And again: 

Rom. 6:3-5 “Know ye not, that so many of us as were baptized into 
Jesus Christ were baptized into his death?  Therefore we are buried 
with him by baptism into death: that like as Christ was raised up from 
the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in 
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newness of life.   For if we have been planted together in the likeness 
of his death, we shall be also in the likeness of his resurrection:”  

  
Now again, the purpose of baptism is for the remission of sins.  When 
Jesus came to John at the Jordan, for the purpose of being baptized, John 
protested. 

Matt. 3:13-14 “Then cometh Jesus from Galilee to Jordan unto John, 
to be baptized of him. But John forbad him, saying, I have need to be 
baptized of thee, and comest thou to me?”  

 
Matt. 3:15 “And Jesus answering said unto him, Suffer it to be so 
now: for thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteousness. Then he 
suffered him.”  

 
Jesus explained that the reason he was to be baptized was to fulfill all 
righteousness.  That is, he was fulfilling the law, which is what Jesus came 
to do.  Not to destroy it, as he said previously, but to fulfill it.  As such, it 
was necessary that Jesus should be baptized, washed, as it were, as the 
fulfillment of the actions of the High Priest. 
 
Being now the washed and dressed High Priest, Aaron was in a position 
to consider the sins of the people.  He then obtained the sacrifices for the 
nation. 

Lev. 16:5  “And he shall take of the congregation of the children of 
Israel two kids of the goats for a sin offering, and one ram for a burnt 
offering.”  

  
This is to show us that the work of Jesus was all for us.  He was included 
in it, as we shall see.  But the main focus was his love of mankind. 

John 15:13 “Greater love hath no man than this, that a man lay down 
his life for his friends.”  

  
Having now tied up the five animals which are for sacrifice, he begins his 
sacrificial work.  The High Priest, washed and dressed now begins the 
process of sacrificing for sins.  And I might take a minute to explain the 
word sacrifice.  Because it is badly understood in these days.  Today, the 
term is used almost exclusively to mean giving up something.  That is not 
the meaning of the word.  The word is Zebach, and it means “to slaughter.”  
This is from Strong’s concordance:  “properly a slaughter, that is, the flesh 
of an animal, by implication a sacrifice (the victim or the act).” 
 
We were once asked how much the Hebrews may have understood as far 
as all the symbols of the law.  It is a hard question to answer.  But certainly 
they understood one thing in all this.  The offerer was to place his hands 
on the head of the animal, and confess over the animal his sins.  Then he 
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“sacrificed” or “slaughtered” the animal.  In this, he had to be able to see 
that sin needed to be destroyed.  And this is the declaration of God’s 
righteousness, which is the ultimate basis for the forgiveness of sins. 
 
We see this several times in the law, particularly here in Leviticus 16, 
when Aaron deals one of the goats, the scape goat. 

Lev. 16:21  “And Aaron shall lay both his hands upon the head of the 
live goat, and confess over him all the iniquities of the children of 
Israel, and all their transgressions in all their sins, putting them upon 
the head of the goat, and shall send him away by the hand of a fit man 
into the wilderness:” 

  
The scape goat is then sent away.  We read in Lev. 16:7-8— 

Lev. 16:7-8   “And he shall take the two goats, and present them 
before the LORD at the door of the tabernacle of the congregation.   
And Aaron shall cast lots upon the two goats; one lot for the LORD, 
and the other lot for the scapegoat.”  

  
Now it comes time to make the sacrifices.  Aaron comes first to offer for 
himself.  We discussed this earlier.  It was an offering for the condition of 
man, the sinful nature of man.  It was the first and foundational point in 
Aaron’s sacrifices on that great Day of Atonement. The first sacrifice was 
Aaron’s sacrifice for himself. 

Lev. 16:6 “And Aaron shall offer his bullock of the sin offering, 
which is for himself, and make an atonement for himself, and for his 
house.”  

 
The apostle Paul emphasizes the importance of this.  He wrote this to the 
Hebrews, about the sacrifices with which they would have been so 
familiar. 

Heb. 7:26-27 “For such an high priest became us, who is holy, 
harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners, and made higher than the 
heavens; Who needeth not daily, as those high priests, to offer up 
sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for the people's: for this he 
did once, when he offered up himself.”  

  
Note Paul’s argument.  Jesus was the great high priest, who became one 
of us.  Morally, he was holy, harmless, and separate from sinners.  Still he 
needed to offer first for his own sins, and then for the people, which he did 
once (and that word once, really means one time, and one time only) when 
he offered up himself.   
 
In the following chapter, Paul re-emphasizes this same point.  He wrote to 
the Jews: 
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Heb. 8:3-4 “For every high priest is ordained to offer gifts and 
sacrifices: wherefore it is of necessity that this man have somewhat 
also to offer.   For if he were on earth, he should not be a priest, seeing 
that there are priests that offer gifts according to the law:”  

  
Note Paul’s words.  It was necessary that this man should have somewhat 
to offer.  It was necessary because how else could he have fulfilled the 
types, patterns and shadows of the Mosaic Law.   
 
You know, part of Paul’s challenge with the Hebrews, the Jews, was to get 
them to understand why Messiah had to suffer.  The Jews were looking for 
Messiah to be a great King for their generation, a great general who would 
throw off Roman Rule, and set Israel up as the great kingdom that they 
had been under the likes of Jesus’s father David.  They were already 
looking forward to the fulfillment of Isaiah 9 

Isa. 9:6-7 “For unto us a child is born, unto us a son is given: and the 
government shall be upon his shoulder: and his name shall be called 
Wonderful, Counsellor, The mighty God, The everlasting Father, The 
Prince of Peace.   Of the increase of his government and peace there 
shall be no end, upon the throne of David, and upon his kingdom, to 
order it, and to establish it with judgment and with justice from 
henceforth even for ever. The zeal of the LORD of hosts will perform 
this.”  

  
This is what the Jews wanted, a warrior Messiah, not this teacher of love 
and peace.  They couldn’t understand the need for Messiah to suffer, so 
Paul is explaining it to them.  Paul tells them all this is necessary.  It was 
of necessity that this man had something to offer.  He had to offer himself 
first, for the redemption from sin.  And that sin, of course, was the nature 
which he bore. 
 
Let’s look at this principle, and see why the first and foremost principle of 
sacrifice, was that the sacrifices of the law could not take away sin.  Paul 
specifically tells them that they can’t, and also explains why at the same 
time.  He wrote: 

Heb. 10:1-4 “For the law having a shadow of good things to come, 
and not the very image of the things, can never with those sacrifices 
which they offered year by year continually make the comers 
thereunto perfect.  For then would they not have ceased to be offered? 
because that the worshippers once purged should have had no more 
conscience of sins.  But in those sacrifices there is a remembrance 
again made of sins every year. For it is not possible that the blood of 
bulls and of goats should take away sins.”  
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We spoke earlier about the purpose of the law.  That it was to be a pattern, 
or a shadow of the things that Jesus would do.  The law was only symbol.  
But here we learn that though the law was just a symbol, Jesus was to be 
the reality.  In this verse Jesus is called, not a symbol, type, shadow or 
pattern, but the very image.  He was the reality. 
 
So while our sins could only be figuratively placed on the sacrificial 
animals, our sins were literally born in the flesh of Jesus, by him being 
made sinful flesh.  Writing about how important this was to the Romans, 
so that Jesus could do what the law could not do, which was to give life, 
because, the shadowy blood of bulls and goats could not take away sin. 

Rom. 8:3 “For what the law could not do, in that it was weak through 
the flesh, God sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and 
for sin, condemned sin in the flesh:”  

  
What the law could not do, because of the weakness of the flesh, God did 
by sending Jesus in sinful flesh, and for, or on account of sin, condemned 
sin in the flesh.  Sin could not have been condemned in the flesh of Jesus, 
had it not existed there.  It existed there in the nature God made him to be.  
This was not moral guilt, but a physical condition, or uncleanness, which 
was purified through his own blood. 
 
Now, having slain the sacrifice that was for himself, Aaron proceeds to 
purify the Most Holy Place.  We read of this: 

Lev. 16:12-13  “And he shall take a censer full of burning coals of 
fire from off the altar before the LORD, and his hands full of sweet 
incense beaten small, and bring it within the vail:  And he shall put 
the incense upon the fire before the LORD, that the cloud of the 
incense may cover the mercy seat that is upon the testimony, that he 
die not:”  

  
So Aaron takes live coals from 
off the altar of burnt offerings, 
and he takes incense with them, 
and enters into the sanctuary, to 
the inside the Most Holy place.  
He puts the coals and the 
incense in a censor, setting the 
sensor down in front of the Ark 
of the Cherubim, so that a 
cloud of incense over the Ark, 
which symbolizes the true and faithful prayers of Israel, covers the Ark 
within the Most Holy. We next read:  

Lev. 16:14-16  “And he shall take of the blood of the bullock, and 
sprinkle it with his finger upon the mercy seat eastward; and before 
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the mercy seat shall he sprinkle of the blood with his finger seven 
times.   Then shall he kill the goat of the sin offering, that is for the 
people, and bring his blood within the vail, and do with that blood as 
he did with the blood of the bullock, and sprinkle it upon the mercy 
seat, and before the mercy seat:   And he shall make an atonement for 
the holy place, because of the uncleanness of the children of Israel, 
and because of their transgressions in all their sins: and so shall he do 
for the tabernacle of the congregation, that remaineth among them in 
the midst of their uncleanness.”  

 
Now there is an important point to be realized here.  We saw at the 
beginning of this article how the holy things all represented Christ.  They 
were all patterns of things in the heaven, but the holy thing itself was Jesus.  
But note here that the mercy seat and the holy place, both inanimate 
objects, required atonement because of the uncleanness of the children of 
Israel, and all their transgressions in all their sins.   
 
Now we are told by those denying Jesus’ personal involvement in these 
sacrifices, which Moses and Paul both affirmed, that atonement is only for 
moral acts.  And since Jesus never committed a sin, he couldn’t possibly 
have needed, or personally have been involved in any way in the purifying 
work of his own sacrifice.  But here we clearly have inanimate objects, 
things which could not sin, being atoned through the blood of the sacrifice.  
 
Now to show just how integral all this was to God’s plan, we would like 
now to consider a verse in Romans 3, which explains God’s Plan of 
Salvation from sin.  It is, in my opinion anyway, the clearest explanation 
of the basis upon which God offers salvation to man.   

Rom. 3:23-26 “For all have sinned, and come short of the glory of 
God; Being justified freely by his grace through the redemption that 
is in Christ Jesus:   Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation 
through faith in his blood, to declare His righteousness for the 
remission of sins that are past, through the forbearance of God;   To 
declare, I say, at this time His righteousness: that He might be just, 
and the justifier of him which believeth in Jesus.”  

  
As we see, the verse starts out with a well-known fact.  All have sinned 
and come short of the glory of God.  But we have the opportunity for 
redemption and justification, in Christ Jesus.  Here then, Paul begins to 
explain why. 
 
God set Jesus forth to be a propitiation.  The word translated propitiation 
is from the Hebrew, Kaphar, and it means the Mercy Seat.  The Mercy 
Seat is that top plate of gold on the top of the ark, out of which the 
cherubim are formed over the Mercy Seat.  It is the place, as we have just 
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seen, where Aaron took the blood of the sacrifices for atonement.  The 
word propitiation, if that’s what the translators wanted to use, should have 
been the propitiatory place.  God set Jesus forth to be our Mercy Seat.    But 
in order for this to happen, Paul goes on in Romans three, saying we must 
have faith in his blood.  What does that mean, faith in his blood?  It means 
we must understand what his blood declared.  It declared the same thing 
that it declared in symbol in the death of the sacrificial animals.  That sin 
is only worthy of death.  That sin needs to be destroyed.  But instead of 
being another symbol, because the animal couldn’t sin, Jesus bore our sins 
in his body and literally put that sin to death in his sacrifice.  That is what 
made his sacrifice so much better than the sacrifices under the law, as we 
have seen Paul declare in Hebrews 9. 
 
Now, the whole purpose, Paul tells, of the shedding of Jesus blood, and 
the setting Jesus forth as our Mercy Seat, was to declare the righteousness 
of God.  (Note how it all comes back to the white fine twined linen of 
righteousness which enclosed the entire tabernacle.  It is all about 
righteousness.)  So the purpose of Jesus’ death was to declare the 
righteousness of God.  And that word “declare” really means to exhibit.  
When we see Jesus on the cross, the great sacrifice for sin, that great 
slaying of sin; we see God exhibited as righteous and just.  And all this 
was for the remission of sins that are past. 
 
We sometimes ask our Trinitarian friends how, if Jesus was an 
immaculate, or sin-free God as they claim, how God could have been 
exhibited as righteous in commanding the death of a sinless, immaculate 
man?  And God did command Jesus to die the death he did, which Jesus 
voluntarily submitted to.  As Jesus said: 

John 10:17-18 “Therefore doth my Father love me, because I lay 
down my life, that I might take it again.  No man taketh it from me, 
but I lay it down of myself. I have power to lay it down, and I have 
power to take it again. This commandment have I received of my 
Father.”  

  
So Jesus received the commandment to lay down his life, from his Father.  
How was it right and just for God to require a sinless man to die a death 
for sin?  And the Trinitarian will usually retort that it was a loving thing 
for Jesus to come and die for us, etc., and that would be agreed to, but it is 
not the point.  God said the death which He required of Jesus exhibited 
God’s righteousness.  How was God righteous in requiring a sinless man 
to die? 
 
We like to take the illustration of the death sentence in Texas.  Texas 
condemns murder.  To show how much Texas condemns murder, Texas 
takes murderers, and puts them to death with a lethal injection.  But what 
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if the State of Texas said, just to make sure everyone knows how the state 
condemns murder, we are going to take an innocent man, and put him to 
death, so that everyone understands that the State of Texas condemns 
murder. 
 
Would the people celebrate this?  Would they all agree that Texas should 
take an innocent man and put him to death for murder, to show how much 
Texas condemns murder?  Of course not.  There would be riots in the 
streets over such a travesty of justice.  Yet this is the Christian world’s 
view of the death of Christ. 
 
No, the righteousness of God is declared in the death of Christ, because 
Jesus, in obedience to God, put that nature to death on the cross.  When 
we see Jesus hanging on the cross in our minds, we see that this is how 
sinful flesh needs to be treated in harmony with the righteousness of God.  
It is only fit for destruction.  And through his great sacrifice, Jesus himself 
was redeemed, having obtained eternal redemption.  As Paul again said in 
Hebrews 9:11-12, and using a translation called the analytical literal 
translation we read: 

Heb. 9:11-12 “But Christ having appeared [as] High Priest of the 
good [things] coming, through the greater and more perfect 
tabernacle not made with human hands (that is, not of this creation), 
and not through [the] blood of goats and calves, but through His own 
blood, entered in once [and never again] into the Holy [Places], 
having secured eternal redemption.” 

 
Christ secured his own redemption through his own blood.  He was 
redeemed from the sin God made him to be.  And having obtained eternal 
redemption, and existing now in the Most Holy place, he is mediating for 
us as our great high priest. 
 
And when he returns to this earth, out of the most holy, may it be the lot 
of us all, to see those beautiful stones in his breast plate, radiating with the 
Shekinah glory of acceptance into his kingdom.  For this is God’s plan of 
salvation as taught through the Tabernacle. 

 
THE PRIESTHOOD OF CHRIST IN ITS 

INDIVIDUAL BEARINGS 
BY ROBERT ROBERTS 

THE priesthood of Christ is one of the plainest teachings of the New 
Testament. In proof of this, the reader has but to refer to Heb. 3:1; 4:14, 
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15; 5:10; 6:20; 7:24, 27; 9:11; 10:21, 22; 1 John 2:1, and other places. We 
give the text quotations below, after which, there can remain no question 
as to the fact of Christ in his present exalted position exercising the priestly 
office in behoof of those who become constituents of his house, by the 
belief and obedience of the truth. But the question which has suggested 
itself to some minds is, what does this mean? Priesthood, argue they, 
implies a deity to be propitiated; and that since God is gracious, he requires 
no propitiation, and that therefore the priesthood of Jesus must be of 
another order. The idea of Jesus pleading with the Father, they seem to 
think inconsistent with the fact that it is the Father himself who has made 
the first advances of love, and that Jesus is but the medium through which 
he seeks to reconcile the world to himself (2 Cor. 5:19). They argue that 
Jesus and the Father being “one,” it is not possible that there could exist 
even that mild degree of antagonism involved in a request by the one that 
the other should act differently from his disposition. They are therefore 
disposed to suggest that the advocacy of Christ bears towards his people 
rather than towards the Father,—that he is an advocate from the Father to 
us, rather than an advocate with the Father for us. 
 
There is a certain amount of truth in these suggestions, but they are 
defective in omitting other elements of truth that require to be taken into 
the account before a truthful result can be arrived at. The bearing, and 
nature, and objects of Christ’s priesthood can only be apprehended in the 
light of first principles, taken together without the leaving out of any. 
 
While it is a first principle that God is kind, it is also a first principle that 
in certain relations, he is a consuming fire. Anger describes an attribute of 
His character as well as love. “He is angry with the wicked” (Ps. 7:11). 
“He cannot look on iniquity” (Heb. 1:13). “He is of purer eyes than to 
behold evil” (Ibid). “He will by no means clear the guilty.” This hostile 
disposition toward rebellion of every kind (a hostility, be it at the same 
time observed, which has its foundation in benevolence, for its objects and 
operation are the extirpation of the root of misery) finds shape and 
expression in the fact that the wages of sin is death; and is palpably 
illustrated in the flood and the destruction of Sodom. God will not tolerate 
sin; death and sin are eternally linked, and with sinners He will hold no 
intercourse. “He heareth not sinners” (John 9:31). This is the immutable 
law of the divine government: and this fact we shall find at the basis of the 
institution of priesthood. 
 
Priesthood was an early institution in the relations of God to man. It 
existed before the Mosaic constitution of things, as evidenced by the case 
of Melchisedec in the days of Abraham, and probably was of antediluvian 
origin. Its existence embodies a principle which is practically illustrated 
more than once in the course of Bible history—viz.: that God will not hear 
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or deal directly with offenders, but will be entreated concerning them by 
those whom He regards with pleasure. The plagues of Egypt were 
restrained at the request of Moses. Rebellious Israel were on the point of 
being devoured, like Korah, Dathan, and Abiram, when the intercession of 
Moses averted the outburst of divine vengeance. Job acted as intercessor 
for his offending friends. They were thus addressed by the voice of God: 
“Take unto you now seven bullocks and seven rams, and go to My servant 
Job, and offer up for yourselves a burnt offering, and My servant Job shall 
pray for you; FOR HIM WILL I ACCEPT, lest I deal with you after your folly, 
in that ye have not spoken of Me the thing which is right like My servant 
Job.” 
 
Jeremiah was told not to intercede for Israel. “Therefore, pray not thou for 
this people, neither lift up cry nor prayer for them, neither make 
intercession to Me, for I will not hear thee” (7:16). This implies that had 
Israel’s offences been less grievous, Jeremiah’s imploration would have 
been of some avail: but the nation’s wickedness had reached such a pitch 
that God said to him, “Though Moses and Samuel stood before Me, yet 
My mind could not be towards this people” (15:1). 
 
Now, with regard to Christ, we have the same principle but in relation to 
a different matter. The intercessions of Old Testament record had 
reference to the limited penalties of the time then present. They were 
instrumental in securing immunity from the temporary evils of mortal life. 
They had no effect as regards the dispensation of eternal results. It was not 
in the power of any arrangement in force before the appearance of Christ, 
to secure everlasting life. The high priesthood of the law, under which, the 
successor of Aaron, once a year, entered the Holiest to supplicate the 
blessing of Jehovah upon an offending generation, was only a type of the 
true mediation. As regards eternal life, the high priest was no more in a 
position to be heard, than any of the people. He was equally under 
condemnation with them and carried the token of this fact in the blood of 
the slain lamb which he offered “first for his own sins and then for the 
people” (Heb. 7:27). But though ineligible as an intercessor for life 
everlasting, he typified the Great Priest, through whom mortal man might 
obtain a standing and a hearing in the presence of God, with reference to 
the forfeited gift of life for evermore.  
 
The whole arrangement, of which the high priesthood was a part, was of 
this typical character. Paul says that “the first tabernacle” was “a figure for 
the time then present” (Heb. 9:9). It allegorically pre-figured the literal 
method by which human salvation was to be worked out. This literal 
method is presented in Christ. He was a spotless Son of God, wearing the 
condemned nature of Adam. He suffered death, and thus met the demands 
of the righteous law that constituted man a mortal in the Garden of Eden. 
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He was personally sinless, and thus presented in himself an open door 
through which, by resurrection, sin-destroyed life could return in triumph 
from the grave. It was in harmony with the law of God’s operations to raise 
to life everlasting, a righteous man: it would not have been so, to 
resuscitate and immortalize a sinner. Christ was the lamb in his meekness; 
the spotless lamb in his innocence; the slain lamb in his death; but he had 
to develop the literal counterpart to the living high priest. This he did in 
rising from the dead and entering the divine presence to supplicate, in their 
individual details, those results which his own position as an accepted, 
immortalized and well-beloved member of the human family, enabled him 
acceptably to intercede for.  
 
God looks only in Christ. No human being can be heard on his own merits. 
No man can come to the Father but by the Mediator (John 14:6). The 
Father judgeth no man, but hath committed all judgment to the Son (John 
5:6). Whom the Son prays for, will be given to him, and he has power over 
all flesh, that he may give eternal life to as many as the Father gives him. 
God’s relations to the condemned children of Adam’s race are readjusted 
in the last Adam, in whom the law has been upheld, magnified, and made 
honourable. All of Adam’s race, who cast off the Old Adam in the water 
of baptism, concurrently with a repudiation of the old Adam principles and 
practices; and constitutionally put on the new man—Christ Jesus—
become morally incorporated with the new mediatorial man in the 
presence of God, and will be physically assimilated to him and by him at 
the resurrection. 
 
But are there no transgressions after the initiatory union in baptism? Does 
the weakness of the flesh not continue still in operation, leading to 
remissnesses, failures of duty, and positive offences? “If we say that we 
have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us” (1 John 1:8). 
Now, what is it that prevents these post-immersional sins from being as 
fatal as Adam’s disobedience in the garden? By what arrangement are 
Christ’s people saved from the death-power of their own offences? The 
answer is in the words of John: “If any man sin, we have an advocate with 
the Father, Jesus Christ, the righteous” (1 John 2:1).  Again: “If we confess 
our sins, he is faithful and just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse us 
from all unrighteousness.” See also the passages quoted at the 
commencement of this article.  
 
God heareth not sinners, but He hears Christ, and through him, will forgive 
unto life eternal. We are, therefore, says Paul, having such an High Priest 
(one who sympathizes with our infirmities, from having tasted them), to 
“come boldly to the throne of grace, that we may obtain mercy, and find 
grace to help in time of need” (Heb. 4:16). “He ever liveth to make 
intercession for us” (Heb. 7:25), and he intercedes for those who come to 
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avail themselves of his intercession, but none else. It was only for those 
transgressors who brought the typical sacrifice to the priest at the door of 
the tabernacle that the priest interceded. So it is only for those who make 
confession in prayer, and supplicate the divine forgiveness in the name of 
Jesus, that Christ’s mediatorial function will be exerted. Israel did not 
worship the High Priest: they sought the Increate God of their fathers, 
through the High Priest, worshipping without, while he interceded within; 
so the people of Christ worship not Christ, but, in the name of Jesus, 
worship God; and Jesus, in the presence of God, maketh intercession, and 
God hears him, and through him—by the means of his personal will—
vouchsafes the blessings sought. 
 
There is nothing in all this to clash with the fact that God is gracious to our 
worthless race. His love is shown in establishing an arrangement by which 
we have access to His favour and life for evermore. His love could not be 
allowed to violate any other attribute of His being; it must work in 
harmony with all His rules and methods of operation; and this is what it 
does in the work of Christ. God was in Christ reconciling the world to 
Himself, but the method of reconciliation was by sacrifice and mediation. 
God advances to us through Christ, but yet His advance takes the form of 
appointing a mediator “to make intercession according to His will.” 
 
It need not be urged that the present forgiveness of sins interferes with the 
operation of the judgment seat. If we were now made immortal in answer 
to our prayers for forgiveness, such a reflection might arise, but all that is 
done is the obliteration of our offences from the divine mind. If they were 
not so obliterated, they would be disclosed against us at the judgment seat 
to our condemnation. Unpardoned sin will be fatal, and the pardon is to be 
sought now in daily prayer without ceasing. Yet practically, the judgment 
seat will witness and administer the results of prayer. We know not till 
then if our prayers are heard. God knows now. He knoweth them that are 
His, but it is not permitted to us to know the secrets of His counsel towards 
ourselves until the Day which He hath appointed for the disclosure of them 
by the mouth of Jesus Christ, whom He has constituted judge of the quick 
and the dead. 
 
It would be a fatal mistake to overlook the priesthood of Christ, as now 
accessible to his household by prayer. The truth would be of no use to us 
if we did. The intercession of Christ is necessary to our salvation: and we 
can only set it in motion in our individual behalf by individual prayer. To 
live in disregard of this would be soon to decay from our places in the true 
vine, and, finally, at his coming, to drop as withered branches to the 
ground, to be bundled up for consumption, with all other fruitless 
branches, for any cause cut off. 
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SIN; ITS ORIGIN, EFFECTS AND 
DESTRUCTION 

By Arthur Andrew, Chdn. 1876 
 
WE now come to the subject of the DESTRUCTION OF SIN. 
 
This may also be termed “the taking away of sin,” or “the putting away of 
sin.” Either of these expressions is quite scriptural: for John the Baptist, 
pointing to Jesus, said, “Behold the Lamb of God, which taketh away the 
sin of the world,” and the writer of the epistle to the Hebrews (9:26) says 
that Christ “appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of himself.” The 
word destroy is also applied to this subject in two passages already quoted 
(Heb. 2:14; 1 John 3:8), and, being more emphatic and comprehensive, is 
perhaps more appropriate in a reference to the subject as a whole. 
 
The principal question for consideration is, Did Christ by his death put 
away sin as a moral, or as a physical thing? That is to say, did he simply 
bear away the sins of others in a figurative manner by having them imputed 
to him, or did he put away sin as a physical thing—meaning by physical 
sin what we have already defined in our previous remarks? And in looking 
at this question we cannot do better than refer to the animal sacrifices 
offered up under the law of Moses (as well as in previous dispensations), 
seeing that they were types of Christ’s sacrifice. When an Israelite had 
sinned, and brought a sacrifice to be offered as an atonement for his sin, 
he placed his hand on the head of the animal before it was slain.  
 
For instance, in the commands given respecting a sin-offering for a priest, 
we read, in Leviticus 4:3, 4, that he was to bring “a young bullock without 
blemish; . . . and he shall bring the bullock unto the door of the tabernacle 
of the congregation before the Lord; and shall lay his hand upon the 
bullock’s head, and kill the bullock before the Lord.” In the same chapter, 
in the injunctions respecting the offering of a bullock for a sin of ignorance 
on the part of “the whole congregation” (verse 13), we read (verse 15), 
“And the elders of the congregation shall lay their hands upon the head of 
the bullock before the Lord: and the bullock shall be killed before the 
Lord.” The significance of this act will be apparent from the directions in 
reference to the scapegoat: “And Aaron shall lay both his hands upon the 
head of the live goat, and confess over him all the iniquities of the children 
of Israel, and all their transgressions in all their sins, putting them upon the 
head of the goat, and shall send him away by the hand of a fit man into the 
wilderness: and the goat shall bear upon him all their iniquities into a land 
not inhabited: and he shall let go the goat in the wilderness” (Lev. 16:21, 
22).  
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From this passage we see that the putting of the hands upon the head of 
the sacrifice signified the transference of the transgressions of the 
individual or community to the sacrifice. Of course as a matter of fact this 
could not actually be done, for it is impossible to transfer an act to a person 
or animal: it was only a figurative ceremony, and derived all its efficacy 
from the fact that God had been pleased to appoint it, and to attach a certain 
significance to the act, that significance being that the sin was imputed to 
the animal, and therefore the effects of, or the penalty for, the sin were 
executed upon the sacrifice instead of upon the sinner. The sinner by the 
ceremony in effect said: “I have committed a sin worthy of death, I 
acknowledge my guilt before God, and I avail myself of the means He has 
graciously appointed for obtaining the forgiveness of my sin, by bringing 
this animal, and yielding it up to death, that by its suffering the penalty to 
which I have rendered myself liable, I may escape the infliction of that 
penalty.” When an offering was made for a sin of the congregation, the 
elders—probably one out of each tribe—in effect said the same thing on 
behalf of, and as the representatives of, the congregation; and, in the case 
of the scapegoat, the high priest did the same thing as the representative of 
the nation. 
 
Now the question is, Did Christ by his sacrifice put away sin in this way? 
And, even if he did, was it in no other sense? Let the apostle answer: “For 
the law having a shadow of good things to come, and not the very image 
of the things, can never with those sacrifices which they offered year by 
year continually make the comers thereunto perfect” (Heb. 10:1). We have 
it here, on Divine authority, that the law was only a shadow of the things 
to come afterwards, and not the very image of them; and observe that this 
statement is made specially in connection with the subject of sacrifices, 
and that the apostle proceeds immediately afterwards to contrast the 
Mosaic sacrifices with the sacrifice of Christ.  
 
Now a “shadow” or figure is that which represents something else of a 
higher character, not something on the same level: a shadow only gives a 
general idea of the form of the object of which it is the shadow, not an 
exact representation of it. We must therefore, in considering the taking-
away of sin by Christ, look for something, in the mode of taking it away, 
of a higher character than in the case of the animal sacrifices. We shall 
find these elements in this passage, for the apostle continues: “For it is not 
possible that the blood of bulls and of goats should take away sins. 
Wherefore when he cometh into the world, he saith, Sacrifice and offering 
thou wouldest not, [that is, of the kind hitherto offered: see verses 8–10] 
but a body hast thou prepared me: in burnt offerings and sacrifices for sin 
thou hast had no pleasure. Then said I, Lo, I come (in the volume of the 
book it is written of me,) to do Thy will, O God” (Heb. 10:4–7).  
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Here we have two features set forth in regard to Christ as a sacrifice, which 
were absent in the animal sacrifices, viz., obedience, and “a body 
prepared.” The animals could not obey, having no moral or sufficiently 
intellectual faculties; and they were not specially prepared, as was the case 
with Christ: they were not made in the same nature as those who had 
sinned. For these two reasons, “the blood of bulls and of goats” could not 
take away sins. We may notice, in passing, that it was not that God had 
“no pleasure” in any kind of sacrifice: it was only that He had no pleasure 
in those “which are offered by the law” (verse 8), in comparison with the 
greater sacrifice to come; and hence, although “He taketh away the first,” 
it is “that he may establish the second,” (verse 9); and so “we are sanctified 
through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ” (Verse 10). “The first” 
were imperfect in their operation; therefore “the second” was provided. 
But if the second took away sin in only the same way as the first, viz., 
figuratively, by bearing the transgressions in an imputed sense, how could 
“the second” take away sin better than “the first,” and what need for 
alteration in the sacrifice?  
 
It must be evident, then, that Christ put away sin in some other way, and 
the clue to that way is to be found in what was stated in the first part of the 
present article, viz., in the fact that sin in the flesh had become an element 
of human nature—a physical thing—and that Jesus was made in precisely 
the same nature (Heb. 2:14, 17), and therefore possessed sin as a physical 
thing, though entirely free from it morally. Being in this nature, he could 
put away the sin-nature by means of the “body prepared.” The animals put 
away sin figuratively or imputatively; Christ put it away physically. They 
were the shadow; he was the substance. They only sufficed to put away 
sin typically; in Christ God went to the root of the matter, and destroyed 
that which is the cause of transgression and death, viz., sin in the flesh. Sin 
in the flesh produces transgression and death; and this, to our mind, is the 
reason why the sin-nature needed to be put away as the basis for 
forgiveness and redemption. 
 
The principle of the plan upon which redemption is effected through Christ 
may be briefly stated thus: Christ was made in sinful flesh, which was 
under condemnation to death, and hence his death was necessary on that 
account. Having died, the law of sin and death had obtained all it could 
exact of him, and then, because of his righteousness, he was raised from 
the dead. He was thus freed from the power death had had over him 
through sin, and the power of sin and death was thereby destroyed in him. 
On the basis of this, others may obtain the same benefits by association 
with him: they may now obtain the forgiveness of sins (which is necessary 
in order to introduce them to the favour of God), and the removal of the 
condemnation resting on them; and, afterwards at his appearing, they may 
obtain actual (physical) deliverance from the power of sin and death. 
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Let us now turn to several passages of Scripture, in which the putting-away 
of sin by Christ is described as a physical thing:— 

Rom. 8:3: “God . . . condemned sin in the flesh.” 
Heb. 2:14: “Through death Christ destroyed the devil.” 
Rom. 6:6: “The body of sin was destroyed.” 

 
In these passages, sin is said to have been condemned or destroyed as a 
physical thing. There is another class of passages, however, in which 
sins—the sins of others—are spoken of as being borne by Christ, viz. :— 

Isaiah 53:6: “The Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all.” 
Heb. 9:28: “Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many.” 
1 Pet. 2:24: “Who his own self bare our sins in his own body on the 
tree.” 
1 John 3:5: “Ye know that he was manifested to take away our sins; 
and in him is no sin.” 

 
These two classes of passages, however, though they may appear, on a 
superficial view, to teach different things, can be perfectly harmonised, 
and each put in its proper place in the scheme of redemption. The passages 
in the first category describe what Christ did actually in relation to himself; 
those in the second describe the effect of his work in relation to others. We 
will look first at those which speak of sin as being put away physically, 
and we shall find that it was put away physically in Christ as the basis for 
its being put away morally and physically in others. 
 
Rom. 8:3: “For what the law could not do, in that it was weak through the 
flesh, God [did] sending his own Son, in the likeness of sinful flesh, and 
for sin (margin: by a sacrifice for sin) condemned sin in the flesh.” It has 
been suggested that this means that God condemned sin in the flesh of 
others, that is, that by the death of His Son, He condemned the sinfulness 
of others. This, however, had already been done by the messages God had 
sent through the prophets and Christ, and it had been done practically by 
the righteous life of Christ, as it had been previously, though less perfectly, 
by the prophets and others; for example, in Heb. 11:7, it is said: “By faith 
Noah, being warned of God of things not seen as yet, moved with fear, 
prepared an ark to the saving of his house; by the which he condemned the 
world, and became heir of the righteousness which is by faith.” Noah, by 
his obedience to God, irrespective of his preaching, condemned his 
contemporaries, and in like manner have the prophets, and all who have 
served God by their very actions condemned the conduct of the 
disobedient; and most of all was this done by Christ during his life. But 
this was simply a moral condemnation. It was not necessary for him to die 
in order to condemn his contemporaries or, in other words, to condemn 
their sin—morally.  
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Moreover, what necessity was there, in order to condemn sin morally, that 
the one in whom it was to be condemned should be made in the likeness 
of sinful flesh? Surely any other kind of flesh would have answered the 
purpose, so long as he had obeyed God; but here we have the fact stated 
in such close connection with the condemnation of sin, that we can only 
conclude the sinful flesh to be a matter of necessity to that condemnation. 
And, if it was to be condemned physically in him, we can see the reason 
for his being made in sinful flesh. Therefore, it must have been physical 
condemnation—the destruction of the power of sin in the flesh. Its 
destruction was effected in Christ in this way: God allowed it, so to speak, 
to have all it could claim of him in his being brought into the death-state, 
and then, on account of his righteousness, He raised him from the dead 
without any violation of His law. Thus sin had power over him, but as he 
was released from its power without any violation of law, that power was 
destroyed. Moreover, as sin has not yet been physically condemned—its 
power destroyed—in any but Christ, the sin in the flesh condemned by his 
death could only have been in relation to himself. He is the only one in 
whom this has been accomplished, and, as sin in the flesh has had its power 
destroyed in him, it must first have had that power in him, as otherwise it 
could not have been destroyed: there would have been nothing to condemn 
or destroy.  
 
In that case, it would simply amount to putting him to death, without there 
being any necessity for death in him, and then releasing him—a mere 
matter of form. Unless sin in the flesh was really a reason for his death, it 
was not destroyed by his being raised from the dead. But in the light of the 
conclusion that sin in the flesh had the power of death in Jesus personally, 
the matter is perfectly clear. We see that his resurrection was, so to speak, 
effected legally, that is, in strict harmony with God’s law, viz., because of 
His righteousness; and, on the above conclusion, we see that his death also 
was brought about on what (for want of a better phrase) we may term a 
legal principle. Sin obtained a temporary victory over him, bruising him 
in the heel, but he obtained a complete victory over it, bruising it in the 
head, in being raised from the dead, no more to return to corruption; and 
death, and therefore sin, have now no more dominion over him. 
 
Let us now consider the connection in this passage between the 
condemnation of sin in the flesh and our redemption. The Apostle says 
that God “condemned sin in the flesh, that the righteousness of the law 
might be fulfilled in us” (Rom. 8:3, 4). The righteousness of the law is 
fulfilled in believers imputatively, that is, by Christ’s righteousness being 
imputed to them, and their sins being forgiven. These two things may be 
illustrated by the two most prominent features in the Mosaic system, the 
priests and the offering of the sacrifices of types, viz., the sacrifices and 
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antitypical carrying-out of the law on Christ, on the basis of which, (in 
conjunction with his resurrection, &c.,) the forgiveness of sins is sought 
and granted, and the clothing of the priests typifying the clothing of 
believers with the righteousness of Christ. Both these things may be 
included in the righteousness of the law which is fulfilled in believers; and, 
in having their sins forgiven and being clothed with the righteousness of 
Christ, they are justified morally, and receive a title to be completely freed 
from the power of sin and death physically, as Christ has already been. 
Now, as the apostle says, that “God condemned sin in the flesh that [i.e., 
in order that] the righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us,” it is 
equivalent to saying that our redemption is effected on the basis of the 
condemnation of sin in the flesh of Christ. Of course the righteousness of 
Christ was the first thing necessary, and without that God could not (on 
His principles of operation) have condemned sin in him physically; but the 
condemnation of sin, or the destruction of the power of sin and death in 
him physically, was the climax of his mission, and it is on the basis of that 
completed work that the redemption of others is affected. He obtained a 
complete victory over it in himself, thus laying a basis for vanquishing it 
in others. 
 
Hebrews 2:14, 15: “Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh 
and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same, that through 
death he might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil, 
and deliver them who, through fear of death, were all their life-time subject 
to bondage.” We have already seen that the devil destroyed by Christ was 
sin in the flesh. He destroyed it by his death; therefore the sin he put away 
by his death was physical. He did this as the basis for the deliverance of 
others: see the connection between verses 14 and 15: “that he might 
destroy . . . the devil, and deliver them” &c. He delivered others, not by 
suffering a condemnation due to others, and which had no hold on himself, 
but he was a partaker of flesh and blood—the nature of those he was to 
redeem—because the devil or sin in the flesh has the power of death over 
flesh and blood, so that he might come under the power of the devil and 
death; and, having died and been raised from the dead, its power in him 
has been destroyed, and he is able to deliver those who become associated 
with him in the appointed way. Here again, then, the destruction of 
physical sin in Christ is represented as the basis for the deliverance of 
others from its power. Hence we see the necessity for his being in precisely 
the same physical condition as others.  
 
That necessity, however, is inexplicable apart from the doctrine for which 
we are contending. Hence it has been said more than once by those who 
have opposed that doctrine, and who have denied the existence of sin in 
the flesh, or that Jesus was under condemnation—whether by attributing 
to him a “free life,” or by denying the condemnation of the race of which 
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he was a member—it has, we say, been admitted by some of such, that so 
far as the taking away of sin was concerned, (i.e., apart from the prophecies 
which required that the Saviour should be one of the race, such as that he 
should be the seed of Abraham and David), there was no necessity for him 
to be born of a woman, and to be a member of the Adamic race—that a 
being created direct from the ground, such as Adam, would have answered 
the purpose equally well. And, indeed, this admission is perfectly 
consistent with a denial of the foregoing doctrine, being a logical result of 
the theory that there is no such thing as sin in the flesh, and that the sin 
that Christ took away was not “the body of sin,” but only the actual sins of 
others. That this is the logical result of that doctrine, however, must be 
almost its greatest condemnation in the eyes of those who have so far 
apprehended the teaching of the divine oracles as to see that even simply 
in regard to the taking away of sin it was an essential feature of the divine 
plan of redemption that the Saviour should be “made of a woman” (Gal. 
4:4), and that he should “be made like unto his brethren” “in all things” 
(Heb. 2:17). 
 
Rom. 6:6, 7: “Our old man is crucified with him, that the body of sin might 
be destroyed, that henceforth we should not serve sin. For he that is dead 
is freed from sin.” This passage, which is a very forcible one even as it 
stands in the Common Version, is still more so in the light of three other 
translations which we here append. First, Dean Alford, in his translation 
of the New Testament, renders it thus: “Our old man WAS crucified with 
him, that the body of sin might be destroyed, in order that we might no 
longer be in bondage to sin. For he that hath died hath been set free from 
sin.” Second, Sharp’s Translation, which reads thus: “Our former man 
WAS crucified with him, that the sinful body might be destroyed, that 
henceforth we should not be slaves to sin.” Third, The Emphatic Diaglott: 
“Our old man WAS crucified with him, so that the body of sin may be 
rendered powerless, that we may no longer be enslaved to sin; for he who 
died has been justified from sin.” We might adduce confirmatory evidence 
of the correctness of the rendering “was crucified”—which is the chief 
point for which we quote these translations—but as they all agree on that 
point, the foregoing will be sufficient. We would ask our readers, before 
proceeding further, to read the whole passage from which this verse is 
quoted—say from verse 1 to 10, as they will then more readily apprehend 
our argument. 
 
Now here is a destruction of the body of sin, and that as the result of the 
crucifixion of the “old man.” In Colossians 3:9, which has been already 
quoted in reference to sin in the flesh, we read of “the old man with his 
deeds.” The old man and the deeds are distinct; therefore the old man 
cannot be the same as the deeds, and must be either the sinful nature or sin 
in the flesh. The phrase “old man” refers not to individuals as such, but is 
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applied in a comprehensive manner to the flesh or sin in the flesh, of which 
all are partakers. Hence the statement “our old man was crucified with 
him,” means that in the crucifixion of Christ the sin nature or sin in the 
flesh was crucified, and as all those to whom the Apostle was writing were 
also partakers of that nature, he says “our old man [our nature] was 
crucified with him.” And then he states the object of this crucifixion of the 
nature: “that the body of sin might be destroyed.” The matter is stated in 
another way in verses 7 and 10. In verse 7, “For he that is dead is freed 
from sin;” or “he that hath died hath been set free (or justified) from sin.” 
This clearly refers to Christ. Now Christ was never set free from sin 
morally, for he was never under its power in that sense, but he was 
physically, and, having been freed from it by his death, and raised from 
the dead, he is not now in bondage to sin. Verse 10, “For in that he died, 
he died unto sin once; but in that he liveth, he liveth unto God.” Or, 
according to Alford, “For the death that he died, he died unto sin once; but 
the life that he liveth he liveth unto God.” Diaglott: “For [the death] which 
he died, he died by sin once; but [the life] which he lives, he lives by God.’ 
Christ’s death was “by” or “unto” sin, and thus he was freed or justified 
from it, and it has no further claim on him, and, having been raised from 
the dead, he has been “justified in the Spirit” (1 Tim. 3:16) by change to 
spirit-nature. 
 
The condition upon which others may obtain a title to the redemption to 
which Christ has attained is clearly stated in this passage, viz., by 
submitting to a symbolic death, burial, and resurrection. In Gal. 3:27, the 
Apostle says: “As many of you as have been baptised into Christ have put 
on Christ.” This induction into Christ confers upon the subjects of the 
ceremony many titles or positions which pertain to Christ: they become 
“Abraham’s seed” (Gal. 3:29), “children of God” (Gal. 3:26), 
“circumcised” (Col. 2:11, 12), spiritual Israelites, “the seed of the 
woman,” and so forth. In like manner they become figuratively dead and 
resurrected, as the apostle says in the passage before us: “Know ye not that 
so many of us as were baptised into Jesus Christ were baptised into his 
death? Therefore we are buried with him by baptism into death” (Rom. 
6:3, 4). Again, verse 8: “Now if we be dead with Christ,” or, according to 
Alford and The Emphatic Diaglott, “If we died with Christ.” The teaching 
of these verses is that those who are immersed into Christ are considered 
to have died with him, that is, died in him as their federal head. Moreover, 
as their symbolic burial in water necessarily involves a symbolic 
resurrection from that watery grave, so they are also looked upon as having 
risen with him on the same federal principle.  
 
They could not each be redeemed by dying as he did, for, having no perfect 
personal righteousness of their own, there would in that case be no 
resurrection for them; and so he dies, and rises from the dead, and they, 
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being associated with him by being immersed in a similitude of his death 
and resurrection, they obtain a title to the benefits to be obtained by his 
death and resurrection. Hence the apostle says (verse 5), “For if we have 
been planted together in the likeness of his death, we shall be also in the 
likeness of his resurrection,” and (verse 8), “Now if we be dead with 
Christ, we believe that we shall also live with him.” The apostle further 
carries out the figure, in the 4th verse and in the 11th verse and onwards, 
where he exhorts them to walk in newness of life on account of the favor 
extended towards them in Christ: he exhorts them, in effect, to foreshadow 
in the present that real new spirit-life to which they hoped to attain in the 
future.  
 
In Col. 3:9, 10, he writes in the same strain: “Lie not one to another, seeing 
ye have put off the old man with his deeds, and have put on the new man, 
which is renewed in knowledge after the image of Him that created him.” 
Men “put off the old man” figuratively, in having their federal relationship 
with Adam severed, and their sins washed away, and they at the same time 
figuratively “put on the new man” by being immersed into Christ, and thus 
being clothed with his righteousness as a garment. The figure is based on 
what Christ has done in fact, viz., put off the old man, the flesh, the sin-
nature, and put on the new man, the spirit-nature. 
 
We thus see that there are two features in the apostle’s argument in the 6th 
chapter of Romans: the actual and the figurative, and that between the two 
there is the most intimate connection. 

1. The actual—in relation to Christ. Our old man was crucified with 
Christ; he has died unto sin; he has been freed or justified from sin; 
the body of sin has been destroyed in him; he has been raised from 
the dead, and freed from the power of death, so that death has no more 
dominion over him. In short, he has put off the old man, the flesh, and 
put on the new man, the spirit. 
2. The figurative—in relation to believers. They die, are buried, and 
rise from the dead, symbolically, and thereby die unto sin, and obtain 
the forgiveness of their sins, or are “freed (or justified) from sin” 
morally, and their condemnation being thereby removed, (Rom. 8:1, 
2 ,) they are henceforth not “in bondage to sin” (as Alford gives it). 
In short, they “put off the old man” Adam, and “put on the new man” 
Christ Jesus. 

 
Thus those who are immersed into the name of Christ do in figure what 
Christ has done in fact, and thereby become heirs to—and, if they keep 
their connection intact, will ultimately attain to—the benefits he has 
actually obtained by his death and resurrection, that is, they will have the 
body of sin destroyed in them—including a resurrection from the dead if 
they die—they will be “freed from sin” physically, and be completely 
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freed from the power of death. But all this is on the basis of what Christ 
has done actually, as will be seen by observing the connection between 
verses 5 and 6: “knowing this,” &c., and again between verses 8 and 9: 
“knowing that,” &c. Their expectation of being “planted in the likeness of 
his resurrection”—that is, obtaining a real resurrection to eternal life—is 
based on the fact of the destruction of the body of sin in him; and their 
hope that they will “live with him” is based on the fact that “Christ . . . 
dieth no more; death hath no more dominion over him.” 
 
Our exposition of Hebrews 2:14 and Romans 6:6 appears to be confirmed 
by what seems to us a somewhat remarkable parallel between the two 
passages, for not only is the substance of them the same, but the very terms 
used, although the phraseology differs, appear almost exactly to 
correspond in meaning. This will be best manifested by placing the 
passages in parallel columns, first as a whole, and then in detail; thus:— 
 

“Forasmuch then as the children are 
partakers of flesh and blood, he also 
himself likewise took part of the 
same, that through death he might 
destroy him that had the power of 
death, that is the devil, and deliver 
them who through fear of death were 
all their lifetime subject to bondage.” 
(Heb. 2:14, 15.) 
 

“Knowing this, that our old man is 
(was) crucified with him, that the 
body of sin might be destroyed, that 
henceforth we should not serve [or 
“be in bondage to”] sin.—(Rom. 6:6.) 
 

“flesh and blood” “old man.” 
“through (his) death” “crucified with him.” 
“him that had the power of death, 
that is, the devil,” (sin in the flesh.) 

“the body of sin.” 
 

“might destroy.” “might be destroyed.” 
“deliver them who . . . . were subject 
to bondage.” 

“that henceforth we should not serve 
sin” (or, be in bondage to sin.)  

 
Thus the terms in each passage seem to be mutually explanatory of the 
corresponding terms in the other passage. 
 
It is evident, then, from the several foregoing passages, that the sin which 
Christ put away was physical sin, and with this agrees the statement in 
Hebrews 10:10, “By the which will we are sanctified through the offering 
of the body of Jesus Christ once for all.” It is also in harmony with the 
Apostle Paul’s statement in 2 Tim. 1:10—“Our Saviour Jesus Christ, who 
hath abolished death, and hath brought life and immortality (aphtharsia, 
incorruptibility) to light through the gospel.” Here it is asserted that Christ 
hath abolished death. Now unless death actually had a claim on him 
individually, how could he have abolished it? If it be said that the actual 
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power of death has been abolished only in a prospective sense, that is, only 
in regard to the faithful, in whom, on account of sin, it has a real claim. 
That, having no such claim on Christ, it cannot have been abolished in 
regard to him personally.  Then we would simply point out that the other 
things mentioned have been actually accomplished in him: the “life 
(eternal) and incorruptibility” have been “brought to light” in him 
personally, and, so far as the record goes, in him alone. Therefore the only 
conclusion is that the other thing (the abolition of death) mentioned in the 
same connection has been also accomplished in him personally, and in him 
alone.  
 
Moreover, as the abolition of death is mentioned first, we are justified in 
concluding that it took place either before, or at the same time as, the 
bringing to light of life and incorruptibility, and therefore that it is not a 
yet future event, simply relating to believers, but was accomplished in 
Jesus himself by his death, resurrection, and change to spirit-nature. Now 
unless death had a real claim on Jesus—unless the real cause of death 
existed in him—we are at a loss to understand how he can have abolished 
it as a thing actually done, for he can only have abolished death by 
destroying that which caused death in himself.  Until the cause of an evil 
is removed, the effect cannot be abolished. Whereas, if he was under 
condemnation to death on account of Adam’s sin, and therefore under “the 
power of death” personally, it must be evident that by his death and 
resurrection the power of death was destroyed in relation to himself 
individually, and thus a way opened for its destruction in others at the 
appointed time. 
 
Let us now look at the passages, already incidentally referred to, in which 
Christ is spoken of as having iniquity laid on him, and bearing sins, viz., 
Isaiah 53:6; Heb. 9:28; 1 Peter 2:24, and 1 John 3:5. The question is, if 
Christ did not bear the sins of others in the sense of having them actually 
imputed to him, why is he said to have had them laid on him, and to have 
borne them? We reply, because he did that which was the basis for the 
forgiveness of the sins of believers. The expressions in these passages are 
not by any means inconsistent with the statement that the sin Christ put 
away by his death on the cross was the sin-nature, or sin in the flesh. If we 
recognise that he destroyed “the body of sin,” and that the redemption of 
believers, which of course includes the forgiveness of their sins, is effected 
on the basis of that destruction of the body of sin, we can see a very good 
reason why the destruction of the body of sin should be spoken of as the 
putting away of actual transgressions. To put it in a syllogistic form— 

The body of sin was destroyed by the death of Christ. 
The sins of believers are forgiven on the basis of that destruction of 
the body of sin. 
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Therefore the sins of believers are said to be put away by the death of 
Christ. 

 
In addition to this general explanation, however, there are some special 
considerations which throw further light on one or two of the passages. 

Isaiah 53:6: “The Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all;” and 
verse 11: “he shall bear their iniquities.”  

 
This is probably an accommodation to the language which would be used 
by the Jews to describe the typical putting away of sin by the Mosaic 
sacrifices, and which would therefore be easily understood by Jews, for 
whom, be it remembered, the prophet in the first place wrote. This 
suggestion is borne out by the marginal rendering of verse 6: “The Lord 
hath made the iniquity of us all to meet on him,” referring, perhaps, to the 
offering for a sin of the congregation, or to the scapegoat, in the manner 
already adverted to. If, then, the prophet’s language be an adaptation to the 
Jewish typical sacrifices, we ought not to construe it as being an exact 
literal description of the fact which they typified—the taking away of sin 
by Christ. The prophets did not write to explain the exact mode in which 
the Messiah was to put away sin: they only predicted in general 
language—and that not frequently—that he would do it, leaving the 
principle of the matter, and the exact mode, to be explained by those who 
should come after, when the event had actually taken place. Moreover, 
much of this 53rd chapter of Isaiah is figurative, although at first sight it 
may not appear to be so; as, for instance, the words in italics in the 
following verses—“Who hath believed our report? and to whom is the arm 
of the Lord revealed? For he shall grow up before him as a tender plant, 
and as a root out of a dry ground,” (verses 1 and 2); “All we like sheep 
have gone astray” (verse 6). In view of this figurative language, and of the 
other considerations, we must not look here for a literal description of the 
mode of taking away sin, but to such passages as those already adduced 
from the New Testament. 
 
Hebrews 9:28: “Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many.” This 
also was written to Jews, and therefore probably, like the foregoing 
passage, an adaptation to their language in reference to the typical 
sacrifices. The general principle just laid down, however, apart from this 
consideration, fully explains the apostle’s language. 
 
1 Peter 2:24: “Who his own self bare our sins in his own body on the tree, 
that we, being dead to sins, should live unto righteousness: by whose 
stripes ye were healed.” The same principle also explains this passage, but 
it may be observed that the sins were borne “in his own body.” Now our 
sins could not be put into the body of Christ; therefore the statement must 
have reference to the sin-nature which he bore. It would not, however, be 
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correct to say that our sins were his nature—for it would be manifestly 
incorrect, if not absurd, to speak of certain acts and a certain tangible thing 
as synonymous—but, as already explained, inasmuch as, in bearing that 
nature as a sacrifice on the tree, Christ did that by virtue of which our sins 
were forgiven, it can appropriately be said that he “bare our sins in his own 
body on the tree.” We may illustrate the matter thus: Supposing in a certain 
country a number of persons were held in slavery, and the king of that 
country issued a decree that, on complying with certain nominal 
conditions, those slaves were to be liberated; they would not obtain their 
freedom until they had complied with those conditions, but still it could be 
said that the king had given them their freedom. So in the case of eternal 
redemption: Christ did that—viz., destroyed the body of sin—by virtue of 
which others may obtain the forgiveness of sins on complying with certain 
conditions, viz., belief and immersion. They cannot obtain that forgiveness 
(or “freedom”) until they comply with the conditions; but inasmuch as the 
sacrifice of Christ was the basis of that forgiveness, he is said—but only 
in that sense—to have borne their sins when crucified on the tree. If Christ 
bore our sins simply by bearing the specific condemnation due to them, 
and not by bearing any condemnation resting on himself, it simply 
amounts to this, that our sins were imputed to him. But with that point we 
will deal presently. 
 
1 John 3:5: “Ye know that he was manifested to take away our sins; and 
in him is no sin.” The language here is even less pointed than in the 
passages already noticed, and therefore the explanations given respecting 
them will cover this also. 
 
Rev. 1:5: “Unto him that loved us, and washed us from our sins in his own 
blood.” The remark made on the last passage is true of this one. The 
shedding of Christ’s blood being the basis for the remission of sins, we are 
by a figure said to have been washed from our sins in his blood. 
 
We trust it will now be apparent to any to whom it may have appeared 
otherwise, that the foregoing passages which speak of Christ bearing our 
sins are in no way inconsistent with those in which sin in the flesh is said 
to have been condemned, the body of sin destroyed, the devil, or sin in the 
flesh, destroyed; inasmuch as those in the latter class describe literally 
what was actually done, whilst those in the former category describe the 
results of Christ’s sacrifice in relation to others. 
 
Thus Christ put away sin by putting away the sin-nature. By being 
crucified in that nature, sin in the flesh was condemned, for, although it 
obtained a temporary victory over him, by necessitating his death, its 
power was destroyed by his resurrection. After sin had got all it could 
claim of him, God could consistently release him from its power, and 
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thereby its power over him was completely destroyed, as there was nothing 
by which he could again be brought under its power. It has been objected 
that the putting-away of sin cannot have been the putting-away of the 
mortal nature, because Christ rose with the same nature, and it is said that 
the same infirmities clung to him until he was changed to immortality.  
 
There is no evidence, however, that Jesus rose from the dead with the same 
infirmities that he had before he died: it is simply assumed, and we have 
quite as much reason for assuming the contrary; but as we do not desire to 
base any argument on a mere supposition, we pass it by. As to Christ 
having risen with the same nature that he died with, this of course is 
admitted, but this fact is no proof that the sin he put away was not sin in 
the flesh, for the necessity for destroying sin in the flesh lay in the fact that 
it had the power of death, and that power had been destroyed in him when 
he rose from the dead. So that even though he rose in the same nature that 
he had before his death—and even if his nature was in precisely the same 
condition—the power of sin over him had been destroyed, and God could 
then change him to immortality, so that his victory over sin might be thus 
perfected or perpetuated.  
 
The body of sin, or the devil, having been destroyed, a way was thus 
opened for its destruction in others on their availing themselves of the 
appointed way, viz., immersion into the death and resurrection of Christ, 
by which they obtain the remission of sins, and a title to the redemption he 
obtained by his death and resurrection—using “resurrection” here in its 
fullest sense, as including resurrection to immortality.  
 
The consistency of this plan may be seen in view of a principle exemplified 
in certain passages of Scripture, namely, that the removal of the 
punishment for a sin implies or involves the forgiveness of that sin. For 
instance, when God had decreed the death of Hezekiah, and then, in 
answer to Hezekiah’s prayer, permitted him to live, Hezekiah said, “Thou 
hast in love to my soul delivered it from the pit of corruption; for Thou 
hast cast all my sins behind Thy back,” i.e., blotted them out.—(Isaiah 
38:17.)  
 
The case of David also is perhaps to the point. When he had sinned “in the 
matter of Uriah the Hittite,” and God sent Nathan to charge him with it, 
“David said unto Nathan, I have sinned against the Lord.” And Nathan 
said unto David, “The Lord hath put away thy sin; thou shalt not die” (2 
Sam. 12:13). Then, again, when Christ was about to cure the palsied man, 
he said to him, “Son, be of good cheer; thy sins be forgiven thee;” and 
when some of the Scribes said, “This man blasphemeth,” Jesus said, 
“Whether is easier, to say, Thy sins be forgiven thee, or to say, Arise, and 
walk? But that ye may know that the Son of Man hath power on earth to 
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forgive sins, (then saith he to the sick of the palsy), Arise, take up thy bed, 
and go into thine house” (Matt. 9:2–6). This would imply that the disease 
from which this man was suffering was a punishment for sin, and that the 
removal of the disease carried with it the forgiveness of his sins.  
 
Let us now apply this principle to the matter in hand. Death is the 
punishment for sin; Christ has “abolished” death, and therefore on men 
associating themselves with this abolition, by union with Christ, death is 
accounted as being prospectively abolished in them, and this therefore 
carries with it the forgiveness of their sins. 
 
In bearing the condemnation resting on the sin-nature, of which Christ, in 
common with the rest of the race, was a partaker, and in being raised from 
the dead, the power of sin was destroyed, while at the same time God’s 
law was not set aside, but was upheld in him, and therefore, on the basis 
of that destruction of sin, God can consistently forgive those who, 
believing “the truth,” recognise that the evils resulting from the breaking 
of His law have been removed in Christ, and that they can obtain 
redemption through him alone—on their manifesting their recognition of 
this fact in the appointed way. Hence we read in Col. 2:10–13—“Ye are 
complete in him, who is the head of all principality and power: in whom 
also ye are circumcised with the circumcision made without hands, in 
putting off the body of the sins of the flesh BY the circumcision of Christ: 
buried with him in baptism, wherein also ye are risen with him through the 
faith of the operation of God, who has raised him from the dead. And you, 
being dead in your sins and the uncircumcision of your flesh, hath he 
quickened (or made alive) together with him, having forgiven you all 
trespasses.”  
 
Here we have circumcision used as a symbol or type of what is termed, in 
Romans 6:6, the destruction of the body of sin; and an appropriate symbol 
it is, for just as the circumcision of Jewish infants was a cutting-off of a 
portion of flesh—“sinful flesh” or flesh of sin—so the crucifixion of Christ 
was a cutting-off of sinful flesh or the body of sin, in order that it might be 
destroyed. The apostle in effect says that the Colossians were circumcised 
with Christ by their connection with him: “in whom ye are circumcised,” 
and it was “by the circumcision of Christ.” The means of their obtaining 
this circumcision is found in the phrase “buried with him in baptism,” or, 
more correctly, and according to Alford, “having been buried with him in 
your baptism,” which connects it more clearly with the preceding verse, 
showing that they had obtained this circumcision by means of their 
symbolic burial.  
 
There was something else they had obtained by baptism, for the apostle 
says (verse 12): “wherein also ye are risen with him through the faith of 
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the operation of God, who hath raised him from the dead.” What were this 
circumcision and rising in regard to the believers? We have a clue to what 
the rising is in the same sentence: “ye are risen with him through the faith 
of (or through faith in) the operation of God.” They had risen prospectively 
through faith in God’s power, that power which had already raised Christ 
from the dead. Their rising, then, is apparently their future rising from the 
dead, in the likeness of the resurrection of him who was “the first-born 
from the dead,” (chap. 1:18), to which rising their faith had relation. This 
being so, we may infer that the circumcision has reference to a future 
operation, viz., the destruction of the body of sin in the faithful by their 
change to immortality.  
 
This “circumcision made without hands”—in contrast to the Jewish 
circumcision which was made with hands—might be understood in two 
ways in relation to the saints, viz., the forgiveness of sins at immersion, or 
the future destruction of the body of sin in them; but as the Apostle refers 
to the former in verse 13, it seems more probable that he refers to the latter 
in verse 11; and this is borne out by the fact that the words “of the sins” in 
verse 11 are, according to Alford, “omitted by all the oldest MSS.,” and 
they are omitted by Griesbach and others; so that it would read “in putting 
off the body of the flesh.” This we say, would indicate that this 
circumcision of believers is the future destruction of the body of sin by 
their immortalization at the hands of Christ. There is, perhaps, a little 
difficulty in “rightly dividing the word of truth” in this passage, owing to 
a possible blending of the literal and the figurative; but this much, at any 
rate, seems clear from it: that the circumcision of Christ was the 
destruction of the body of sin in him, and that by immersion into him 
believers obtain the forgiveness of their sins, and a title to a resurrection 
and to be circumcised by the putting-off of the body of the flesh, i.e., to 
have the body of sin destroyed in them. Therefore when a believer submits 
to immersion, he in effect confesses certain things: that he is dead in his 
sins and in the uncircumcision of his flesh, (verse 13), that because of this 
he is alienated from God and under condemnation to death, and therefore 
cannot obtain redemption through himself, and individually has no claim 
on the favour of God; but that Christ, having suffered the racial 
condemnation which rested upon him in the days of his flesh, and having 
been raised from the dead, has been freed from that condemnation, and 
that the only way for others to be freed from the same condemnation, and 
to obtain the forgiveness of their personal sins, is by being immersed into 
his covering name. 
 
Having examined the teaching of Scripture as to the mode of putting away 
sin, and explained the way in which we hold that it was effected, we will 
now look at the opposite theory on the subject, that theory, viz., which 
represents that the sin that Christ put away was not in any sense physical, 



460 
 

but simply the transgressions committed by others, and that he put away 
those transgressions by simply bearing the condemnation due to them. 
 
This theory amounts to this, that Christ bore away the sins of others 
figuratively by having them laid on him, or imputed to him, in the same 
sense that the sins of Jews were laid on or imputed to the sacrifices they 
offered. It therefore in this respect brings the antitype on a level with the 
type, instead of pointing to something of a different and higher character 
in the mode of putting away sin, which, from the apostle’s words in 
Hebrews 10:1, we are warranted in looking for. This idea of imputation is, 
however, only the logical result of the theory, for if Christ did not bear any 
condemnation for himself, but only the condemnation due to others for 
their sins, that must be equivalent to actually taking away those sins. If the 
condemnation for certain specific sins is borne, surely the law must, so to 
speak, be satisfied, and the sinner must go free, on the principle expressed 
in the “orthodox” lines— 

“Payment God cannot twice demand, 
First at my bleeding surety’s hand, 
And then again at mine.” 

 
Therefore if the condemnation Christ suffered was simply the specific 
condemnation due to certain sins committed by others, those sins must be 
considered to have been borne away, just as was the case (typically) with 
the animal sacrifices. 
 
In answer to this we say— 
 
1st. That sins cannot be put away before they are committed. The Jews 
under the law offered sacrifices only for past sins, not for future ones. 
Neither was the sacrifice of Christ for the actual putting away of sins 
before they were committed; see Romans 3:25: “Whom God hath set forth 
to be a propitiation through faith in his blood, to declare His righteousness 
for the remission of sins that are past, through the forbearance of God.” 
 
2nd. The New Testament states that sins are forgiven or remitted at 
immersion. 

Acts 2:38: “Repent and be baptised everyone of you in the name of 
Jesus Christ for the remission of sins.” 
Acts 22:16: “Arise, and be baptised, and wash away thy sins.” 
Col. 2:13: “Having forgiven you all trespasses,” (in connection with 
immersion: see verse 12). 

 
The theory we are combatting leaves no room for the remission of sins at 
immersion, for it represents them as having been taken away by Christ 
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long before, and thus it in a sense nullifies Scripture teaching that 
immersion is for the remission of sins. 
 
3rd. The New Testament teaches that the forgiveness of sins committed 
after immersion may be obtained through the mediatorship of Christ. 

1 John 1:7, 9: “If we walk in the light, as He (God) is in the light, we 
have fellowship one with another, and the blood of Jesus Christ His 
Son cleanseth us from all sin. . . . If we confess our sins, He is faithful 
and just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse us from all 
unrighteousness.” 
1 John 2:1, 2: “It any man sin, we have an advocate with the Father, 
Jesus Christ the righteous: and he is the propitiation for our sins.” 
 

But if our sins were actually taken away by Christ at his death, there would 
be no need for our praying for their forgiveness, and there would be no 
room for his mediation. Thus this theory, in its logical results—though its 
supporters may not intend or even perceive its effects—nullifies Scripture 
teaching concerning the mediatorship of Christ, just in the same way that 
it nullifies Scripture teaching concerning immersion. But if we regard His 
death as the basis for the subsequent remission of sins, at immersion and 
upon confession, the matter is perfectly intelligible and harmonious 
throughout. 
 
4th. The sins of believers are nowhere in the New Testament said to have 
been imputed to Christ. Were the theory in question true, we might fairly 
expect such a statement, especially as righteousness is spoken of as being 
imputed, and the righteousness of Christ is said to be imputed to immersed 
believers. In Romans 4:6, the apostle says—“Even as David also 
describeth the blessedness of the man unto whom God imputeth 
righteousness without works.” Again (verse 11), “that righteousness might 
be imputed unto them also,” that is, Gentile believers. Again (verses 22–
24), “And therefore it (faith) was imputed to him (Abraham) for 
righteousness. Now it was not written for his sake alone that it was imputed 
to him, but for us also, to whom it shall be imputed, if we believe on him 
that raised up Jesus our Lord from the dead.” And in Phil. 3:8, 9, he says: 
“for whom (Christ) I have suffered the loss of all things, and do count them 
but dung, that I may win Christ, and be found in him, not having mine own 
righteousness, which is of the law, but that which is through the faith of 
Christ, the righteousness which is of God by faith.” Thus we find 
righteousness spoken of as being imputed to believers. 
 
In 2 Cor. 5:19, it is said that “God was in Christ, reconciling the world 
unto Himself, not imputing their trespasses unto them.” Now if it were 
true that the trespasses of others were imputed to Christ, what an 
appropriate place to say so! The apostle might had said, “not imputing their 
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trespasses unto them, but imputing them to Christ;” but not a word of the 
sort do we find; nor is there any passage elsewhere containing such a 
statement. This idea, however, is an essential part of the theory referred to, 
even though it may not be stated by its supporters in that form. 
 
5th. If Christ bore away the actual sins of believers, there is no scope for 
forgiveness. If he did not suffer any condemnation for himself, but simply 
the condemnation due to others, why should their sins still require to be 
forgiven? Either Christ must have borne the condemnation of believers, 
and thus taken away their sins, or else he must have borne a condemnation 
that rested on himself personally, and they are forgiven and redeemed on 
the basis of that. It cannot be that he did not bear any condemnation for 
himself, but only for them, and that they are forgiven on the basis of that: 
there would be no basis on which to do anything if he had not been under 
the condemnation himself, and been redeemed from it. And, on the other 
hand, if their sins were imputed to him, and he took them away in that 
sense, there would be nothing to forgive. We find, however, that 
forgiveness is an essential part of God’s plan of redemption, as witness 
Rom. 3:25, Col. 1:14; 2:13, and many other passages too numerous to 
mention; therefore on this point also the theory under consideration and 
the teaching of the Scriptures do not agree. 
 
Having thus seen, for the five reasons here enumerated, the erroneousness 
of the idea that Christ put away actual transgressions, we are brought back 
to the fact that he put away sin by putting away the sin-nature or the body 
of sin, which is in fact the sinner—by destroying the devil or sin in the 
flesh, which is the cause of sin—as the basis for the forgiveness of sins. In 
view of this we can understand the following statements in regard to the 
mode of reconciling man to God. Eph. 2:16: “And that he might reconcile 
both” (i.e. both Jews and Gentiles: see verses 11–15, 17, 18,) “unto God 
in one body by the cross, having slain the enmity thereby” (margin, in 
himself). It is difficult to see how “the enmity” here could be transgression, 
seeing that there was none in Christ, or how the mere suffering of the 
condemnation could be the slaying of the enmity, if sin in the flesh was 
not “the enmity.” Col. 1:19–22: “It pleased the Father that in him should 
all fulness dwell; and, having made peace through the blood of his cross, 
by him to reconcile all things unto Himself, by him, I say, whether they be 
things in earth, or things in heaven. And you, that were sometimes 
alienated and enemies in your mind by wicked works, yet now hath he 
reconciled in the body of his flesh through death, to present you holy and 
unblameable and unreproveable in His sight.” 
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AARON AND CHRIST 
BY DR. THOMAS 

“Thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteousness.”—JESUS 

JEHOVAH (that is “I shall be:” Ex. 3:15), said to Moses, “See that thou 
make what thou wast caused to see, after their pattern, showed thee in the 
mount” (Ex. 25:40), which things, Paul says, are only “the image and 
shadow of heavenly things,” as God said to Moses; and elsewhere he says 
that “the Jews have the model of the knowledge and of the truth in the 
law,” from which, and other passages that can be adduced, it is evident 
that the following proposition is true, namely, 
 
That the Mosaic system of righteousness is symbolical of the righteousness 
of God in Jesus Christ. Definition: by “Mosaic system of righteousness,” 
is meant, all that was necessary to sanctify to the purifying of the flesh, but 
which could not free the conscience from sin. To impart this carnal 
purification to the worshipper, a High Priest and his household, distinct 
from the other classes of the Jewish nation, legally inaugurated and 
sanctified, were necessary; also a tabernacle, sacrifices, washings, &c. 
Definition: by the “righteousness of God” is meant a justification from all 
past sins. devised and enjoined by God—a purification of the heart or 
conscience, without the necessity of obeying the law of Moses (which 
since the destruction of Jerusalem cannot be kept), but attested by that law 
and the prophets—a justification through Jesus Christ’s faith (δία πιστεως 
Ιησον χρίστου δία), that is, through belief of what he and his apostles 
preached concerning the kingdom of God and his name (Acts 8:12); in 
other words, through belief of the gospel to all who shall put on Christ 
(Gal. 3:27). The “righteousness of God” is the “gospel of the kingdom,” 
sometimes called “the gospel of Christ,” and often simply “the gospel,” 
which Paul says “is the power of God for salvation of everyone that 
believeth, to the Jew first and then to the Greek,” or Gentile 
 
Nothing can save Jew or Gentile but “the power of God.” The power for 
that special purpose is the gospel only; so that saving power and the gospel 
are but different phrases for the same thing. 
 
Look into these things narrowly. “Jesus became the author of eternal 
salvation to all them that obey him.” “If ye love me, keep my 
commandments.” “If a man love me he will keep my words.” “Ye are my 
friends if ye do whatsoever I command you.” “He that rejecteth me and 
keepeth not my words, the word that I have spoken, the same shall judge 
him in the last day.” “Love is the fulfilling of the law.” Hence love and 
obedience in Scripture language are but two words for the same idea, or 



464 
 

thing; so that God in Jesus Christ’s words admits of no love or professions 
of devotion and attachment, that are unaccompanied with a childlike 
obedience to “whatsoever” He commands.  
 
Where obedience is not, there love does not exist; and where there is no 
scriptural love, there is no obedience in word or deed; and where these are 
absent, the spirit of love, which is “the spirit of Christ,” is wanting. “Love 
suffers long and is kind; it envieth not; it boasts not itself (not full of wordy 
professions); is not puffed up; doth not behave itself unseemly; seeketh 
not its own; is not easily provoked; thinketh no evil; rejoiceth not in 
iniquity, but rejoiceth in the truth; beareth all things, believeth all things, 
hopeth all things, endureth all things.” 
 
To persons in whom such a disposition has been created, the precepts of 
Jesus are, “He who believeth the gospel of the kingdom, and is baptised, 
shall be saved; and he that believeth it not shall be condemned.” Here the 
“gospel” is that proposed for faith; and baptism the thing prescribed for 
obedience, that the believer may show or prove whether that faith hath 
worked in him a true and genuine love to its author. Baptism is only for 
such believers; for baptism is “the obedience of faith;” so that where belief 
of “the truth” does not exist, there can be no true obedience. 
 
When Jesus came to John, he demanded to be buried in water, that he 
might come out of it an immersed man. With a view to this, he said, “Thus 
it is proper for us to fulfil all righteousness;” and the apostle adds, “When 
he was baptized, he went up straightway from the water;” clearly evincing 
that he must first have gone down into it. And now mark this well: After 
he had done this, God acknowledged him as His Son, and declared 
Himself well pleased with him (Matt 3:13 to 17). Jesus had been God’s 
most excellent Son for thirty years, but He withheld His acknowledgment 
of Him till he signalized his filial obedience in being baptised. 
 
Jesus was a Jew under the Law of Moses. When, therefore, he spake of the 
“all righteousness” to be “fulfilled,” he spake of the necessity of doing 
what was signified by the prophetic-symbolic institutions of the Mosaic 
Law. 
 
Jesus being the anointed seed long promised of God, was, therefore, the 
High Priest who was to arise after the similitude, likeness, or order of 
Melchisedec, and to sit upon his throne as a priest upon his throne, and to 
bear the glory (Zech. 6). This being so, he would have, at some future time, 
to occupy the place formerly held by Aaron; and as the Aaronic 
inauguration was representative of the Melchisedec, Jesus had to be 
consecrated after the same example or type, that in so doing, he might 
antitypically fulfil the representation of the law. 
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Aaron was forbidden to enter the most holy place of the tabernacle without 
being adorned and glorified with garments of splendour and holiness, and 
therefore styled “holy garments.” Nor was he permitted to enter even when 
habited with these, unless he had been previously baptised, upon pain of 
death. The law said, “he shall wash his flesh in water and so put them on.” 
He was not permitted to officiate as high priest in his ordinary attire. He 
must “put off” and “put on” the holy linen robe; and had he put this on 
without bathing his flesh in water and proceeded to officiate, this 
unbaptised high priest of Israel would have been struck with death. When 
legally invested and arrayed, the Aaronic high priests were “holiness to 
Jehovah,” and the representatives of the Holy and Just One in his character 
and priestly office; though oftentimes, as in the case of Caiaphas, by 
practice of unjust and wicked men. The symbolism relative to the high 
priest was the “righteousness” to be fulfilled by Jesus before he could enter 
upon his functions by “the power of an endless life” as high priest, first 
over the household of God, and afterwards over the twelve tribes of Israel. 
 
John the Baptizer, a greater prophet than Moses (Luke 7:28), but not so 
great as Jesus, preached and administered “the baptism of repentance for 
the remission of sins.” Jesus came to him to be baptized of this baptism; 
for as Moses baptized Aaron and his sons, so the greatest of all the 
prophets was appointed to baptize Jesus and his brethren.  
 
But some may object that Jesus had no sins to be remitted, and had no need 
of repentance, and was, therefore, not a fit subject for such a baptism. It is 
admitted without reserve that he had no sins of his own, having never 
transgressed the law: nevertheless, as the sin bearer of the Abrahamic 
covenant through whom it was confirmed (Rom. 15:8). Jehovah made the 
iniquity of all “the children of the covenant” to meet upon him, that by his 
bruise they might be healed (Isaiah 53:5, 6).  
 
He was not the sin-bearer of every son of Adam that ever lived; but of the 
true believers from Abel to the day of Pentecost, and of the obedient 
believers of the truth constituting the household, separated by “the 
obedience of faith,” from Pentecost in the year of the crucifixion to his 
future appearing in Jerusalem; and of the living twelve tribes when their 
transgressions shall be blotted out, as a thick cloud at their engrafting into 
their own Olive Tree; and of that family of nations of which Abraham is 
the constituted father, when they are made righteous; so that the sins of the 
whole of that world which shall dwell upon the earth in the post-millennial 
eternal ages, and which will all of it have been separated from Adam’s 
race by “the obedience of faith”—will have met upon Him, and been borne 
away into everlasting oblivion. This is the world so beloved of God, “that 
He gave His only begotten Son . . . that through him it might be saved.” 
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But to return. Jesus, with the sin of the world thus defined, rankling in his 
flesh, where it was to be condemned to death when suspended on the cross 
(Rom. 8:3), came to John as the “Ram of Consecration,” that his inwards 
and his body might be washed according to the law (Exo. 29:17, 22). But 
these representations of the law and the prophets could not have found 
their antitype in Jesus, if in the days of his flesh he had possessed a holier 
or purer nature than those for whom he was bruised in the heel. His 
character was spotless; but as being the seed of the woman, of whom no 
clean flesh can be born (Job 25:4), and seed of Abraham, which is not 
immaculate, be it virgin or Nazarite, his nature was flesh and blood (Heb. 
2:14), which Paul styles “sinful flesh,” or flesh full of sin, a physical 
quality or principle which makes the flesh mortal; and called “sin” because 
this property of flesh became its law, as the consequence of transgression. 
“God made Jesus sin for us, who knew no sin; that we might be made the 
righteousness of God in him” (2 Cor. 5:21). 
 
In this view of the matter, the sin-bearer of the world indicated was a fit 
and proper subject of John’s baptism of repentance for remission of sins. 
The holy and undefiled disposition of Mary’s son was granted to him for 
repentance, in fulfilling the symbolical righteousness of the law when he 
descended into the Jordan to enter into the antitypical robe of 
righteousness, with which he must of necessity be invested before he could 
enter into the most holy as High Priest, after the order of Melchisedec. In 
being baptised, he proclaimed the development of a character 
distinguished by perfect faith and obedience.  
 
This character was his holy raiment, and was without spot, or wrinkle, or 
any such thing. This was the “fine linen, clean and white,” with which he 
arrayed himself; or “the righteousness of the (king of) saints” (Rev. 19:8). 
It was the antitype, in part, of Aaron’s holy garments; and he had to put it 
on in the same way that Aaron did, “by washing his flesh in water, and so 
putting it on.” He was baptised of John into a holiness of his own, which 
publicly began with obedience in the Jordan and ended with obedience in 
death on the cross. “He was obedient unto death, even the death of the 
cross; wherefore God hath highly exalted him, and given him a name 
which is above every name; that every tongue should confess that he is 
Lord to the glory of God the Father.”  
 
Had Jesus yielded to John (supposing the thing to have been possible) he 
would have stood before his nation as the High Priest of Israel, claiming 
to officiate in the most holy place without baptism, a spectacle it had never 
seen before, nor ever will while the world stands. 
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But the symbolic righteousness of the Mosaic law not only required the 
High Priest to put on the holy vestments by having his body baptized, but 
it also commanded his household to be baptised into theirs also. The law 
reads thus: “This is the thing Jehovah commanded to be done; and Moses 
brought Aaron and his sons, and washed them with water. And he put upon 
Aaron the coat, &c.; and he put coats upon his sons, and girded them with 
girdles, and put turbans upon them, as Jehovah commanded (Lev. 8:5, 6, 
13; 16:4). Here, as I have said, Moses performed the part of John the 
Baptizer to Aaron and his sons, who were to be rulers and priests in Israel. 
Aaron and his family were their nation’s priestly household; and it was the 
office of the high or chief priest to make atonement or reconciliation, first 
for himself, then for his household, and lastly for all the congregation of 
Israel; but admission into the holy and most holy places was only 
permitted to the baptised; they must bathe their flesh in water, and so put 
on their holy garments. Hence, all Israel’s priests were immersed persons; 
and so also all that shall be their priests and kings in the age to come, and 
have power over the Gentiles, must be immersed likewise. 
 
Jesus, the Melchisedec High Priest of Israel, has a household as well as 
Aaron had. A proof of this is found in the words of Paul. In writing to 
certain Hebrews who had believed the gospel of the kingdom and name of 
Jesus, and had obeyed it in having their “bodies washed with pure water,” 
he says “Christ is a Son over his own house, whose house are we, if we 
hold fast the confidence and the rejoicing of THE HOPE firm unto the end” 
(Heb. 3:6, 14).  
 
Now, Jesus, speaking for himself and others, said, “Thus it becomes us to 
fulfil all righteousness.” It is, therefore, necessary for all “his house” to do 
as he did, but with this modification of the significance of the deed, 
namely: he was baptised as the initiative of his own holiness, sacrificial 
and priestly; they must be baptised into his, and into a development of their 
own conformable to his; and with this induction for a beginning, 
thenceforth “continue patiently in well-doing,” that they may be holy as 
he was holy in the days of his flesh; as it is written, “Be ye holy because I 
am holy.” 
 
Jesus and his household are the future kings and priests prepared of God 
to rule Israel and the nations for Him. The law and the prophets, which 
attest the righteousness of God, require them all to put on that 
righteousness by bathing. Jesus commands the same thing, and says: “Till 
heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the 
law, till all be fulfilled.” Therefore, he said to his apostles, “Go and preach 
the gospel to every creature,” and “teach them who receive your 
proclamation to observe whatsoever I command you.”  
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By virtue of this saying the apostles become the depositaries of his 
commands; so that, in the words of Jesus, “He that heareth them, heareth 
him; and he that despiseth them, despiseth him; and he that despiseth him, 
despiseth Him that sent him.”  
 
Now, Peter, who was one of these plenipotentiaries of Christ, commanded 
Cornelius, “a devout man and one that feared God with all his house; and 
gave much alms to the people (Israel), and prayed to God daily.” Peter, I 
say, commanded this company of pious Gentiles, who believed the word 
Jesus began to preach in Galilee, to be baptised in the name of the Lord. 
The apostolic style of address was, “Children of the stock of Abraham and 
whosoever among you feareth God, to you is the word of this salvation 
sent.”  
 
A man’s supposed piety did not exempt him from the necessity of 
believing and obeying the gospel of the kingdom, or as Paul styles it, “the 
word of this salvation.” Peter went to Cæsarea to tell pious, God-fearing 
men “words whereby they should be saved.” But however pious they may 
be who are ignorant of these saving words, they are alienated from the life 
of God, through that ignorance (Eph. 4:18). Piety in general has so little to 
do with an understanding of the word of the kingdom, and the obedience 
it enjoins, that it has passed into a proverb, that “ignorance is the mother 
of devotion.” In a certain sense this is true. The most ignorant are, for the 
most part, the most pious, and the most intolerant of the truth and its 
obedience.  
 
This is Pharisaism, whether it flourish in the first or in the nineteenth 
century; and in reference to which, Jesus has said, “Except your 
righteousness exceed that of the Scribes and Pharisees, ye shall, in no case 
enter into the kingdom of the heavens.” Pharisaists “appear to men to be 
righteous;” but men uninstructed in the gospel of the kingdom are 
incompetent to distinguish the counterfeit from the true. A man, in this 
century, will have no more ability to enter the kingdom of the heavens, if 
his righteousness exceed not that of contemporary churchmen of the 
straitest sect, than would those addressed by Jesus, whose righteousness 
might have been on a par with the pietists of his age.  
 
Shall it be said that it was necessary for the Melchisedec High Priest, who 
was innocent of transgression, and who, for thirty years, had enjoyed the 
favour of God and man, to be immersed in a baptism of repentance for 
remission of sins; but that it was not necessary for the pious, who would 
compose his household, who are sinners by nature and practice? Nay, if it 
were indispensable for Jesus to be buried in water, that he might begin an 
(official) career of holiness to Jehovah in coming up out of it, it is infinitely 
more so that all should tread in his steps of perfect faith and obedience, 
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who would be invested with “robes washed white in the blood of the 
Lamb,” having their loins girt around with the girdle of truth, and having 
on the breastplate of righteousness, and their feet shod with the preparation 
of the gospel of peace, and in their hands the helmet of salvation. An 
immersed High Priest requires an immersed household. There is one law 
for both, as there was one baptism for Jesus and his apostles; on whom, as 
upon all others of the household, the necessity is imperative to fulfil all the 
righteousness foreshadowed in Aaron and his sons. There is no discharge 
from this necessity for Jew or Gentile; “for thus it behoveth us to fulfil all 
righteousness.” 

Striving against Stin  

by bro. Roberts 
 
“AN ANXIOUS ONE.”—Jesus says, “All manner of sin shall be forgiven 
unto men except the blasphemy of the Holy Spirit.” Consequently, when 
the conditions of forgiveness are complied with—(contrition, confession, 
and abandonment)—a man innocent of the unpardonable sin (and a man 
in modern times can hardly be guilty of that) should never give in to 
despair. Let him take God at His word, and have faith in forgiveness, and 
begin the struggle again. Better to die fighting against sin than to sign an 
unconditional surrender. In the one course, there is hope; in the other 
nothing but certain ruin, blackness, and death. Jesus commands us to 
forgive an offending brother “seventy times seven,” who turns again 
saying, “I repent.” And he teaches us to pray the Father to “forgive us our 
sins as we forgive them that trespass against us.” What greater 
encouragement can the repentant sinner have to resume the work and walk 
of reformation? A man should never conclude that “he has gone beyond 
the limits of divine forbearance” until he hears the awful fact proclaimed 
at the judgment seat. Heb. 10:26 refers to presumptuous and despiteful sin, 
as shown by Paul’s comparing it with “despising the law of Moses,” and 
defining it as a “treading underfoot the Son of God” (verse 28, 29). It has 
no reference to the struggling sinner who falls through weakness, as in the 
case of Peter’s denial of the Lord, and who repudiates his act in tears. 1 
Cor. 3:15 has no bearing. This refers to a man’s work in others—not in 
himself, as shown by Paul’s comparison of himself to a builder, Christ to 
the foundation, and brethren as fellow-builders. A man’s work enduring 
in others will ensure a reward on their account, yet only if he himself be 
able to stand the fire of judgment. If he is able to stand the fire himself, he 
will not be lost on account of the failure of his work in others. The 
judgment is an ordeal doubtless awaiting every saint at last—for 
justification or condemnation.  
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Too much stress cannot be laid on Dr. Thomas’s teaching in Anastasis —
that the accepted will first have to “tell the story of their lives.” This does 
not mean, however, that that story will have to be without flaw before 
acceptance can take place. It means that it must reveal a sufficient 
approximation to the mind of Christ to justify him in granting forgiveness 
of all offences. If offences were not forgiven, no flesh could be saved. 
Hence the point of Peter’s question, “If the righteous shall scarcely be 
saved, where shall the ungodly and the sinner appear?” Hence also David’s 
declaration, “If thou, Lord, shouldst mark iniquity, Lord who should 
stand? But there is forgiveness with thee that thou mayest be feared” (Psa. 
130:3, 4). The rejected will not be forgiven because their case in no way 
commends itself to Christ’s regard as a merciful judge.  
The point for all “anxious ones” to see to is that their course be such that 
they may obtain mercy. Let them with iron resolution keep out of 
temptation’s way, remembering the declaration of the word that 
blessedness appertains to the man who standeth not in the way of sinners. 
Do not parley with sin. It is easier to keep out of the maelstrom at a 
distance. Let them give themselves in their leisure to prayer, and the 
Lord’s work in some form or other—(distributing Finger Posts is better 
than the passive state that leaves a man exposed to the devil’s shafts)—
and the Lord will help them to obtain the victory. The battle is only short 
at the longest, and will soon be over. 
 

Mediatorship and the Alien 
By A. T. Jannaway 

 
Analyze the worship of the alien, of what is it composed? Forgiveness of 
sins is asked for whilst the divinely appointed means for forgiveness is 
ignored. Help is supplicated to carry on the bible-nullifying work in which 
they are engaged. Thanks are given to God for assistance He is supposed 
to have rendered in this direction in the past. Prayer is made to Him to 
thwart the work of the saints. God’s blessing is besought in order that 
worldly places may be secured and maintained—places which God has 
forbidden His children to fill. The Holy Spirit is petitioned as a personal 
being. Eternal life is not sought, because it is thought to be possessed. The 
peace of Jerusalem is overlooked. Christ’s coming ignored. In brief, the 
worship is altogether contrary to the divine requirements, viz., that they 
who call upon God, must call upon Him in truth, and according to His will. 
“In vain do they worship me teaching for doctrines the commandments of 
men.” 
 
It is imperative that we have before our minds the office Christ now holds 
as Mediator and Priest. Failing to grasp the nature and importance of the 
work he now performs, doubt must inevitably exist concerning the relation 
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between man and his creator. Christ is the Mediator between God and man 
(1 Tim. 2:5). Does he mediate for the whole world, or are there limitations? 
Paul answers. In writing to the Ephesians he shows that there was a time 
when they as Gentiles had no approach to Deity, when they were “without 
Christ” and “without God in the world,” and that not until they had been 
made “nigh” in Christ, had they through him “access by one spirit unto the 
Father” (Eph. 2:12–18). This passage, brief though it is, sets forth the main 
features of this important subject. It teaches that the Father is inaccessible 
apart from Christ; that Christ, as the way, is open only to those who are no 
longer “strangers and foreigners,” but fellow citizens with the saints and 
of the household of God (5:19). Christ is the “High Priest of our 
profession,” and of that profession only (Heb. 3:1–6; 4:14; 9:24; 10:19–
22; 1 Tim., 3:15). If thanks or praise be given, they are to be presented in 
Christ’s name (Col. 3:17; Heb. 13:15). All wants are to be made known 
through Christ (John. 16:24). And it is through him also that remission of 
sins is to be sought (1 John. 2:1). This being so the thought suggests itself, 
if the saints require a mediator, how much more must the unimmersed!  
 
If sinful man can have direct intercourse with Deity, Christ’s mediatorial 
work is superfluous. But unsanctified man cannot have this intercourse 
with God. The testimony upon the point is sure. Man can only reach Deity 
through his son. In Christ man is accounted perfect (Col. 1:22; 2:10; I Cor. 
1:30; Hebrew 10:14; Eph. 1:6), and this qualification is essential to give 
him a standing before God. “This is the confidence that we have in him, 
that if we ask anything according to his will, he heareth us” (I John 5:14). 
Those in Christ have recognised the holiness of God and their own 
sinfulness, and have availed themselves of the only provision he has made 
for justification. Thus fulfilling the necessary principle set forth in the 
words “I will be sanctified in them that come nigh unto me.” 
 
The principles upon which God now acts in relation to worship are the 
basis of all the declarations contained in the law. With God there is no 
“variableness, neither shadow of turning.” The recognition of God’s 
inherent and incomparable holiness and man’s uncleanness was enforced 
in the law repeatedly and emphatically. God’s majesty and sanctity were 
kept continually in sight by an elaborate, involved, and peculiar system of 
ritual, in the observance of which he would alone be served and 
worshipped. Willful disobedience or infringement of his appointments 
entailed death. Israel were given to understand unmistakably that their 
position as a favored people resulted from God calling them and not from 
them calling Him. Without circumcision and sacrifice, none could have 
any portion in Israel’s commonwealth, nor be accounted holy or able to 
approach Deity. Peter draws an analogy between the Israelitish nation and 
the saints in this dispensation, and shows that the privilege of offering 
worship pertains only to a certain class—“Ye also, as lively stones, are 
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built up a spiritual house, an holy priesthood to offer up spiritual sacrifices, 
acceptable to God by (or through) Jesus Christ (I Pet. 2:5–9). This last 
expression “acceptable to God by (or through) Jesus Christ” is deserving 
of special notice. Spiritual sacrifices (which include prayer and praise) are 
well-pleasing or acceptable when offered by those who are connected with 
Christ. The alien are not connected with Christ, and therefore, their 
sacrifices are not acceptable. 
 
Christ, chosen by God, as was Aaron (Heb. 5:4), is the antitypical High 
Priest, purified and made meet for Deity’s presence (Heb. 7:26–28), on the 
principles shadowed forth in Lev. 21:17–23, 16: 8:1–12. It was one of the 
high-priestly functions to carry into the presence of God the names of 
those for whom he appeared, viz., the children of Israel (Exod. 28:29). 
This confirms the point already established that Christ appears for his 
people only. 
 
The typical significance of the Golden Altar and incense likewise indicate 
the exclusiveness of worship. A perusal of Exod. 30 will show that 
concerning both the altar and the incense the most arbitrary instructions 
were given. Three points are conspicuous: the altar was the only appointed 
place upon which incense could be burnt or offered; the priests alone had 
the right to officiate; and no strange incense was to be used. The latter was 
to be of the kind prescribed—“salted, pure, holy.” Passing to the antitypes: 
the altar prefigured Christ; the priests, the saints; and the incense, prayer. 
Association with Christ alone provides the altar; “the washing of water by 
the Word” alone qualifies the priests; the mind intellectually and morally 
in harmony with Deity, alone provides the incense—“they that worship 
God must worship him in spirit and in truth.” 
 
Communion with God is far more sacred than many are wont to think. The 
definite, stringent, and awe-inspiring instructions as to the way in which 
Israel’s priests were to draw nigh to Him (see Lev. 16:1, 2, 3, 13)—should 
cause man to reflect—to carefully, and solemnly submit his reasoning in 
regard to worship to the test of the Sacred Word. “Whatsoever things were 
written aforetime were written for our learning.” This applies to the “great 
things” of Israel’s law as much as to any other item of Bible revelation. 
 
A necessary condition to acceptable worship is fellowship with God. 
Fellowship involves right doctrine and right practice. When united, these 
compose the “light” of 1 John 1:7, in which, if we walk, “we have 
fellowship one with another, and the blood of Jesus Christ, His son, 
cleanseth us from all sins.” The unenlightened and disobedient walk not 
in this light, and as a result, lack a scriptural basis on which to offer 
acceptable prayer and praise. “The Lord is nigh unto all them that call upon 
him, to all that call upon him in truth” (Psalm 145:18). “The prayer of the 
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upright is his delight” (Prov. 15:8). Whom God invites to approach Him 
are those who hear and heed the gospel and its claims (Acts 17:30; 1 Tim. 
2:4). 
 
There are scattered throughout the Word incidental statements which 
corroborate the view set forth in this article. Paul, in writing Timothy (1 
Epis. 4:3), restricts the offering of thanks to believers: “Meats which God 
hath created to be received with thanksgiving of them which believe and 
know the truth.” In Rom. 8:27 and Rev. 8:3 Christ is represented as making 
“intercession for the saints,” and as offering the “prayers of all saints.” If 
Christ presented the prayers of those not in union with himself, might we 
not reasonably expect to find some broader term than “saints” employed? 
 
If an alien desires to entreat Deity, the right course would be to do so 
through one whom God will hear. This is indicated in the instance of 
Abimelech, who was divinely instructed to ask Abraham to pray for him 
(Gen. 20:7–17). God has declared that He will hear the saints, but He has 
not said that He will hear those who are yet in their sins. Even the saints, 
God will not always directly hear. Job’s friends are a case in point. The 
patriarch was commanded to pray for them (chap. 42:7–10). If the Deity 
esteemed the well-meaning comforters of Job, whose offence was 
committed in ignorance, as unfit to approach heaven directly, how can the 
spiritually-naked alien expect that without a mediator, God will hear? That 
the saints may assume the position of mediators, for the alien is in harmony 
with Paul’s admonition “I exhort therefore, that, first of all supplications, 
prayers, intercessions, and giving of thanks, be made for all men (1 Tim. 
2:1). 

  
Brisbane Baptism Questions 
I. Does God hear the prayers of the unbaptised? 

Christ is God’s high priest only over those who constitute by the divinely 
appointed means ‘God’s house’ (Hebrews 3:6), and then over the world in 
the age to come (Zechariah 6:12-13). This fact however does not mean 
God does not hear the prayers of the unbaptized. It is true that “God 
heareth not sinners” (John 9:31) i.e. men who live in a daily disregard of 
God’s law. It is likewise true that “the sacrifice of the wicked is an 
abomination to the Lord” but Solomon adds “the prayer of the upright is 
acceptable to him” (Proverbs 15:8); also note 1 Kings 8:38-39. 

The Canaanitish woman who in faith acknowledged herself as a dog under 
the table of the master and ate the crumbs of that which was fed to the 
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children of Israel, i.e. the word of the kingdom, received her earnest 
request. Likewise the “prayers and alms” of the Roman centurion 
Cornelius had “ascended as a memorial before God” (Acts 10:4). Let it be 
noted however from this most important record that such prayers do not 
alter a man or woman’s relationship to eternal life, for though “God is 
no respecter of persons; but in every nation he that fears him (not 
according to the precepts of men) and work righteousness (the 
righteousness of God) is accepted of Him;” it was necessary that the 
attention of Cornelius and his household be directed to “that word which 
God sent unto the children of Israel by Jesus Christ.” This Cornelius and 
his household had done, for they had previously abandoned the pagan 
mythology of Rome as those today must do in forsaking the doctrine of 
Babylon the Great who has made all nations of the earth drunk (Revelation 
17:2), if they desire their prayers to be heard. It is obvious from the record 
of Acts 10 that Cornelius was also well acquainted with the ministry of the 
Lord Jesus Christ, the divine testimony of his miracles, his crucifixion and 
resurrection. 

Bro. Roberts writes “Devout Gentiles, who cast away the gods of the 
heathen and ‘join themselves to the Lord’ were known as ‘proselytes’ 
(Acts 2:10), and were allowed to worship at Jerusalem, as in the case of 
the eunuch to whom Phillip preached the word (Acts 8:27). A court in the 
temple was provided for them, and known as ‘the court of the Gentiles’. 
The ‘proselytes of the gate’, as they were called, were recognized 
worshippers. They approached God in the only way open to the Gentiles 
at that time. God never has shut His ear against those who have come to 
him in the way appointed. But a wider gate was open when Peter was 
commissioned to announce, in connection with the case of Cornelius, the 
abolition of ‘the middle wall of petition’; and the free admission of the 
Gentiles, upon the terms then disclosed, as ‘fellow heirs of the same body, 
and partakers of the promise in Christ of the gospel’ (Ephesians 3:6). All 
Gentiles are at liberty to partake of ‘the promise in Christ by the gospel,’ 
but in no other way. Such as are inclined to take heart from the case of 
Cornelius must remember that Cornelius was in the right way, so far as it 
was possible for a Gentile to be. Therefore, his prayers were heard and the 
way of life opened to him by an angel.” (Christadelphian 1872, Vol 9 pg. 
9). 

Of this way of life that the angel directed Cornelius to, the apostle Peter 
had been given by the Lord Jesus the keys of the kingdom to unlock its 
mystery first to the Jew at Pentecost and then to the Gentile at Caesarea 
“that whosoever believeth in him (Christ) shall receive remission of sins 
through his Name” as the appointed way (Acts 10:43, 47). The name of 
Jesus and what constitutes that name are placed in the divine institution of 
baptism, based on an intelligent, childlike belief of the ‘things of the 
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kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ’. The record of Cornelius 
shows us that though someone may not yet be in the fullness of the light 
that the gospel calls us to, God will always hear the prayer of those who 
humbly seek to ‘worship the Father in spirit and in truth, for the Father is 
seeking such people to worship Him” (John 4:23).  

II. The False Doctrine of Substitution Explained and Refuted 

The reviving of the Truth in the 19th century in preparation for the coming 
of the Lord Jesus through the providential raising up of bro. Thomas lifted 
the veil of Roman superstition and blasphemy so that the revelation of the 
mystery which God purposed from the foundation of the world to its 
glorious manifestation in the Kingdom of God could be understood. While 
amongst the many denominations, elements only of the gospel are taught, 
in none of them is the doctrine of the nature and sacrifice of Christ as set 
forth in the extraordinarily lucid and consistent explanations of bre. 
Thomas and Roberts can be found. 

Without exception, the doctrine that the churches preach on the subject of 
the nature and sacrifice of Christ, in one form or another, is a Vicarious 
(substitutionary) atonement. That is Christ offered himself as a substitute 
for others, in that he took their place, punished for the transgression of 
others, dying instead of them. Under this theory, Christ suffered the wrath 
of God by suffering their punishment, paying the penalty of their sin. The 
church doctrine is of a wrathful deity, whose justice can only be appeased 
by passing sentence upon one who had absolutely no relation to the sin 
condemned on the cross. What lies at the foundation of this extreme 
Rome-ish doctrine apart from the obvious injustice that it conveys is a 
complete denial of the two senses in which scripture uses the word sin. 
This is enshrined in the doctrines that define the anti-Christ - that Christ 
had not come in the flesh which is the touchstone of the doctrine of the 
Trinity. The other church doctrine which this subject has an obvious 
essential application is the subject of the devil destroyed in Christ’s death 
(Hebrews 2:14).  

The churches preach that Jesus did not come in the flesh, but in a different 
holier, purer, without spot, immaculate nature than those he came to save! 
Therefore his sacrifice was but the crowning act of obedience or dedication 
to God’s will, illustrating what should happen to sinful man. They preach 
a substitutionary sacrifice because the Christ they preach bore the actual 
sins of those he came to save, these being imputed to him in some mystical 
way just before his death. He himself having no relation in himself to the 
sin condemned on the cross, and therefore no need of personal cleansing, 
purging, or atonement from the defiled nature scripture says he bore.  
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Roman Catholic doctrine define sin as ‘a moral evil’ and the renowned 
Catholic theologian Thomas Aquinas says “sin is nothing else than a 
morally bad act.” Augustine states “there can be no sin that is not 
voluntary”. Even the churches doctrine of what they refer to as ‘original 
sin’ i.e. “the hereditary stain” is defined in terms of a ‘moral deformity’ 
with which we are born on account of our origin from Adam.” This 
doctrine of ‘original sin’ is explained in terms of inherited guilt, that in 
some sense we and Adam, being one, bear the guilt for his sin, that in some 
sense we being in Adam at the time of the fall, we therefore fell along with 
him. Other variations state that though not directly involved in Adam’s 
sin, Adam was our representative in Eden and so that in Adam’s sin we 
sinned, and brought guilt and merited condemnation upon all. “It (original 
sin) is a moral deformity, a separation from God, it is a real sin which 
deprives the soul of sanctifying grace; it has the same claim to be a sin as 
habitual sin which is the state in which an adult is placed by a grave and 
personal fault, the ‘stain’ which St. Thomas defines as ‘the privation of 
grace’…Considered precisely as voluntary, original sin is only the shadow 
of sin properly so called. According to St Thomas, it is not called sin in 
the same sense, but only in an analogous sense” (Catholic Encyclopedia 
Online ‘Nature of original sin’). 

Note that the catholic view of ‘original sin’ puts emphasis on sin as a 
‘moral deformity’ including what we inherit from Adam! So that 
wherever the word ‘sin’ appears in the Bible it is interpreted in a 
moral sense with associated guilt and punishment.  

This appalling doctrine denies the key to understanding the 
atonement. The second sense of how the word sin is used in scripture as 
applying to the devil – that which has the power of death, or ‘sin in the 
flesh’ similarly described by Paul as ‘the body of sin’, ‘the body of this 
death,’ as ‘the law of sin and death,’ as ‘sin in my members,’ and again ‘in 
me (that is in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing’, which bro. Thomas 
correctly states in Elpis Israel we inherit, is “our misfortune, not our 
crime.” This second sense of the word Sin is the essential link that unites 
Christ with those he came to save. It is the means by which God could 
righteously condemn Sin literally in the flesh of the Lord Jesus Christ and 
thereby declare His righteousness without setting aside any of His 
principles of holiness, justice and truth. The denial that Sin refers to a 
fixed principle in man’s flesh and that the tendency in man to sin 
originates from this physical condition in his flesh, is the doctrine of 
the anti-christ. The doctrine of substitution states that our actual sins 
were ceremonially laid upon Christ at his death, and not as bre. Thomas 
and Roberts have shown us by God making Christ ‘flesh and blood’ nature 
(Hebrews 2:14; 2 Corinthians 5:21) common to all men, and subject to the 
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same propensities, which in us, lead to sin. This is the means by which 
Christ ‘bore our sins in his body on the tree’ (1 Peter 2:24).  

One of the chief errors of ‘clean flesh’ teaching is that Christ 
condemned sin symbolically on the cross rather than literally and 
physically. This false doctrine denies that flesh is a synonym for sin in 
scripture; that there is no sin in the flesh as a physical principle. What there 
is, they who hold this doctrine say, is mortality. There is no 
acknowledgement the scriptures show that death, as is the tendency to sin 
originates from a physical condition which God’s word calls Sin. Bro. 
Thomas has shown us that you cannot actually ‘condemn sin in the flesh’ 
when ‘sin’ is not present. Likewise ‘the body of sin’ cannot be ‘destroyed’ 
(Romans 6:6) if it is not sin, but merely a ritual body like the animal bodies 
of the Mosaic sacrifices. The crucifixion was a public condemnation by 
which sin was condemned by God in the body of the Lord Jesus.  

Can anyone who stood at the foot of the cross (we have done so via the 
gospels) and witnessed the scene described therein, by the most deliberate, 
plain, factual language in the whole Bible, have any doubt as to what was 
condemned? A determined return by some who once had thrown off the 
apostasy, to the confused darkness of Roman Catholic theology, have 
corrupted their minds from the simplicity that is in Christ Jesus, so that 
they are unable to give an answer as bre. Thomas and Roberts on the 
question of the atonement have. Was it not ‘the son of man’ (John 3:14) 
who was lifted up, ‘he himself’ (Hebrews 2:14) i.e. ‘the body of Jesus 
Christ’ (Hebrews 5:10), a body which Jesus himself likens to the brazen 
serpent (symbol of sinful flesh) which was lifted up in the wilderness (John 
3:14-15)? The apostle Paul tells us for what purpose: “Now hath he 
reconciled in the body of his flesh through death” (Colossians 1:21). 
Likewise the apostle Peter tells us “who his own self bear our sins in his 
own body on the tree (1 Peter 2:24). With respect to this passage, bro. 
Thomas states of the Lord Jesus “Sins born in a body prove that body to 
be imperfect; and characterize it as ‘sin’s flesh.’” In this same article bro. 
Thomas shows that in contrast to the perfect intellectual and moral status 
of the Lord (Hebrews 7:26 & 4:15) his nature was imperfect. “That nature 
was flesh of the stock of Abraham compared in Zechariah 3:3 to ‘filthy 
garments’ typical of the ‘infirmity with which he was compassed’. For this 
‘infirmity’ called ‘himself’ – and for all of the same infirmity associated 
with him by faith in the promises made with Abraham and David, and in 
him as the mediator thereof – he poured out his blood as a covering for 
sin... Sin’s flesh is imperfect and well adapted for the condemnation of sin 
therein.” (Herald 1860 pg. 12) If sin, as scripture shows us, was 
condemned in the body of Christ, how was it condemned if his flesh was 
not sin in the second principal sense of how the word is used? To argue 
otherwise is to make the Lord Jesus Christ a substitute where his death 
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only condemned sin in others in a ritual sense, since according to the ‘clean 
flesh’ error, sin was not present in his body.  

This as we have stated is the essential link that binds Christ to us making 
his death on the cross a declaration of God’s righteousness, holiness and 
justice and makes his personal perfecting and cleansing efficacious for us 
as a true representative, and not as a mere ritual substitution. Thus Christ 
fulfilled the type of the high priest under the Mosaic ‘shadow of good 
things to come’ (Hebrews 10:1). The high priest was required in his 
approach to God on behalf of the people to make offering first for himself, 
and then for the people’s sins. This, the apostle says (Hebrews 7:27 & 8:3) 
Christ by ‘necessity’ did, as a true representative, for his own salvation 
from the nature he bore as the sin-bearer, offered once by the offering up 
of himself. First by necessity, says Paul again in Hebrews 9:23, for the 
“purging” i.e. cleansing or purifying of his own defiled nature. This is the 
foundation that has been laid upon which all else is built. It is a work 
that is entirely founded upon the eternal redemption Christ obtained 
in himself (Hebrews 9:12) from “sinful flesh” (Romans 8:3). Let us 
repeat it is on the basis of this redemption Christ obtained in himself first, 
that God without the compromise of His principles of holiness and 
righteousness could raise Christ from the dead, and extend grace to all who 
diligently seek to understand these principles and have faith in what God 
has done for us in Christ. This eternal redemption Christ obtained first, is 
then extended to those who humbly submit to the way of salvation God 
has provided in and through the name of Christ Jesus.  

Bro. Roberts in an article written to refute the ‘clean flesh’ theory (see 
footnote1) one of whose key tenets is that Christ did not need to offer for 
himself and that he was not cleansed and redeemed by his own sacrifice, 
put a series of questions of which the following are but a sample. 

74a. Paul says the substance of the law or things foreshadowed in it are to 
be found in Christ (Col. 2:17; Rom. 2:20; Heb. 9:23; 10:1). This being so, 

                                                 
1 The clean flesh theory denies there is ‘sin in the flesh’ (Romans 8:3) i.e. they do 
not believe the word sin is used in two principal senses in scripture; that the word 
sin only applies to transgression of God’s law and not to that physical principle in 
the flesh which is the cause of death and the tendency to rebel against God’s word. 
They believe that ‘sin in the flesh’ is only a figure of speech and is therefore not 
real, denying what Paul states in Romans 7:23-24. They preach that God 
condemned ‘sin, in the flesh’ (note the added comma) by Christ not committing 
transgression during his mortal life; that he was our sin bearer by symbolically 
bearing our transgressions, transferred to him before he died on the cross, 
suffering the punishment due for sins! 
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can your theory furnish the antitype to the High Priest offering for himself? 
(Lev. 16:6). 

75. Can your theory furnish the antitype to the scarlet which entered into 
the composition of the vail (that is to say, his flesh? Heb. 10:20). 

76. Can your theory furnish the antitype to the uncleanness-imparting 
bodies of those beasts burnt without the camp? (Heb. 13:11). 

77. Can your theory furnish the antitype to the making atonement for the 
holy place (Lev. 16:16)? 

78. Can your theory furnish the antitype to the atonement made for the 
altar? (Lev. 16:18). 

79. Can your theory furnish the antitype to the atonement made for the 
holy sanctuary? (Lev. 16:33.) 

80. Can your theory furnish the antitype to atonement for the tabernacle 
of the congregation wherein God dwelt? (Lev. 16:33). 

81. If you attempt an answer, do not content yourself with “yes;” but show 
us wherein all these things which were typical of Christ, have their 
counterpart in a theory which teaches he had not the condemned nature on 
him, and therefore, needed not to offer for himself. 

82. Paul says that as it was necessary that these pattern-things in the 
Mosaic system should be purged with blood, so it was necessary that the 
things signified should be purged; but with a better sacrifice, that is the 
sacrifice of Christ (Heb. 9:23). The Christ of your theory needed no 
“purging:” therefore does it not follow that he is not the Christ of 
Paul, who required purging from the law of sin and death, by his own 
sacrifice? 

83. Paul says of Christ, “it is of NECESSITY that this man have somewhat 
also to offer” (Heb. 8:3). You say of your Christ, that he was under no 
necessity to offer himself; but might have refused to die, and entered into 
eternal life alone. Is it not clear that your Christ is not Paul’s Christ, 
with whom it was a necessity that he should offer up himself, for the 
purging of his own nature, first, from the uncleanness of death, that 
having by his own blood obtained eternal redemption (Heb. 9:12), he 
might be able afterwards to save to the uttermost, them that come 
unto God by him? (Heb. 7:25). (The Christadelphian 1873, Volume 
10:467-468) 
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Hints For Bible Markers 
The Psalms 
Psalm 12:1 

 
“Help, LORD; for the godly man ceaseth; for the faithful fail from 

among the children of men.” 
 

In this first verse we have a very short prayer for help. This has been the 
cry and the fear of the righteous throughout the ages. It brings to mind 
when Jezebel threatened Elijah saying, “So let the gods do to me, and more 
also, if I make not thy life as the life of one of them by tomorrow about 
this time.” Elijah then went to a cave and Yahweh asked him, “What doest 
thou here, Elijah?” He responded “I have been very jealous for the LORD 
God of hosts: because the children of Israel have forsaken thy covenant, 
thrown down thine altars, and slain thy prophets with the sword; and I, 
even I only, am left; and they seek my life, to take it away. And the LORD 
answered his plea for help saying, “Yet I have left me seven thousand in 
Israel, all the knees which have not bowed unto Baal, and every mouth 
which hath not kissed him.” (1 Kings 19:2, 13, 14, 18). The seven thousand 
representing purity of doctrine, walk, and conduct as well as those whom 
still faithfully served Yahweh in Israel. (1 John 3:3). Thus we see Elijah 
receiving help from the LORD in a time when “the godly man ceaseth; for 
the faithful fail from among the children of men.” 
 
Today we find the truth under attack and being shaken to its foundations 
as the charismatic, hypnotic pull the world hoodwinks itself and tries to 
deceive if possible the very elect. The media, with the willing help of the 
Roman mother of harlots and her daughters, shaping the mind of the flesh 
in all it’s self-deceiving fantasy. Turning it from the most glorious beauty 
and simplicity that reside in the Scriptures of truth. TV, radio, newspapers, 
and the Internet exalt the pride of man, to make a name for themselves and 
glorify the work of man's hands. Most certainly God is observing this 
Tower of Babel which is again rising to the skies. The few faithful left in 
the Earth are hoping and praying the Deity will swiftly bring destruction 
upon their heads. The godly man realizes that Yahweh Tz’vaoth will only 
suffer the works of man for so long and then the time comes for their 
destruction. They shall be as though they had not been and the sunrise shall 
be upon the world after a very, very dark night. We anxiously await this 
time with the thoughts of the apostle John in the closing chapter of the 
book of revelations upon our hearts, “He which testifieth these things saith, 
Surely I come quickly. Amen. Even so, come, Lord Jesus”(22:20). 
 
Continued next month should the Lord will                   bro. Beryl Snyder   


