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Dear Brethren and Sisters in Christ Jesus our Lord,  

 

Loving greetings in the One Hope we share.  

 

It has been a couple years since our last correspondence from your 

fellowservants here in Edmonton, so we’re glad to provide an update. Since 

our last correspondence, our dear Bro. Norman Blacker has fallen asleep in 

the Lord (Sept. 30, 2021), now painlessly awaiting the return of our Messiah 

and King. Thank you to all who reached out with love and support in that time 

of sadness to Sis. Tina and the Armstrong family.  

 

Sis. June Jones is a bit forgetful, but otherwise doing well; now residing in a 

long-term care facility. Sis. Brenda McChesney has sold her home in 

Edmonton and has relocated to a seniors lodge in Sherwood Park. Her contact 

info is up to date in the latest ecclesial directory.  

 

The Covid-19 pandemic has been hard on us as we met virtually/online from 

April 2020-Feb 2022. We are overjoyed to be meeting back in person again; 

what a blessing that should never be taken for granted. In April of 2021, we 

welcomed Sis. Cheri Webb (who transferred her membership from the 

Richard Ecclesia) into our ecclesia. We are pleased to have Sis. Cheri’s 

daughter, Brandy, regularly join us for Sunday school and meeting.  

 

In 2021, we held 2 study weekends (online): in March—theme centering on 

the “Elements”, also in November—with Ephesians 4 as the theme. As 

always, we are so grateful and thankful for the tireless efforts and love of the 

speaking brethren and all who assist in the necessary work involved in these 

spiritually uplifting weekends.  

 

We have had the pleasure of visiting with Bro. Adam Hurst, who has visited 

twice in the last 5 months, as well as the occasional visit from various Brethren 

and Sisters of the Richard Ecclesia. It is always refreshing to have visiting 

Brethren and Sisters join us so that we might strengthen, comfort, and 

encourage one another in these last days of chaos and confusion.  

 

We have recently held ecclesial elections and have elected Bro. David 

Humphreys as our new recording brother; so going forward, please direct all 

ecclesial communications to him.  

 

We pray this message finds you each, our dear Brethren and Sisters, anxiously 
awaiting the advent of our Saviour as we see the signs of the times rapidly 

unfolding in the world around us each day. Surely his return is very near as 

we see the events well into the eleventh hour aligning with the sure word of 

prophecy.  
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Much love from your fellow servants in Elpis Israel, (on behalf of the 

Edmonton Ecclesia),  

 

Bro. Ben Darter 

Song of Songs 
 

At The Hye gathering, 2022, we took up the study of the Song of Solomon.  This 

was a book I, personally, had always struggled with, as I was never content with 

the disjointed and non-chronological approach most authors took to the subject.  

Of course I understood that not all Scripture is chronological.  The Apocalypse, 

for instance, in its progression through the ecclesias, the seals, the trumpets, the 

vials, and the thunders, is always taking us to the Kingdom age, and then returning 

to begin at another point in history.  But these divisions are well pronounced and 

explained.   

 

Likewise in the books of Jeremiah and Daniel, we are given specific points of 

reference, that we might know that we are backtracking through their prophesies.  

But the Song of Solomon has nothing like that.  It appears, from start to finish, to 

be one consistent story, with no obvious retreats in the story.  The retreats that 

different writers use, are ones of their own making, based upon their own opinion 

of context.    

 

What I learned at Hye was that there were writers and lecturers on the Song of 

Solomon from other assemblies of Christadelphians, who had  similar objections 

to me, but who reached conclusions from their objections which I would suggest 

are impossible.  These writers took the Song away from any relevant Bible 

interpretation.  The method of interpretation they claimed to follow was 

admirable, and correct.  They said they wanted to take the Song and interpret it 

within the confines of the other 65 books of the Bible, and in so doing, we should 

be able to unlock the hidden meanings there.  This is how we should approach all 

Bible prophesy.  We allow the Bible to interpret itself.   

 

But they didn’t adhere to this technique.  They immediately went away from this 

rule, not using Scripture to interpret Scripture,  but rather attempted to interpret 

the Song from within itself, in the absence of any serious or studied reference to 

the other 65 books.  So where even a cursory examination of the whole of 

Scripture would easily explain that the bridegroom is Christ, and the bride is his 

redeemed, this is ignored, and the book is examined from inside itself to determine 

that the bridegroom is Solomon, and the bride is some random Lebanese wife.  

Rather than interpret it as a prophesy, or poetry (of which it is both,) the book is 

examined as if it were a history.   

 

Then, they focus on dubious word studies to draw conclusions for the symbols 

inherent in the chapter that will not stand rigorous examination.  “Myrrh,” for 

instance is concluded to mean “death,” instead of a “purification from death.”  Can 

the principal ingredient to the anointing oil, and the incense offered in the Holy 

Place really symbolize “death?”  “Vineyard” is said to symbolize “a fertile 
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woman,” rather than its obvious Scriptural connection to the “nation of Israel.”  

How is it even possible to miss Israel’s connection to a vineyard throughout the 

Scriptures?  But, in so doing, they turned the Song of Songs into an immoral love 

story between Solomon and one of his random wives, a Scripturally unknown 

pagan wife from Lebanon.   

 

If we ask what is the relevance of such a story to us, the answer given is that it is 

a Scriptural lesson of how a good man, such as king Solomon, might be corrupted 

by love in the world, without God.  The lesson, it is suggested, is to disprove the 

20st Century concept made popular in secular music that “all you need is love.”  

To these, the Song of Songs has simply become a story of how lust corrupts the 

righteous.  But I would argue that we, who are compassed with human nature, 

hardly require any teaching from the Scriptures on what lust is, or how to lust, or 

on how the things we might do apart from the Divine will, will corrupt us.  The 

flesh is awfully good at figuring that out for itself.  Where, in the other 65 books, 

we might ask, would one come up with such a suggestion?  We see these sorts of 

lessons in the Apocrypha, but not in the inspired Scriptures. 

 

When we use the text in conjunction with the other 65 books, we clearly see that 

the main theme of the Song is inescapable.  It is the absolute undying love, 

affection, and admiration which exists between a bride, and her bridegroom.  

Now, we don’t have to search too hard in the other 65 books to determine who is 

the great bride and groom of Scriptures.  The bride are those who will be redeemed 

for Christ’s sake, and the groom is Christ himself.  There certainly should not be 

any question that the Scriptures often develop the theme that Christ is the groom, 

and the redeemed are the bride.  Joel says this in preparation for the battle of 

Jerusalem known as the battle of the great day of God Almighty, while watching 

the groom and his bride, that is, Christ and the saints prepare for the battle: 

Joel 2:16  “Gather the people, sanctify the congregation, assemble the elders, 

gather the children, and those that suck the breasts: let the bridegroom go 

forth of his chamber, and the bride out of her closet.” 

 

And Isaiah and Jeremiah both draw on the imagery of the bride and groom in 

preparation for the righteous establishment of Israel in the land: 

Isa. 61:10  “I will greatly rejoice in the LORD, my soul shall be joyful in my 

God; for he hath clothed me with the garments of salvation, he hath covered 

me with the robe of righteousness, as a bridegroom decketh himself with 

ornaments, and as a bride adorneth herself with her jewels.” 

 

Jer. 33:11  “The voice of joy, and the voice of gladness, the voice of the 

bridegroom, and the voice of the bride, the voice of them that shall say, 

Praise the LORD of hosts: for the LORD is good; for his mercy endureth for 

ever: and of them that shall bring the sacrifice of praise into the house of the 

LORD. For I will cause to return the captivity of the land, as at the first, saith 

the LORD.” 

 

John the Baptist used this imagery in his work of “preparing the way of the Lord.”  

It was necessary for John and Jesus to confirm the New Covenant with the people 
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for a week (Dan. 9:27), John working three and a half years, prior to Jesus’ 

baptism by John in the Jordan.  And during that time, as John taught a new law 

called “the Kingdom of God,” many enquired of him whether or not he was the 

Messiah.  And these who hoped that John had been the Messiah, pointed out to 

John that all men were now following Jesus.  To this John placed it all in 

perspective.  Jesus was the bridegroom.  He was the friend. 

John 3:27-29  “John answered and said, A man can receive nothing, except 

it be given him from heaven.  Ye yourselves bear me witness, that I said, I 

am not the Christ, but that I am sent before him.  He that hath the bride is 

the bridegroom: but the friend of the bridegroom, which standeth and 

heareth him, rejoiceth greatly because of the bridegroom's voice: this my joy 

therefore is fulfilled.” 

 

Jesus also, when he had come in his first advent also used these terms:  

Luke 5:33-34  “And they said unto him, Why do the disciples of John fast 

often, and make prayers, and likewise the disciples of the Pharisees; but 

thine eat and drink?  And he said unto them, Can ye make the children of the 

bridechamber fast, while the bridegroom is with them?  But the days will 

come, when the bridegroom shall be taken away from them, and then shall 

they fast in those days.” 

 

The apostle Paul, perhaps, gives us the most powerful explanation of the 

relationship between the groom and bride, which he clearly defines as Christ and 

the ecclesia: 

Eph. 5:22-32  “Wives, submit yourselves unto your own husbands, as unto 

the Lord. For the husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ is the head 

of the ecclesia: and he is the saviour of the body. Therefore as the ecclesia 

is subject unto Christ, so let the wives be to their own husbands in every 

thing. Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ also loved the ecclesia, and 

gave himself for it; That he might sanctify and cleanse it with the washing 

of water by the word,  That he might present it to himself a glorious ecclesia, 

not having spot, or wrinkle, or any such thing; but that it should be holy and 

without blemish.  So ought men to love their wives as their own bodies. He 

that loveth his wife loveth himself. For no man ever yet hated his own flesh; 

but nourisheth and cherisheth it, even as the Lord the ecclesia: For we are 

members of his body, of his flesh, and of his bones.  For this cause shall a 

man leave his father and mother, and shall be joined unto his wife, and they 

two shall be one flesh.   This is a great mystery: but I speak concerning 

Christ and the ecclesia.”  

 

And the Revelations conclude with these comforting words: 

Rev. 21:2  “And I John saw the holy city, new Jerusalem, coming down from 

God out of heaven, prepared as a bride adorned for her husband.” 

 

Rev. 21:9   “And there came unto me one of the seven angels which had the 

seven vials full of the seven last plagues, and talked with me, saying, Come 

hither, I will shew thee the bride, the Lamb's wife.” 
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So the imagery from the rest of the Bible is quite clear.  The groom is the Messiah, 

God manifested in flesh, Jesus the Christ; while the bride is the collection of 

saints, searching for salvation through Christ.  Really, the only way we can 

understand this book being assigned its place by God among the Divine writings 

in the first place, is that the Song of Songs is a song about Christ.  After Jesus was 

resurrected, as he appeared to the eleven in Jerusalem, he told them: 

Luke 24:44  “And he said unto them, These are the words which I spake 

unto you, while I was yet with you, that all things must be fulfilled, which 

were written in the law of Moses, and in the prophets, and in the psalms, 

concerning me.”  

 

True, the Song is not listed there specifically by Jesus, but who, for a minute 

would contend that what is intended by Jesus is not this strong warning:  you have 

the words of the Old Testament.  It should be enough for you to understand what 

has taken place.  And without question, the Song of Songs has been included in 

Israel’s divine books, the intent of which was to make manifest the Deity, and His 

plan for salvation. 

 

And there is far more in the Song which focuses our attention on Christ.  The Song 

is said to be written by Solomon, and his name occurs seven times in the book.  

Solomon is the son of David and is a wonderful type of Jesus who will sit  upon 

the throne of his father, David.  Solomon means the giver of peace.  Jesus is 

prophetically called, the Prince of Peace.   

 

It is argued that Solomon cannot be a type of Christ, as in his later years, he 

struggled with righteous principles, corrupted by his many wives.  Would the 

same people argue that David cannot be a type of Christ due to his failings with 

Bathsheba?  I suppose all we can do is marvel at those who think this obliterates 

the typical prophesy of Solomon, the man of peace, coming to power after the 

successful campaigns of David, and building the Temple.  This is exactly what 

the Scriptures tell us Jesus will do.   Can we not see, in the final Jubilee, that this 

is precisely what happens?  The Mid-heaven proclamation goes out to the nations 

for ten years, demanding compliance to the Truth.  The world rejects the plea, and 

Jesus, as the antitype of David subdues the world by force over the period of an 

hour, or thirty years.  With the world subdued, Jesus, as the antitype of Solomon 

inherits a world at peace and in complete subjection to him, and begins the process 

of building the temple, gathering materials for three years, and building Ezekiel’s 

temple in the next seven years, after the type of Solomon, completing it as the 

final Jubilee finishes. 

 

It is true that Solomon was corrupted by his wives in his later years, though the 

Ecclesiastes would seem to indicate that Solomon recovered and repented from 

his foolishness.  What Solomon went through was what we would today call the 

middle-aged crazies.  We see modern men go through it, buying fancy sports cars, 

running around with women half their age, and generally making a fool of 

themselves, till they recover their senses.  These failings in Solomon’s later years 

do not take away from the plan and purpose God showed us through the type of 

David and Solomon before he aged. 
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The Song of Solomon is a prophecy in poetry which details the love which is to 

exist between the Christ-groom, and the Redeemed-bride.  In this it is unique in 

Scripture.  It gives us a prophecy of what shall be, while doing so in poetry.  

Prophesy uses symbolism in type, to prophecy the antitype of future events.  

Poetry is similar, in that it loves the use of types to define antitypes, but its intent 

is far more reaching.  It strives to paint a picture which includes the most 

information possible.  Poetry tries to fulfill what the Greek word “logos” means.  

It tries to give us the plan, the execution of the plan, and the result of the plan in 

one concise picture story.   

 

Most of Scripture is a very descriptive lesson to us of the failings of the redeemed.  

(Perhaps that is the attraction in turning this book into a story of the failings of 

Solomon.)  We often point to this fact as proof that the Bible is truly written by 

God, for mankind records his successes and blots out his failures.  The Scriptures 

are the opposite of that.  It is generally a record of what God expects out of man, 

and how man has struggled and failed along the way.  And it is a record of what 

God has done to rectify it all.  It is a record of man’s history, which, left to the 

discretion of man, would not have recorded about his society.   

 

But in the Song, we have a book completely absent of failings and criticisms, and 

one which only celebrates the love between Christ and the bride throughout God’s 

7,000-year plan for man.  In this book we have both the fact that Christ loves the 

bride, and we have an explanation of the reasons why Christ loves the bride.  

There is no mention of her failings, or obviously of the groom’s failings (since 

there were none), only a mention of their loveliness.  There is no mention of the 

multitude of ways she was distracted from her goal over the ages, only her sole 

focus on that goal, which is the Bridegroom, himself.  Perhaps this is the reason 

why the Song seems so difficult to grasp.  The naturally humble servant of God 

would shrink under the praise that the groom heaps upon the bride, or squirm 

knowing how poorly we fit the desired description.    

 

So what of the objections?  We have already alluded to one, which is the disjointed 

method most commentators take of dividing the Song into little individual 

canticles and interpreting each cant as if it were independent of the whole, such 

as we might do with the Psalms.  They do this without the obvious divisions we 

have in the Psalms. 

 

We might look at two such examples where the chronology doesn’t seem to fit.  

The first is the triumphant march out of the wilderness that the groom undertakes.   

Song 3:6-8  “Who is this that cometh out of the wilderness like pillars of 

smoke, perfumed with myrrh and frankincense, with all powders of the 

merchant?  Behold his bed, which is Solomon's; threescore valiant men are 

about it, of the valiant of Israel. They all hold swords, being expert in war: 

every man hath his sword upon his thigh because of fear in the night.” 

 

It is truly hard to read this, and not have in mind the March of the Rainbowed 

Angel, as he comes into Jerusalem from the Valley of Achor and the Jordan.  It is 
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hard not to see this as the answer to the question “Who is this that comes from 

Edom?”  But chronologically in Song of Songs, this occurs before the Bride is 

referred to as his spouse, which occurs first in Song 4:8.   It occurs before the 

groom is taken away from the bride (Song 5:6).  We know from Bible prophecy 

that the bride must be united with Christ well before they enter Jerusalem to take 

vengeance on the spoiling Northern hosts who have squatted on God’s chosen 

land.   

 

A further objection might be made concerning the armed guards who are in place 

“for fear in the night.”  What has the Rainbowed Angel to fear in the night, or 

otherwise?  It is “tidings out of the north and east” which strike fear into the 

Northern hosts, causing them to assemble their scattered forces on the east of 

Jerusalem as they await an advancing army which has defeated them in Egypt and 

at Bozrah, and probably in many other skirmishes along the way.  So the objection 

is, how can this be the Rainbowed Angel, coming to Jerusalem before the 

marriage with the bride, and what have they to fear? 

 

The other matter which seems chronologically impossible is that after the wedding 

of the bride and groom, the groom is taken from her, and the bride laments her 

loss.  This we referred to a few paragraphs ago: 

Song 5:6-8  “I opened to my beloved; but my beloved had withdrawn 

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

could not find him; I called him, but he gave me no answer.  The watchmen 

that went about the city found me, they smote me, they wounded me; the 

keepers of the walls took away my veil from me. I charge you, O daughters 

of Jerusalem, if ye find my beloved, that ye tell him, that I am sick of love.”  

 

There is nothing in Bible prophecy that indicates that such a separation will take 

place after the judgment of the Saints.  Still, it is virtually impossible for any 

serious Bible student to not be able to identify this as a description of the events 

which the apostles lived through, shortly after Christ had been resurrected and 

ascended into heaven to sit on the right hand of his Father.  The description 

matches that event perfectly, but such an exposition does great violence to the 

chronology of the chapter—to have the wedding  of the groom and bride so soon 

followed by Christ’s separation from them.  Again, this is why the Song has been 

broken up by so many commentators, into individual cants that are understood in 

a non-chronological way.  That way they can present each individual cant in its 

own context.  That is reasonable to be sure, but was that the intention of the author 

of this prophesy? 

 

But as we have already pointed out, the lack of chronological sequence is no issue 

for those who understand the Song this way, as they don’t require the individual 

cants to be chronological.  So it makes no difference to them. 

 

But among the objections to this method of interpretation is the fact that there are 

no obvious divisions of the canticles.  Most commentators divide them into twelve 

individual cants, but the division must be determined according to the context as 

imagined by the commentator.  The commentators all break the cants up 
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differently.  This same objection would be valid when made against one of the 

other methods of understanding the Song, that is, that it is a contest between a 

shepherd and a king for the love of the bride.   When (or even if) the shepherd and 

king are talking must be determined by the commentator, without any help from 

the text itself.  That again, sets up an impossible rule for interpretation. 

 

Another objection is that Deity is not mentioned by name in the Song of Songs.  

Therefore, it is reasoned, the work must reflect ungodliness.  It must reflect 

Solomon putting all thoughts of God behind him, as he seeks out a destructive 

path.  Of course that argument doesn’t pass the simplest of tests.  God is not 

mentioned at all in Esther, but we would hardly accuse either Esther or Mordecai, 

along with the other Jews in Persia of sinfulness.   And God is barely mentioned 

in Ruth, but does that make Boaz and Ruth, great grandfather and great 

grandmother of David, wicked individuals?   

 

In last month’s Berean (July 2022) we printed bro. Thomas’ article on the Pre-

existence of Christ.  It was an explanation of what Peter called, “the Spirit of 

Christ” which, he said, was in the prophets. 

1 Peter 1:10-11  “Of which salvation the prophets have enquired and 

searched diligently, who prophesied of the grace that should come unto 

you: Searching what, or what manner of time the Spirit of Christ which was 

in them did signify, when it testified beforehand the sufferings of Christ, and 

the glory that should follow.”  

 

The spirit of Christ in the prophets of this Song has, therefore, given us a very 

detailed picture of the manifestation of God.  The traditional view of the rabbis 

was that the groom in the Song represented God, and the bride symbolized Israel.  

We know that in reality, blindness has happened to Israel so that they cannot see 

that the groom is the Messiah, God manifested in flesh; and the bride are 

ultimately, the redeemed.  The spirit of Christ in the Song of Solomon is to explain 

the relationship of the bride to the Messiah over the entire 7000 years of God’s 

plan.  So to suggest that God is not mentioned in the Song, is to miss the entire 

reason for the Song.  Though God is not mentioned by name, His manifestation is 

described in detail, and he describes his love for the bride in equal detail.  God 

manifested in flesh is the dominant subject of the Song, as it always is in Scripture. 

 

There is another objection based upon a unique and isolated understandings of 

Hebrew.  And that surrounds two Hebrew words, both translated into English as 

“love.   “Awhab” and its feminine form “Ahabah is one, and “Dode” is the other.  

It is argued that these words can only reflect some sort of marital relation.  The 

heavy use of both these terms in the Song, it is argued, is intended to reflect the 

lusts of Solomon which drives him to disobedience while he strives for his 

Lebanese bride. 

 

We might ask the question here—would the same spirit which had Solomon write: 

Pro. 24:9  “The thought of foolishness is sin: and the scorner is an 

abomination to men.” 
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also have him write an entire book, the great detail being about his immoral lusts, 

causing the reader to do nothing but dwell on, and think about the foolishness of 

sin?  We are to put such thoughts out of our mind as soon as they enter it.  We are 

to answer every such thought with a “thus saith the Lord.”   Certainly immorality 

is referenced throughout the Scriptures, but always in condemnation.  Here, it is 

argued is a book of immorality uncondemned, from which we are left to draw our 

own conclusions.  

 

And to another point on the impossibility of this book being about an immoral 

relationship between Solomon and some Lebanese wife, we consider Paul’s final 

words to the Philippians: 

Philippians 4:8  “Finally, brethren, whatsoever things are true, whatsoever 

things are honest, whatsoever things are just, whatsoever things are pure, 

whatsoever things are lovely, whatsoever things are of good report; if there 

be any virtue, and if there be any praise, think on these things.”  

 

Would the Spirit make such a commandment, knowing It had given us eight 

chapters of immorality of which we were instructed to meditate upon?  The 

relationship between Christ and his bride is true, honest, just, pure, lovely, of good 

report, virtuous, and praiseworthy.  The relationship between Solomon and some 

random woman who may have become one of his thousand wives and concubines, 

not so much. 

 

Why are the wicked of the world so anxious to teach young ones about immorality 

even in the youngest grade schools.  They are anxious to begin such teaching 

because they know that such teaching will create more immorality.  But wouldn’t 

the same principle apply here?  Wouldn’t the teaching of immorality between 

Solomon and the Lebanese woman, simply lead to more familiarity with 

immorality, and therefore, sadly, more of it?  Why would the Spirit do such a 

thing? 

 

Why do we separate ourselves from the world?  Is it not for this very reason, that 

we and our children are not exposed to the immorality of the world?  Why then, 

would those who in response to Divine command, have successfully fenced off 

the world, have the immorality in the life of Solomon divinely imposed upon 

them?  That seems absurd.   

 

But back to the two words for love:  certain unnamed Hebraists are said to have 

made the distinction previously explained.  These argue that the words can only 

mean some sort of marital relationship.  Well without doubt, the best way to test 

a lexicographer’s work, is to look at the use of the word in Scripture.  So let’s 

begin with “dode.”  When we look at Englishman’s, to see how the word has been 

translated, we see that some form of “dode” occurs in the Scriptures, 61 times.  16 

times, or more than 25% of the time, it is translated “uncle.”  So the Hebraists 

flunk the most basic test.  Obviously, it doesn’t always refer to some marital 

relation.  The word is used most often (31 times) to reflect the word “beloved,” in 

a variety of relationships including marital relationships.   
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Perhaps one of the more interesting uses, and most relevant to its usage in the 

Song of Songs, is found in Ezekiel 16:9, where God speaks of His relationship to 

Israel from the formation of His covenant with them.  He describes it this way: 

Ezek. 16:8  ”Now when I passed by thee, and looked upon thee, behold, thy 

time was the time of love (“dodim”); and I spread my skirt over thee, and 

covered thy nakedness: yea, I sware unto thee, and entered into a covenant 

with thee, saith the Lord GOD, and thou becamest mine.”  

 

In this verse, God is graphically explaining His relationship to Israel using marital 

relationships.  So just as God uses “fornication” in the Scriptures to represent the 

worship of idols, he uses the honorable marital relationships (dodim) to represent 

the true worship of Himself. 

 

So when we come to the frequent use of “beloved” (dode) in the Song of Songs, 

we must determine who the bridegroom and bride are, before we can determine 

whether the loving relationship expressed there, represents the glorious worship 

of God in Spirit and in truth; or if it represents some degenerate affair Solomon 

had with one of his 1,000 wives during his time of weakness.  If we truly use the 

other 65 books to interpret the poetic license in the Song, there can be no doubt 

about who the bridegroom and bride are, and therefore how the term “dode” 

should be understood.  But if we interpret the Song from within itself, ignoring 

the Spirit’s usage of terms elsewhere, then there is no telling what our 

imaginations may come up with. 

 

The other word translated in the Song as “love” which is said to always mean 

some sort of marital relations is “awrab,” but again our Hebraists fail their first 

test.  The word simply means affection, and the first time it is used in Scripture, 

God uses it to describe the love that Abraham has for his son Isaac (Gen. 22:2).  

The next time it is used, it describes the love that Isaac has for Esau (Gen. 24:67).  

So the word means affection in its various forms  and does not necessarily mean 

marital type relations. 

 

During the Hye gathering this year, I had quite a number of brothers and sisters 

ask if I had written down the exposition I was presenting in the daily classes, 

anywhere.  Of course the answer was no.  It was suggested that this might make 

for interesting reading in The Berean, so I thought I would try.  This is the first of 

at least four articles that I will write on this subject, Lord willing.   

 

THE MAN OF SORROWS 
By Robert Roberts 

 

The occasion of the origin of this institution (the breaking of bread), is one of 

deep interest from many points of view. That occasion was an observance 

required by the Law of Moses, in celebration of Israel’s deliverance from 

Egypt—the feast of unleavened bread, otherwise called the feast of the 

Passover, from the passover lamb slain in connection with it, and a typical 
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celebration of the greater deliverance to be effected through Jesus, as the slain 

Lamb of the great scheme of human redemption. As a Jew, “made of a woman, 

made under the law” (Gal. 4:4), Jesus, who came not to destroy the law and 

the prophets, but to fulfil, was forward in readiness to obey this as all other of 

the Mosaic requirements. But he had a special inclination to celebrate the 

Passover on this occasion. His disciples having been given directions as to the 

place where it was to be eaten, they went and made ready; and in the evening, 

at the appointed hour they came together. 

“With desire,” he said, “I have desired to eat this Passover with you 

before I suffer.” 

 

The attempt to realise the origin of this desire brings many interesting phases 

of Christ’s character under review. His susceptibility to sorrow is a prominent 

feature. 

“My soul,” he said, “is exceedingly sorrowful, even unto death!” 

 

Why was he laboring under this weight of sorrow? The prospect he had before 

his mind, affords the answer. He was about to be deserted by his friends and 

delivered to the heartless mob. He was about to be given up to the authority 

of the law, like a common felon. He was about to be abandoned to the ravening 

wolves who thirsted for his life; to be given over to insult and violence at the 

hands of hypocrites, who had been prophetically styled in the Psalms, “dogs 

and bulls of Bashan”; and to be put to the most agonising and ignominious 

death which it was possible for man to suffer. A prospect like this was enough 

to fill his soul with darkness. 

 

Paganism has glorified the doctrine of indifference, and the world accounts 

stoicism as heroic. But this no more savors of true wisdom than the many 

other doctrines of the ancient schools, which Paul has pronounced to be 

foolishness with God. An exquisite nature like that of “the Holy One of God,” 

which the sins and miseries of men alone weighed down with sorrow and 

made acquainted with grief, was not likely to be insensible to so great a woe 

as was about then to overwhelm him. The desertion of friends, the withdrawal 

of the divine purpose and protection, the triumph of hypocrisy and barbarism 

(though but for a moment), and the agonies of outraged nature, were terrible 

to his soul just in proportion as the reverse of all these conditions was his 

delight. He was not insensible to the sorrows of our common nature. 

“We have not an high priest that cannot be touched with the feeling of 

our infirmities, but was in all points tempted like as we are.” 

 
He groaned under the weight of his load. He sweat, as it were, great drops of 

blood. He prayed earnestly that if it were possible the cup might pass from 

him (Luke 22:44). He did not refuse to drink it, if the plan of divine love 

required it. 
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“The cup which my Father hath given me to drink, shall I not drink it?” 

he said (John 18:11). 

 

In view of the suggestion, that the hour might pass from him, he said, 

“For this cause came I unto this hour “ (John 12:27). 

 

It pleased the Lord to bruise him; to put him to grief (Isa. 53:10), and grievous 

was the burden of his sorrow which cast a mantle of gloom over the days of 

his flesh, when with strong crying and tears he offered up prayers to Him that 

was able to save and was heard in that he feared (Heb. 5:7). We can understand 

why this sorrow should increase with the approach of the bitter hour, and why 

he should look, with some degree of consolation, to the unbosoming of his 

sorrow which was to take place at the eating of the passover. 

 

It was a sober meeting in that upper room, when all outside was feasting and 

gladness. 

“All ye shall be offended because of me this night,” said he. 

 

The pain and perplexity of the disciples, caused by this remark, can be 

imagined, especially when he added: 

“Verily I say unto you, One of you shall betray me.” 

 

The simple loyalty of the disciples could but unite with Peter’s exclamation, 

“Though all men forsake thee, yet will not I.” 

 

Yet they could not penetrate the portentous sayings of their Master, whose 

wisdom they had learnt to have in awe, though his teachings they did not at 

all times comprehend. They sat still in the cloud and waited while light began 

to break. Having unburdened his own soul, Jesus proceeded to pour the oil of 

consolation into their smarting wounds. 

“Let not your hearts be troubled,” he said; “ye believe in God, believe 

also in me. In my Father’s house are many mansions: if it were not so, I 

would have told you. I go to prepare a place for you.” 

 

Herein we have the connection between the cross and the crown. The sorrow 

of the hour was but part of the work of preparation for the Great House of the 

Father, whose presence (“the tabernacle of God with men”) shall lead to a 

wiping away of tears, and a blotting out of every curse and all death. The first 

“going” of the Lord in the work of preparation was “to prison and to death.” 

This was the cup that could not pass. If the Lord had not died, men would not 
have been saved, nor mansions developed. Death had passed upon all through 

sin, under the law which constituted death the wages of sin; and it had pleased 

the Father to require this law to be fully upheld as the basis of the scheme by 

which salvation had come by Christ. Without the blood of a sinless 
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representative, the covenants of promise must remain a dead letter. Without 

the slaying of the lamb, there could be no “passing over” by the angel of death. 

 

This mystery Jesus, after the unburdening of his sorrow, proceeds to bring 

before his disciples in new symbols, in the use of which he laid a new basis 

for the fellowship of his friends, and established a new bond of connection 

between himself as THE TRUTH, and all who should come unto God by him. 

“As they were eating (the Passover), he took bread, and when he had 

given thanks, he brake it and gave to his disciples, saying ‘Take this, and 

divide it among yourselves. This is my body broken for you. This do in 

remembrance of me.’ And likewise the cup, when he had given thanks, 

saying, ‘This cup is the New Testament in my blood, which is shed for 

you: drink ye all of it.’” 

 

This brings Christ forward as the bread of life, in the partaking of whom by 

the truth, we become constituents of the ONE BODY. It places him in the 

position of the Head, the First, the Alpha and Omega, of the salvation of God; 

and, in this respect, the “Lord’s Supper” is a continual protest against the 

fancies of men by which they hope to save themselves without Christ. It is 

also a continual profession of subjection on the part of all true disciples, and 

a continual remembrance of those things which are apt to pass out of mind. 

The fealty of the one Body and the supremacy of the Lord, as head and 

husband, root and vine, are the most glorious and characteristic features of the 

system which centres in Christ. This mutual relation is tempered by the 

highest love. The Lord loves the ecclesia. Hence the latter sing: 

“Thou hast loved us, and washed us from our sins in thine own blood.” 

 

Also Paul says that men ought to love their wives “even as the Lord the 

ecclesia.” This love is returned. “All that love the Lord Jesus in sincerity and 

in truth,” is Paul’s description of such as constitute the ecclesia. Where this 

reciprocated love does not exist, the relation to Christ is not by him 

recognised. 

“Except a man love me . . . he cannot be my disciple.” 

 

Now, consider this feature, and you will find it has in it the greatest glory 

conceivable to the human mind. We never see a finer thing on earth than love. 

We do not see it often in its perfect form, because the conditions necessary for 

its full play are rarely met. There is plentiful and abundant scope for the love 

that takes the form of benevolence: kindness to the afflicted, attention to the 

humble and poorly gifted, and almsgiving to the poor. These are godly 
manifestations and satisfying to the doer; but the glowing attachment that is 

gendered by the mutual exhibition of excellence—the luxury of requited noble 

love—is a flower of heaven that grows not by the wayside. It is to be met with 

in secret corners, now and then blooming like the violet unseen, and coming 

never to maturity then, unless the good seed of the kingdom is the germ of the 
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flower. In the Captain of our Salvation the conditions of love exist in their 

fulness. Presented to us as the object of supreme attachment—attachment to 

whom is the indispensable condition of discipleship—we have in him, as Paul 

expresses it, “all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge” (Col. 2:3). He is the 

wisdom of God manifested in an individual of our race. He is the “power of 

God,” to whom is committed all power in heaven and earth. He is the goodness 

of God; 

“God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto himself” (2 Cor. 5:19). 

 

Wisdom, power, excellence, goodness, and authority combine to make him 

altogether lovely, and this loveliness is made to shine with greater power into 

our hearts by the fact that he died for and gives life to us, but for which, we 

should never have risen above the level of the perishing races around. We can 

love him without danger of recoil. No inferior manifestation on his part will 

ever cool our ardor or tire our preference. He is the focus of the covenanted 

goodness; the head of the body; the centre of the circle, the nucleus of the 

glorious family, the beginning of the new creation; the spirit of the system; 

the life of the community. 

“As is the heavenly, such are they also that are heavenly.” 

 

The body is of common nature with the head. The younger members of the 

family bear resemblance to the Elder Brother. The wisdom, nobility, and love 

of the head radiate to the utmost member and impart beauty and health to the 

whole alike. We may not see this illustrated at present. The one body, of whom 

these things are affirmed, is only in process of development. Its principal 

constituents are in the womb of the night. The gates of Hades enclose the 

multitude of sleeping saints. The few who are in the land of the living are set 

in ungodly surroundings, and in association with many who have the name 

but not the spirit of the calling. In the family as it exists in the state of 

probation, there is much that is adventitious and destined to be rejected. This 

is needful to the effectual proving of the genuine. The aspect of the family in 

the land of the living will disappoint those who consider it in the light of its 

divine ideal. They make a discouraging mistake who look to find the heavenly 

excellences in every professed member of the bride. Only a few will be saved. 

The divine ideal will not be realised till all the children of God scattered 

abroad (living and dead) are “gathered together in one” (John 11:52); and 

presented to Christ by himself, a glorious ecclesia, without spot or wrinkle, or 

any such thing (Eph. 5:27). Keeping the eye on this, faith can feed, and 

purpose in Christ grow strong. We can see in the future a whole family of 

glorious sons and daughters, among whom will be no liars, cold hearts or 
fools—a community of righteous men in perfect health, with boundless 

wealth, unwearying faculty, overflowing love, and everlasting joy. Oh, the 

glory of the divine purpose in Christ. It is the substance of the shadowy visions 

which cross the dreams of poets and philosophers; but a substance that can 

never be reached by them. They are out of the channel of its development. In 
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God only can it be found. It cannot be reached outside of His way. His way is 

in Christ, and the philosophers and poets reject Christ, though in words they 

profess to admire him. The way of Christ has been made known by his 

ambassadors, the apostles, and the safety of perishing man lies only in hearing 

their word. 

 

To see Christ unbosom his grief to his disciples, and soothe the sorrow caused 

by his words, is to learn that if we belong to the Christ community, we are not 

callous theorists or unsanctified dealers in “doctrines” that touch not our 

feelings and move not our sentiments; but on the contrary, the love of Christ 

constraineth us, “because we thus judge, that if one died for all, then were all 

dead: and that he died for all, that they that live should not henceforth live 

unto themselves, but unto him that died for them, and rose again” (2 Cor. 5:14-

15). This love is one of the fruits of the Spirit, which will only grow in well-

tended soil.  

 

The “good and honest heart” is the good ground that will yield a harvest to 

this culture; but without the culture, the harvest will not come. Natural 

goodness and honesty of heart will not of themselves bring forth the fruits of 

the Spirit, any more than rich garden ground will grow roses and gooseberries 

without planting. Good ground will grow nettles as easily as bad ground, and 

a little more luxuriantly if it is turned to that use. An excellent constitution of 

mind requires the Spirit-seed before the Spirit-fruits can come.  

 

“The good seed is the word of the kingdom”; the descending rain is to be 

found in the Spirit shed upon us through the prophets and apostles, to the 

refreshment of our dry and thirsty souls. From thence issues the water of life, 

which the Spirit invites us to drink, that in the end we may thirst no more. In 

plain speaking, the root of the matter is to be found in the word of God, which 

liveth and abideth for ever. The despised Bible, which perverted people call a 

dead letter, is this golden fountain. Daily companionship in diligent, 

methodical and attentive reading and continual meditation on its many and 

wonderful unfoldings, will gender and nourish the fruits of the Spirit, and 

cause a gradual but certain growing up into Christ our living head. It will bring 

about in us a like-mindedness to him, renewing the spirit of our mind, and 

strengthening the image of the new man, which has been formed within us by 

the truth. 

 

The study of particular subjects will not bring this result. A man is likely to 

be a dry and sapless branch who feeds on one extracted element of the vine-
juice. The kingdom alone without the God of the kingdom and the purpose of 

the kingdom, will generate spiritual idiocy. The signs of the time, without the 

two great commandments on which hang all the law and the prophets, will 

gender hardness of heart. The mortality of human nature studied by itself will 

produce a monster; the “state of the dead,” spiritual moles and bats; earth 
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creatures, who delight to burrow in the “dust and ashes” of this state of 

humiliation, insensible to the noble aspirations after the higher ways, to which 

Christ is the door. God-manifestation by itself will give us a scorching glare, 

that will parch the ground, and spread desolation.  

 

In the spiritual, as in the natural, we must have all the elements of growth, in 

order to have a healthy life of the creature, or healthy fructification of the soil. 

Let us have the air, earth, and sky of God’s entire word; the refreshing shower, 

as well as the invigorating breeze; the moon that walks in her brightness, as 

well as the glorious orb of the day; the ploughing, and harrowing, and 

planting, as well as watering and garnering; the ramble on the mountain side, 

as well as the meditative rest at home. We must have all that goes to make up 

a healthy life. We must have the glory of the promises, the beauty of holiness, 

the sweetness of love, the tenderness of compassion, the brightness of hope, 

the vigor of good sense, faith in the mysteries, intelligence in the signs, taste 

for the first principles, skill in strong meat.  

 

All these will combine to make a lovable, interesting, and useful man in Christ 

Jesus; but this can only be reached by continual presence in the word, a daily 

picking up over the breadth of its richly furnished fields, neglecting no 

corners, giving no preference to any part, but honoring, and studying, and 

treasuring all alike. Thus will the man of God be thoroughly furnished unto 

all good works. The labour is not great, but continuous. It is like the small 

economies which, steadily practiced, lead to wealth; little by little, till more is 

in your hands than you know. The result in this case is beyond all price, and, 

therefore, worth all perseverance. It is, indeed, the pearl of great price, which 

a wise man will dispense with everything to obtain. It is the one thing needful, 

which secured, will never be taken away. It leads to the blessedness which eye 

hath not seen, nor ear heard; nor hath it entered into the heart of man to 

conceive. 

“Oh how great is thy goodness, which thou hast laid up for them that fear 

thee; which thou hast wrought for them that trust in thee before the sons 

of men” (Psa. 31:19). 

 

The Sacrifice of Christ 
 

Questions Answered According to the Truth,  

Which Is Never to Be ‘Renounced’ 

By Robert Roberts 
 
“Even as our beloved brother Paul, also, according to the wisdom given unto 

him, hath written unto you, as also in all his epistles, speaking in them of these 
things; in which are some things hard to be understood, which they that are 
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unlearned and unstable, wrest, as they do also the other Scriptures, unto their 
own destruction.”—(2 Pet. 3:15–16). 

 

Question 1.—Who was Jesus Christ? 

Answer.—God manifested in the flesh (1), seeing whom, the beholder saw the 

Father (2), with whom Jesus was one (3). As a distinct personage, he was the 

Son of God (4). He was also the Son of Man, because born of the flesh of 

David. (5). 

1.—1 Tim. 3:16: “God was manifested in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, 

&c.” 

2.—John 14:9: “He that hath seen me hath seen the Father. How sayest 

thou, then, Shew us the Father!” 

3.—John 10:30: “I and my Father are one.” 

4.—John 1:34: “This is the Son of God.” 

5.—Matt. 16:13: “Whom do men say that I, the Son of Man, am?” 

 

Question 2.—What is meant by “the Son of God?” 

Answer.—That the personage so named was begotten by the Father of the 

Virgin Mary (1). 

1.—Luke 1:35: “The power of the Highest shall come upon thee, and 

therefore, shall that holy thing that shall be born of thee be called the Son 

of God.” 

 

Question 3.—How was he begotten? 

Answer.—By the Holy Spirit coming on Mary (1), and causing her to conceive 

(2). 

1.—Luke 1:35: “The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee.” 

2.—Matt. 1:20: “That which is conceived in her is of the Holy Spirit.” 

 

Question 4.—Of what substance or nature was the body of Jesus? 

Answer.—He was of “the seed of David according to the flesh” (1), but as it 

was the Spirit of the Father that gave that seed the form or organization called 

Jesus, he was more than the seed of David. He was the Word made flesh (2), 

and from the beginning thereof, full of the wisdom, grace and truth of the 

Father (3). 

1.—Romans 1:3: “He was made of the seed of David according to the 

flesh.” 

2.—John 2:14.: “The Word was made flesh and dwelt among us.” 

3.—Luke 2:40: “The child grew and waxed strong in spirit, filled with 

wisdom, and the grace of God was upon him.” 
3.—Luke 2:47: “All that heard him (at 12 years of age) were astonished 

at his understanding and answers.” 

3.—John 1:14.: “We beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten 

of the Father, full of grace and truth.” 
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Question 5.—What was the nature of his mother? 

Answer.—Flesh and blood of David’s race (1), and consequently of the nature 

of Adam, from whom David descended (2). 

1. —Luke 1:27: “A virgin . . . of the house of David.” 

2. —Luke 4:32, 38: “David which was the son of Jesse, which was the 

son of . . Adam. 

 

Question 6.—What is meant by the nature of Adam? 

Answer.—A nature identical with (1), because derived from Adam (2). 

1.—John 3:6: “That which is born of the flesh is flesh.” 

2.—1 Cor. 15:48: “As is the earth, earthy, such are they also that are 

earthy.” 

 

Question 7.—Was Adam immortal before he broke the Eden law? 

Answer.—He was neither mortal nor immortal, so far as declared destiny was 

concerned: he was in that state in which death would come with disobedience 

(1). 

1. —Gen. 2:17: “In the day thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die.” 

Rom. 5:12: “By one man sin entered into the world and death by sin.” 

 

Question 8.—Did this condemnation to death fall on Adam only, or on all his 

posterity also? 

Answer.—On all his posterity also (1). 

1. —Romans 5:12, 19: “So death hath passed upon all men . . . By one 

man’s disobedience many were made sinners.” 

 

Question 9.—What is meant by Adam’s posterity? 

Answer.—All who have descended from Adam. 

 

Question 10.—Was Jesus born of two human parents? 

Answer.—No: God was his Father (1) by the direct operation of the Spirit (2). 

Nevertheless, the substance generated during the nine months’ gestatory 

period was Mary’s (3), and, therefore, David’s (4), and, therefore, the nature 

common to believers (5). 

1.—John 5:18: “He said also that God was his Father, making himself 

equal with God.” 

2.—Luke 1:35: “The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee.” 

3.—Luke 2:6: “The days were accomplished that she should be 

delivered”, “Mary being great with child.” Matt. 1:20: “Conceived in 

her.” Luke 1:35: “Shall come upon thee.” 
4.—Rom. 1:3: “He was made of the seed of David, according to the 

flesh.” 

5.—Heb. 2:14: “Forasmuch as the children are partakers of flesh and 

blood, it became him likewise to take part of the same.” Phil. 2:8: “Being 

found in fashion as a man.” 
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Question 11.—Did this difference of birth make an essential difference 

betwixt Jesus and the posterity of Adam? 

Answer.—The question assumes an unscriptural distinction. Jesus, as the Son 

of Man (1), is as much included in the posterity of Adam as his brethren (2). 

Physically, he was as much involved in Adam’s transgressions as they (3), for 

he inherited Adam’s nature from Mary’s blood (4), in which Adam’s life 

existed, for the life of all flesh is in the blood thereof (5). But the purpose of 

God was by Himself (6) to raise up a sinless character (7), who should in the 

very nature under condemnation (8) suffer the condemnation of sin in the flesh 

(9) by death (10), and thereafter rise again (11) with life for offer (12) to all 

of the condemned race who should believe and obey him (13). 

1.—Mark 10:33: “The Son of Man.” 

2.—Heb. 2:11: “Both he that sanctified and they who are sanctified are 

all of one, for which cause he is not ashamed to call them brethren.” 

3.—2 Cor. 13:4: “Crucified through weakness.” Isa. 53:4: “He hath 

borne our griefs and carried our sorrows”. Rom. 8:3: “On account of sin, 

condemned sin in the flesh.” Heb. 2:16: “He took on him the seed of 

Abraham . . in all things made like unto his brethren.” 

4.—Gal. 4:4: “God sent for His Son, made of a woman.” 

5.—Lev. 17:11: “The life of the flesh is in the blood.” 

6.—Isa. 59:15, 16: “He saw that there was no man, and wondered that 

there was no intercessor, therefore his arm brought salvation unto him.” 

Is. 45:22: “Look unto me, and be ye saved, all the ends of the earth . . . 

Unto me every knee shall bow and every tongue confess.” Isa. 53:1: “To 

whom is the arm of the Lord revealed; for he (that is, Jesus) shall grow 

up before him.” Rom. 3:19: “That every mouth may be stopped, and all 

the world may become guilty before God . . . But now the righteousness 

of God without the law is manifested . . . by faith of Jesus Christ unto all 

and upon all them that believe. 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.” 1 Cor. 1:29: “That no 
flesh should glory in his presence, but of Him (God) are ye in Christ, 

who of God is made unto us, wisdom and righteousness, &c.” 2 Cor. 

5:19: “God was in Christ, reconciling the world to Himself.” 

7.—1 Pet. 2:22: “Who did no sin.” Heb. 1:9: “Loved righteousness and 

hated iniquity.” 1 John 3:5: “In him is no sin.” Heb. 7:26: “Holy, 

harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners.” Heb. 4:15: “Without sin.” 

8.—Heb. 2:17: “For verily, he took not on him the nature of angels, but 

the seed of Abraham.” 
9.—Rom. 8:3: “On account of sin, condemned sin in the flesh.” 

10. —Heb. 2:14: “That through death, he might destroy that having the 

power of death” 

11. —John 10:17: “I lay down my life, that I may take it again.” 1 Cor. 

20:21: “By man came also the resurrection of the dead;” (verse 20) “Now 
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is Christ risen from the dead, and become the first fruits of them that 

sleep.” Rom 4:25: “Raised again for our justification.” 

12. —1 John 5:11: “This life is in His son; he that hath the Son of God 

hath life.” John 17:3: “Thou hast given him power over all flesh, that he 

should give eternal life to as many as Thou hast given him.” John 14:6: 

“I am the way, the truth and the life.” 

13. —Heb. 5:8: “The author of eternal salvation to all them that obey 

him.” Heb. 7:25: “Able to save them to the uttermost that come unto God 

by him.” 

 

Question 12.—Why was Jesus called “the last Adam?” 

Answer.—Because he was to sustain the same federal relation to the race of 

mankind that Adam the first did. In Adam, mankind were involved in sin and 

death (1). In Jesus, they are delivered from both (2) without any subversion 

of the law that condemned them in Adam (3). He was truly the founder of a 

new race, but he was not in the days of his flesh (4) a specimen of that new 

race; for then he was weak and mortal (5); whereas the new race are to bear 

the glorious image of the immortal state (6) in which he now exists (7). 

1.—1 Cor. 15:20: “In Adam all die.” 

2.—Eph. 1:7: “In whom (Christ) we have redemption through his blood.” 

3.—Rom. 3:26: “That he might be just and the justifier of him that 

believeth in Jesus.” 2 Cor. 5:21: “He hath made him to be sin for us, who 

knew no sin, that we might be made the righteousness of God in him.” 

Rom. 4:25: “He was delivered for our offences, and raised again for our 

justification.” 

4.—Heb. 5:7: “In the days of his flesh he offered up supplication with 

strong crying and tears unto Him that was able to save him from death, 

and was heard in that he feared. Though he were a Son, yet learned he 

obedience by the things which he suffered.” 

5.—2 Cor. 13:4: “Crucified through weakness.” Matthew 26:38: “My 

soul is exceeding sorrowful, even unto death.” Isaiah 53:12: “He poured 

out his soul unto death.” Heb. 2:17: “Made in all things like unto his 

brethren.” 

6.—1 Cor. 15:49: “As we have borne the image of the earthy, we shall 

also bear the image of the heavenly.” 

7.—Acts 13:34: “God raised him from the dead, now no more to see 

corruption.” Rom. 6:9: “Christ, being raised from the dead, dieth no 

more: death hath no more dominion over him.” 2 Cor. 13:4: “He liveth 

by the power of God.” 

 
Question 13.—Was Jesus “in Adam” in the sense of being Adam’s son? 

Answer.—Yes. Though the Son of God (by the Spirit) he was the son of man 

(Adam) by Mary, (1) partaking of the very nature transmitted from Adam 

through David and Mary (2). 
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1.—Mark 6:3.: “Is not this . . . the son of Mary?” John 5:27: “The Father 

hath given him authority to execute judgment also because he is the son 

of man.” 

2.—Heb. 2:17: “He took on him the seed of Abraham; wherefore in all 

things it behooved him to be made like unto his brethren.” 

 

Question 14.—Why was Christ made in Adam’s nature? 

Answer.—That he might die for those involved in the condemnation of that 

nature (1), being put to the proof of obedience under which Adam failed (2). 

If it had merely been a question of putting him to the proof of obedience, there 

would have been no reason for his being born of Mary. It would have sufficed 

for such an object that he had been made out of the ground, direct, a full grown 

adult as Adam was. But the plan was to condemn sin in its own nature (3), 

after the type of the serpent in the wilderness. The bitten Israelites were asked 

to look at the biter impaled, as the condition of being healed. Jesus said this 

had to be fulfilled in him (4). Human nature as the sinner was the biter, and in 

him, it was lifted up in condemnation on the cross. 

1.—1 Peter 4:1: “Christ hath suffered for us in the flesh; ” 1 Peter 3:18: 

“Christ also hath once suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he 

might bring us to God;” Romans 8:3: “God sent His own Son in the 

likeness of sinful flesh and on account of sin condemned sin in the flesh.” 

2.—Romans 5:19: “By the obedience of one shall many be righteous.” 

Heb. 5:8: “He learned obedience by the things that he suffered.” Phil. 

2:8: “He humbled himself and became obedient unto death, even the 

death of the cross.” 

3.—Romans 8:3: “Condemned sin in the flesh.” 

4.—John 3:14: “As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even 

so must the Son of Man be lifted up.” 

 

Question 15.—In temptation, did Jesus fail or conquer? 

Answer.—Thanks be to God, he conquered, for God was with him. 

 

Question 16.—What power did Jesus earn by his obedience unto death? 

Answer.—This question ignores the relation of God to the operations of the 

Lord Jesus. “God was in Christ, reconciling the world to himself,” is Paul’s 

definition; confirmed by Peter’s statement on the day of Pentecost that the 

things done by Jesus, “God did by him” (1). If the question is to be answered 

categorically, it must be answered in these words: “Being made perfect he 

became the author of eternal salvation to all them that obey him” (2). 

1.—See abundant testimony quoted in proof of answer to Question 11. 
2.—Heb. 5:8. 

 

Question 17.—Was the life of Jesus his own? 

Answer.—As the lives of all creatures are “their own” while they have them, 

the sense would have to be defined before a categorical answer could be given. 
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If the question is, “Was Jesus immortal?” the answer is, No; for in that case 

he could not have died. If it be: “Had he personally established a claim to 

life?” the answer is, Undoubtedly, for where Adam had disobeyed, Jesus had 

accomplished obedience, and “as by one man’s disobedience many were made 

sinners, so by the obedience of one shall many be made righteous”—(Rom. 

5:19). If it be asked, Could he have given it for the sins of the world if it had 

not been his own (in the earned sense), the answer is, He might have given it, 

but it would have been of no avail, because the law of sin would have 

condemned him personally, and barred the way to his resurrection, in which 

case, Paul says, Christ would have died in vain. His words are “If Christ be 

not raised, your faith is vain and ye are yet in your sins”—(1 Cor. 15:17). 

 

Question 18.—Did God or man give life to Jesus? 

Answer.—“God giveth unto all life and breath and all things;” (1) 

consequently the question is not specific enough to make its meaning 

apparent. If it be meant, Did Mary have any participation in the impartation 

of life to the child born of her, the answer is, Yes; for he was the seed of David 

according to the flesh. Every one having knowledge is aware that in fetal life, 

the child’s life is the mother’s life, ministered by her blood through the 

umbilical cord; and that the child, so to speak, is by this connection built out 

of her blood. And as “the life of all flesh is in the blood,” a child cannot partake 

of her blood, without partaking of her life. Consequently, Jesus, though 

developed from a divine germ, was framed out of his mother’s substance, and, 

consequently, was both Son of man and Son of God (2). 

1.—Acts 17:25. 

2.—See the numerous proofs in support of Answer to Questions 4, 5, 10, 

and 11. 

 

Question 19.—The body of Christ, then, was not under condemnation? 

Answer.—Certainly it was; just as much as Mary’s, from which it was formed. 

As the seed of David according to the flesh, it was weak and mortal (1). Paul 

gives prominence to this; and it forms a vital element of the testimony 

concerning the Messiah. If he was the seed of David according to the flesh, he 

stood, in the days of his flesh, in all the relations of David, but had some 

superadded relations, by reason of being the root of David, as well as his 

offspring (2). To say that ‘God sent His Son, not in sinful flesh, but in the 

likeness of it,’ is to deny the doctrine which John made necessary for 

acknowledgment among the first century believers. He said ‘many deceivers 

are entered into the world who confess not that Jesus Christ is come in the 

flesh. This is a deceiver and an anti-Christ. Look to yourselves that ye lose not 
those things which we have wrought” (3). If it be asked, In what flesh did 

Jesus come, the answer is, David’s flesh (4); for he is the son of David (5). 

Still more decisive is the declaration of Paul that he took part of “the same” 

flesh and blood as that possessed by his brethren (6). Paul does not contradict 

this in saying that “God sent forth His Son in the ομοιωματι of the flesh of 
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sin.” The word ομοιωματι is truly translated “likeness,” but it is likeness in 

the sense of identity, and not in the sense of such a resemblance as should 

leave room for its not being “the same.”  

 

This is evident from the derivation of the original word. It comes from the 

verb ομωο, to join together, which, when united with a substantive 

termination, gives the idea of a joining together, resulting in a producing of 

the same. This is illustrated in ομοιομντριος, born of the same mother; 

ομοιοπατριος, sprung from the same father; ομοιοονσιος, of like substance, 

that is, the same substance; ομοιολογια, uniformity of speech, that is, the same 

speech; ομοιοαρκτο, beginning alike; ομοθνμος, of one mind; ομοθεν, from 

the same place. If the word “like” be substituted for the word “same,” in all 

those cases, we shall have the sense in which Paul speaks of Jesus being sent 

forth in the likeness ομοιωματι of the flesh of sin. It is the sense expressed in 

his other declarations, that Jesus partook of the same flesh and blood as the 

children, and that he was of the seed of David according to the flesh. Even of 

the brethren, of whose absolute identity with the flesh of sin no question will 

be raised, Paul uses the apparently loose expression, “We have borne the 

image of the earthy”—(1 Cor. 15:49).  “Image of the earthy” and “likeness of 

sinful flesh” are of equal force, and both mean an actual participation of the 

nature spoken of. The fact that ομοιωματος is sometimes used in the sense of 

resemblance, cannot exclude the evidence that, as applied to Jesus, in the 

matter of sinful flesh, it means resemblance in all particulars “the same.” To 

say that “God sent His Son, not in sinful flesh, but in a likeness of it,” is to 

wrest the word. God sent His Son in the flesh of David, and as that is what 

would be called “sinful flesh,” Jesus was sent in sinful flesh—the same. 

1.—See numerous proofs in support of Answers to Questions 12 and 

preceding questions. 

2.—Rev. 22:16: “I am the root and offspring of David.” 

3.—2 John 7. 

4.—2 Tim. 2:8. 

5.—Matt. 1:1. 

6.—Heb. 2:14. 

7.—Rom. 8:3. 

 

Question 20.—If Christ had been begotten by Joseph, could he be a redeemer 

from death? 

Answer.—No, because he would have been an actual transgressor; albeit God 

is the Redeemer by Christ (1). 

1.—2 Cor. 5:19. “All things are of God, who hath reconciled us to 
himself by Jesus Christ. 

 

Question 21.—Had Christ owed his paternity to Adam through Joseph, what 
would have been the consequence? 
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Answer.—He would have been a mere man and a transgressor, and of no more 

value to us than any other interesting friend. 

 

Question 22.—How would this constitutional sin have affected Christ? 

Answer.—Answered above. 

 

Question 23.—In that case, could he have laid down his life for his friends? 

Answer.—He might have laid it down, but he could not have taken it up, and 

herein would have lain the failure; for “if Christ be not raised, your faith is 

vain, and ye are yet in our sins” (1). 

1.—Cor. 15:17. 

 

Question 24.—In offering himself, did Christ offer for his own sins? 

Answer.—It depends upon what is meant. Jesus had no personal offences to 

offer for. Nevertheless, as antitype of the high priest, who “offered first for 

his own sins, and then for the people’s” (1), there must have been a sense in 

which he did so, even as Paul says, “this he did once, when he offered up 

himself” (2). The sense in which he did so is obvious in the light of the 

foregoing answers, that the body offered on Calvary being the nature that 

transgressed and was condemned in Eden, was offered under a condemnation 

that affected both itself and those for whom the sacrifice was made. 

1.—Heb. 7:27. 

2.—Ibid. 

 

Question 25.—If Christ had been a son of Adam, what would be his 

character? 

Answer.—Christ was a Son of Adam (1), but not a Son of Adam merely. He 

was Son of God as well (2). The question is identical with Question 20, and 

is, therefore, met by the same answer. 

1.—Luke 4: He was “the Son of David, which was the Son of . . . Adam.” 

2.—John 1:49: “Thou art the Son of God.” 

 

Question 26.—Had Christ been under the penalty of death on account of 

Adam’s transgression, could he have risen from the dead? 

Answer.—God raised him from the dead, after suffering for sin, because he 

was without sin (1). If the suggestion contained in the question had any force, 

it would prove that Christ never could have been raised at all; for if the one 

offence of Adam could have prevailed to keep Jesus in the grave, what shall 

we say to “the iniquities of us all” which God “laid upon him?” 

1.—Acts 2:24: “Whom God hath raised up, having loosed the pains of 
death, because it was not possible that he should be holden of it;” Acts 

13:35: “Wherefore he saith also in another Psalm, Thou shalt not suffer 

Thine holy one to see corruption.” 

 

Question 27.—Was the sacrifice of Christ an offering for himself? 
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Answer.—Answered in the reply to question 24. 

 

Question 28.—What would have been the consequence had Christ died a 

natural death? 

Answer.*—Without doubt, had the will of God been so, his resurrection 

would have followed immediately and our salvation equally secured; for the 

triumph lay here, that he rose after dying for sin. “If Christ be not raised your 

faith is vain, and ye are yet in your sins.” But a natural death would not have 

been the same trial of Christ’s obedience as his crucifixion. It pleased God to 

make the captain of our salvation perfect through suffering (1). He was 

obedient unto (submission to) death, even the death on the cross. It does not 

appear that the mode of death would have made any difference to the result as 

regards us, except in so far as might have borne on the question of Christ’s 

obedience. 

1.—Heb. 2:10. 

 

Question 29.—Then Jesus did not die on the cross to save himself? 

Answer.—This is a mere repetition of questions 24 and 27; see answers 

thereto. 

 

Question 30.—Was not the death of Christ necessary to purchase immortality 

for himself? 

Answer.—This a mere repetition in another form of questions 24, 27 and 29; 

see answers thereto. 

 

Question 31.—Why was the Christ a Jew? 

Answer.—Because he could not otherwise have been heir to the throne of 

David, whose seed he was according to the flesh. Nor could he otherwise have 

been of the seed of Abraham. Nor could he otherwise have been “made under 

the law,” and therefore he could not have “borne the curse of the law” for his 

brethren. “Salvation is of the Jews,” Jesus said; and if he had not been a Jew, 

he could not, in God’s plan, have been the Saviour. 

 

Question 32.—If Jesus was neither a sinner by constitution nor an actual 

transgressor, in other words, if free from sin, was he not therefore 
immaculate? 

Answer.—This question is founded on premises not conceded in the foregoing 

answers. Jesus certainly was not immaculate, if by that is meant incorruptible 

in nature; or, a nature free from impulses in a sinful direction. He was not an 

actual transgressor. All the desires of the Adamic nature which he had in 
common with ourselves were kept in absolute subordination to the Father’s 

will. But he partook of the flesh of sin (English version—sinful flesh); and if 

this is what is meant by “a sinner by constitution,” then he was a sinner by 

constitution. His mission required that he should be in the nature of the 

transgressing race. The blood of bulls and goats could not take away sin,  
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because they had nothing to do with the transgression. The nature of angels 

had nothing to do with the transgression. Therefore, “he took not on him the 

nature of angels;” but the seed of Abraham was the transgressing and 

condemned nature. Therefore, he took on him the seed of Abraham, and was 

made, in all things, like unto his brethren”—(Heb. 2:17). 

 

*“Had the Will of God Been So…” 
 

Much is made by those who claim that bro. Roberts taught “clean flesh,” of 

the answer given in number 28.  It is argued, from his answer, that bro. Roberts 

did not believe that a blood shedding sacrifice was necessary to atone for sin.  

He dispels that notion in an article called “The Melbourne Synopsis” printed 

in The Berean for December 2019, pg. 541.  This was an answer to a fellow 

named George Cornish who laid the foundation for the corruption of the truth 

in Australia.  The relevant portion of his synopsis is this: 

9.—That the shedding of his blood was essential for our salvation. 

Being justified by his blood, we shall be saved from wrath 

through him” (Rom. 5:9). “In whom we have redemption through 

his blood, even for the forgiveness of sins” (Col. 1:14). “Without 

shedding of blood there is no remission” (Heb. 9:22). “This is the 

new covenant in my blood, shed for the remission of sins” (Matt. 

26:28). “The Lamb of God that taketh away the sin of the world” 

(John 1:29). “Unto him that loved us and washed us from our sins 

in his own blood” (Rev. 1:5). “Have washed their robes and made 

them white in the blood of the Lamb” (Rev. 7:14). 
 

Bro Roberts came under attack, in his own lifetime—some twenty years 

later—for this answer in Question 28.  He was asked how he thought bro. 

Thomas would have answered that question.  His answer was that bro. Thomas 

probably would have answered, “Do you ask if God’s plan had been different 

in one part, would it have been the same in all others?” 

 

This shows the emphasis in bro. Robert’s answer.  “Had the will of God been 

so…”  If it were God’s will that Messiah should die a natural death for the 

salvation of mankind, then a natural death would have sufficed.  As bro. 

Thomas had said in Elpis Israel, “The elementary doctrinal principles of 

religion are few and simple; and no other reason can be given for them than 

that God wills them.”  Whatever plan God would have derived for the salvation 

of man would have sufficed for the salvation of man.  Had God’s will been 

different, the plan of redemption may very well have been different.  And our 

obligation would be to conform to whatever plan that was.  But the plan God 

chose was outlined by bro. Thomas in Elpis Israel, following the above quote, 

thus: 
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a. No sinner can by any means redeem his brother, nor give to God a 

ransom for him, that he should still live for ever, and not see corruption. 

 

b. Sin cannot be covered, or remitted, without the shedding of blood. 

 

c. The blood of animals cannot take away sin. 

 

d. Sin must be condemned in sinful flesh innocent of transgression. 

 
e. Sins must be covered by a garment derived from the purification-

sacrifice made living by a resurrection—Elpis Israel, pg. 167. 

 

WHEN DID THE PRIESTHOOD OF 

CHRIST COMMENCE? 
From the Christadelphian Magazine, 18 

 

Last month we ran bro. Thomas’ article called “Aaron and Christ.”  When bro. 

Roberts ran that article in 1873, this article preceded it, with the comment that 

this article supported the conclusions drawn by bro. Thomas.  While bro. 

Thomas’ article dealt with the accurate presentation of the Melchizedec 

priesthood in Christ, this article gives a defense of his presentation in light of 

criticism that Jesus could not have been a priest, Melchisedec or otherwise, in 

his lifetime. 

 

We ran a part of this article in The Berean in March 2020, pg. 98.  The writer 

was answering three objections, and due to length, we cut back his discussion 

on the third point.  In the following, we will edit this down to include only his 

answer to the third objection he had received, which was if Christ had been 

on earth he could not have been a High Priest (Heb. 8:4) so as to present his 

argument in full.—JP.   

 

In the seventh chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews there occurs the following 

statement in reference to Jesus Christ: 

 “For such an High Priest becomes 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”—(Heb. 7:26, 27).  

 

The ordinances under the Mosaic law here referred to, are described in the 

ninth chapter of Leviticus, where we read that Aaron the High Priest first 

offered up a sacrifice for himself, and then offered up one for the people. Now 

this, says the inspired writer, “Jesus did once, when he offered up himself.”  

 



409 

 

This is equivalent to saying that Jesus offered for himself as well as for the 

people. It is true that he had no actual sins of his own to offer for, being, as 

regards character, “holy, harmless, undefiled, and separate from sinners;” but 

inasmuch as the consequences of Adam’s sin rested upon him, it was 

necessary for a sacrifice to be offered up in order to take it away. In addition 

to this, Jesus was made a curse under the Mosaic law by hanging on a tree; 

from this also he required cleansing. The only sacrifice available for this 

object was the antitypical Lamb of God, which, though physically defiled, 

was, morally, without spot or blemish. For this reason, and this only, could he 

offer himself for himself. 

 

To this view of the passage under consideration, the following objection has 

been raised:— 

“Jesus Christ did not become a priest until he went to heaven, and, 

consequently, this passage cannot refer to his giving himself up to death, 

or to anything else he did on earth.” 

 

The objection is of most importance. It has the merit of being very definite. It 

is either true or false; if true, it can be proved; if false, it can be disproved. Let 

us see what the New Testament says upon the subject. To enable us to do this 

we must call to mind certain facts connected with the institutions of the 

Aaronic priesthood. Under the Mosaic law there was a tabernacle or temple 

divided into two compartments by means of the veil; the first was called the 

holy place, and the second the most holy place; the latter could not be entered 

except by going through the former. Only priests were permitted to go into 

the most holy place, and that only once a year. Before any priest could 

officiate in these holy places he had to go through certain ceremonies. These 

are described in Exodus 40:12–15:  

“Thou shalt bring Aaron and his sons unto the door of the tabernacle of 

the congregation, and wash them with water. And thou shalt put upon 

Aaron the holy garments, and anoint him, and sanctify him; that he may 

minister unto me in the priest’s office. And thou shalt bring his sons and 

clothe them with coats: and thou shalt anoint them, as thou didst anoint 

their father, that they may minister unto me in the priest’s office: for their 

anointing shall surely be an everlasting priesthood throughout their 

generations.”  

 

Any Aaronic priest attempting to minister in the ordinances of the temple, 

without having previously subjected himself to these ceremonies, would be 

guilty of presumptuous sin, and be liable to the punishment brought upon 
Nadab and Abihu for offering “strange fire before the Lord”—(Lev. 10:1). 

The injunctions respecting the ceremonies to be attended to by the high priest 

before entering the most holy place, are given with even greater minuteness. 

They are to be found in Lev. 16:2–4  
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“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. 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 the holy garments; THEREFORE shall he 

wash his flesh in water, and so put them on.”  

 

Any high priest entering the most holy place in any other than the mode here 

prescribed would have been instantly struck dead: he was not to enter it at all 

times “that he die not;” he was only to enter it “once a year”—(Lev. 16:24; 

Heb. 9:7). And he was not to enter it even then without having, previously 

washed “his flesh in water,” and put on the holy garments. The clothing with 

holy garments is assigned as the reason for his washing his flesh with water. 

This shews that his flesh was considered as impure, and therefore unfit to 

come in contact with garments that were holy. What made his flesh impure? 

The Adamic curse resting upon him. In addition to this physical impurity he 

was morally impure; for he was not free from personal transgression. Hence 

the necessity for his being clothed with holy garments. The water 

provisionally purified him physically, and the garments provisionally purified 

him morally. Both were necessary to enable him to officiate as a high priest 

in the presence of the Lord. 

 

All these things were types or “patterns of things in the heavens” (Heb. 9:23); 

that is, they were representations of things of a more exalted character, things 

which pertained, not to the purification of the flesh, but to the purification of 

the conscience. Jesus Christ was the individual antitype of the temple (John 

2:21), of the altar (Heb. 13:10), of the sacrifice (John 1:29), and of the high 

priest (Heb. 4:14). He was the antitype of the temple through the Father 

dwelling in him by the measureless power of the Spirit, during the days of his 

flesh.  

 

To be the antitypical temple, and at the same time not the antitypical priest, 

would be inappropriate, inasmuch as none but a typical priest could lawfully 

enter the typical temple.  Hence, we should expect to find that Jesus was a 

priest during some portion of his mortal career.  

 

How can this be definitely ascertained? By the statement that “the veil” of the 
temple typified “his flesh” (Heb. 10:20); the flesh of Jesus Christ was the 

antitypical veil of the antitypical temple. As long as he was in the flesh he 

could not enter into the most holy place; he must be “born of the Spirit” before 

he could enter into the presence of unveiled Deity. Seeing that the veil was his 

flesh, and that he was not in the antitypical most holy place, and yet was the 
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antitypical temple, he must have been in the antitypical holy place. He could 

not be there without being a priest; hence he was a priest before his death, and, 

as a consequence, could offer himself up as a sacrifice either for himself or 

for others, or for both.  That sacrifice was for the purpose of taking away sin, 

and so removing the barrier to eternal life— 

he “put away sin by the sacrifice of himself” (Heb. 9:26):  

“We are sanctified through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once” 

(Heb. 10:10);  

“this man after he had offered a sacrifice of sins for ever, sat down on 

the right hand of God”—(Heb. 10:12).  

 

The offering in his case, as in that of animal sacrifices, comprised death. So 

that to have offered himself as a sacrifice in the complete sense of the term, 

he must have been a priest before he suffered death.  

 

To contend that his priesthood did not commence on earth, is in effect to 

affirm that he did not offer himself as a sacrifice for anyone. If he did not as 

a priest, “through the Eternal Spirit,” offer himself as a sacrifice, sin has not 

been put away, and, as a consequence, there is, as yet, no way of salvation for 

any human being. 

 

The answer to the question at the head of this paper is to be found in an 

important event which took place on the banks of the Jordan. When Jesus 

came to John the Baptist, he did so that he might be consecrated or set apart 

for the work which Yahweh had set him to do. He had finished his private life, 

and was now about to enter upon his official career. But, before he could do 

this, he must undergo a typical purification ceremony, because, although 

perfectly righteous, in regard to character, his nature was unclean. He, 

therefore, applied to John the Baptist to be immersed that, like the Aaronic 

priests, he might he washed all over with water before commencing his 

official duties.  

 

He did not require to put on any special garments, after the manner of the 

Aaronic priesthood, because he was perfectly righteous; he had not, like them, 

any moral impurity, necessitating his being covered with holy garments. The 

Aaronic priests had to be provisionally purified from the effects of Adam’s 

sin, and also from their own individual transgressions. But Jesus only required 

to be provisionally purified from the former, and this was effected by his 

immersion in water; his own righteousness constituted a sufficient garment of 

holiness with which to cover him. 
 

The inauguration of the official career of Jesus of Nazareth was not completed 

by his being washed in the waters of the river Jordan. Aaron and his sons were 

anointed with oil before they could commence their priestly functions. Jesus 

as their antitype, was anointed with Spirit, which is the antitype of oil. He, 
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thereby, became de facto, Jesus the Christ, or anointed one. He was anointed 

to be a prophet, priest, and king. He commenced his duties as a prophet 

immediately after his temptation in the wilderness. In fulfilling this office he 

manifested that righteousness which was necessary to constitute him the 

antitypical High Priest. When hung upon the cross, his probation had 

terminated, and he was then, at that time, completely invested with the 

antitypical holy garments, and was in a position to offer himself up as the 

antitypical sacrifice to cleanse himself from the Adamic curse under which he 

was born, and from the Mosaic curse, under which he was brought through 

hanging on a tree. Thus in faithfully performing his duties as a prophet, he 

prepared himself for officiating as a high priest, and in carrying out his priestly 

functions, he laid the foundation for hereafter becoming an immortal king. 

 

To the conclusion to which the foregoing facts point, that Jesus Christ was a 

priest during the days of his flesh, while on earth, an objection has been raised 

on the basis of the following testimonies:  

“For the law maketh men high priests which have infirmity; but the word 

of the oath, which was since the law, maketh the Son who is consecrated 

for evermore” (Heb. 7:28);  

“For if he were on earth, he should not be a priest, seeing that there are 

priests that offer gifts according to the law”—(Heb. 8:4).  

 

It is said that as the law only made men who have infirmities priests, Jesus 

could not be a priest while in the infirmity of the flesh, and that his priesthood 

being unchangeable could not commence on earth before his death. The 

obvious answer to this objection is that the apostle is not entering into an 

argument as to when the priesthood of Jesus Christ commenced; his object is 

to prove that Jesus is an immortal priest in heaven, and that his priesthood has 

superseded the Aaronic order. When he says that “if Jesus were on earth he 

should not be a priest,” he means that he could not be a priest according to the 

Mosaic law, because there still existed—notwithstanding the legal abolition 

of that law—Levitical priests who offered gifts pertaining to that priesthood. 

Jesus being of the tribe of Judah (Heb. 7:14) could not, if he had been on earth, 

have offered in accordance with the Mosaic ritual. He was of an entirely 

different order of priesthood; and, very appropriately, his priesthood was 

inaugurated before the Levitical was abolished.  

 

The mere fact of Jesus being upon the earth would not affect his priesthood, 

or else it could not be said of him in reference to the future, when a king on 

earth, that “he shall be a priest upon his throne”—(Zech. 6:13). His death did 
not abolish his priestly office any more than it abolished his prophetic and 

kingly offices; for all of which he was anointed on the banks of the Jordan; 

his death simply suspended his priestly functions until his resurrection; when 

he rose from the dead, he was as much a priest as before his death.  
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His priesthood is “unchangeable” (Heb. 7:24), because he has, since his 

resurrection, been made immortal. There is, therefore, no necessity for a 

succession of priests, as under the Levitical order. The one consecration lasts 

for evermore, or for that age extending from his inauguration as a priest until 

the abolition of sin and death. It is, doubtless, true that he did not commence 

the mediatorial functions pertaining to his priesthood until he went to heaven; 

but in view of the foregoing testimony, it is clear that this is not the case in 

regard to his being constituted a priest. 

 

The priesthood of Jesus Christ has two aspects, one Aaronic and the other 

Melchisedec. Not being a member of the tribe of Levi, he could not be a 

member of the Levitical order of priesthood; but this fact did not prevent him 

becoming the antitype of that order. On the contrary, he being the embodiment 

of the better things shadowed forth in the law, must necessarily fulfil, 

antitypically, the Aaronic priesthood. He is the antitype of the Aaronic order, 

and is at the same time a priest of the Melchisedec order. In fact, the 

Melchisedec order of priesthood, as embodied in him, may be said to be the 

antitype of the Aaronic order. Hence, Jesus could not be called according to 

the former, without being the antitype of the latter. “Thou art a priest for ever 

after the order of Melchisedec”—(Heb. 7:17). This would be more correctly 

rendered, “Thou art a priest for the age after the order of Melchisedec:” that 

is, until the end of the millennial age, when the necessity for priesthood will 

cease in consequence of there being no longer any sin or mortal beings on the 

earth. It is not true, as taught in “orthodox” theology that Jesus Christ is to be 

a priest throughout eternity. 

 

The brethren of Jesus Christ all occupy in this life a priestly position similar 

to that which he filled in the days of his flesh. In the act of immersion they, 

like their head, have their “bodies washed with water,” (Heb. 10:22), and 

thereby fulfil the antitype of the priestly washings under the Mosaic law. They 

are anointed by being inducted into him, and they are clothed with his 

righteousness; for, like the Aaronic priests, they have no righteousness of their 

own. They are then introduced into the antitypical holy place, and it is a part 

of their duty to see that no one is permitted to enter the holy place who has 

not gone through the same purification ceremony, with its attendant belief, as 

themselves. To neglect or contravene this rule is contrary to the explicit 

injunctions of the New Testament concerning fellowship.  

 

The holy place in which the brethren of Christ are associated together, is not 

the building in which they meet; it is a “spiritual house,” of which they 
themselves are the living stones. They are collectively a “holy priesthood to 

offer up spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God by Jesus Christ”—(1 Peter 2:5). 

They are not called upon to offer up the same sacrifice as did their head. They 

could never, by undergoing a death similar to his, atone for sin; for they have 

not manifested that perfect righteousness which was seen in him. They can 
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however, present their “bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable to God.” In 

doing this they are not performing any acts of supererogation; it is but their 

“reasonable service” (Rom. 12:1); and having done all, they can only say that 

they are unprofitable servants, having simply done that which it was their duty 

to do—(Luke 17:10).  

 

Jesus Christ did this in the days of his flesh, for it was his meat and drink to 

do the will of his Father (John 4:34); and his brethren are called upon to 

imitate his example. Will any of them, while priests themselves, be so 

presumptuous as to deny that their elder brother was a priest in the days of his 

flesh? And yet, if they affirm that he did not become a priest until he went to 

heaven, they necessarily place themselves in this unenviable position. If Jesus 

Christ was not a priest in the days of his flesh, his brethren are not; and, as a 

consequence, they cannot offer their bodies as living sacrifices to God. On the 

contrary, if they are now priests, he was one; and he could therefore offer 

himself up as a living sacrifice, and consummate his probation by an 

atonement for sin. 

 

The means by which Jesus passed from the holy place into the most holy, is 

by no means an unimportant point. It is stated in Heb. 9:12: “Neither by the 

blood of goats and calves, but by his own blood he entered in once into the 

holy place, having obtained eternal redemption.” In the ordinary version, the 

words “for us” follow “redemption,” to show, no doubt, that the redemption 

obtained is for others only. But these two little words are in italics, and are, 

therefore not represented in the original. They are not required to supply any 

grammatical hiatus, and may, therefore, be dispensed with. The question, 

then, arises, For whom was the “eternal redemption” obtained by Jesus Christ? 

For others or for himself?  

 

This question may be answered by stating that the verb translated “having 

obtained”—the correct meaning of which is having found—is in the middle 

voice. This is a form of verb not to be found in the English language. It means 

that a person has done something to, for, or in connection with himself. 

Therefore this passage affirms that Jesus Christ found eternal redemption for 

himself. Does not this fact indicate that he was under a curse from which he 

required redeeming? And what could that curse be but the curse of death 

imposed by the Edenic and Mosaic laws? Jesus was redeemed from these by 

his Father, in consequence of his perfect obedience, and so found eternal 

redemption. But, when redeemed from the curse of death he was not by the 

same act introduced into the most holy place; he was first redeemed and then, 
after the lapse of a short time, entered the holy of holies. 

 

The question now arises, What is the most holy place? In the verse just quoted 

(Heb. 9:12), the term “holy place” is used, but this really means the holy of 

holies. It is represented in Heb. 9:24 as being “heaven itself;” but at the same 
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time this is defined to be “in the presence of God.” Did Jesus have to leave 

this earth in order to enter into “the presence of God?” “Did he not enter it 

when he ascended up to the nature of his Father (John 20:17)? If so, the most 

holy place is not confined to the heaven where God resides. When the apostle 

speaks of it as “heaven,” he is not defining the exact period when Jesus Christ 

entered it: he is referring to the fact that Jesus Christ, who has gone to heaven, 

is now in the most holy place.  

 

For all practical purposes at the present time, the heaven where Jesus is, and 

the most holy place, are synonymous. But in considering the precise time 

when Jesus Christ entered the holy of holies, greater exactness is required. 

Under the Mosaic dispensation the most holy place was that part of the temple 

where God dwelt and manifested Himself by means of His Spirit. Therefore, 

to enter the Spirit nature is to enter the antitypical most holy place; as long as 

a man is in the flesh he is debarred from entrance therein. The saints will enter 

it when they are changed from flesh and blood to Spirit; they will then be 

joined to their Head, and he with them will constitute the multitudinous High 

Priest in the Holy of Holies in the age to come. They will never go to the 

heaven where Jesus Christ now is; and yet they will be in what is called “the 

heavenlies.”  

 

This is evident from the fact that they are now, while in the holy place only, 

in “heavenly places in Christ,” or in the heavenlies (Eph. 1:3; 2:6). If in the 

heavenlies while in the holy place, they will surely be no less when in the most 

holy; for the antitype of the Mosaic system of things is described as “things in 

the heavens” or “heavenly things,” which require purifying with “better 

sacrifices” than those under the Mosaic law—(Heb. 9:23). Jesus Christ being 

one of these “heavenly things,” is necessarily comprehended in the statement 

that they require purifying by a better sacrifice than those under the Mosaic 

law. From this evidence it must be apparent that the most holy place cannot 

be exclusively applied to the right hand of God, where Jesus now is. Its chief 

reference is, not to locality but to nature. Hence Jesus entered the holy of 

holies when he was transformed into Spirit. 

 

There can be little doubt that Jesus Christ entered eternal life while on the 

earth, shortly after his resurrection. When raised from the dead he was still in 

the holy place; for he possessed the flesh and blood nature, or antitypical veil 

which separated him from the holy place; the rent in the veil was healed, but 

it was still there. Having come out of the earth, he was of the earth earthy; but 

his nature was purified from the Adamic curse: at this time, and this only, did 
Jesus Christ possess a free, unforfeited natural life like that of Adam before 

the fall. In this condition he would proceed to some spot to which he had been 

divinely directed, for the purpose of presenting himself to his Father.  
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Having still a flesh and blood organization, he would be able to present or 

offer his own blood, and thus antitypically fulfil the act of Aaron when he 

waved the breasts and right shoulders of the slain victim as “a wave offering 

before the Lord”—(Lev. 9:21). Yahweh would then manifest His acceptance 

of the slain but risen Lamb, now pure in nature as well as in character—by 

sending down from heaven a spirit-house not made with hands, to clothe him; 

this would change him in a moment, in the twinkling of an eye, from flesh and 

blood to spirit, whereby his mortality would be swallowed up of life. In this 

we see the antitypical fulfilment of the fire of the Lord coming down upon the 

altar and consuming the burnt offering and the fat thereon—(Lev. 9:24). 

 

Before Jesus Christ could have been in a position, while in the flesh, thus to 

offer his own blood, he must have been constituted a priest. The ceremony of 

anointing was a necessary preliminary to his becoming a priest. He underwent 

no such ceremony between his resurrection and the offering of his own blood. 

The anointing with the “oil of gladness,” or spirit nature, necessarily took 

place after he had presented himself with his own blood to the Father. 

Therefore that act could not have prepared him for priestly functions 

performed while in the flesh. In the light of these facts, the only logical 

conclusion that can be arrived at is, that the ceremony of anointing 

immediately after his baptism was the inauguration of his priesthood. 

 

It is stated in Heb. 9:12, quoted above, that Jesus Christ entered the most holy 

place by his own blood, i.e. by means of it. The most holy place, as already 

shown, represents eternal life. Therefore this statement is equivalent to saying 

that Jesus Christ entered eternal life by means of his own blood. This fact 

coupled with the one just pointed out, that Jesus Christ obtained, or found, 

eternal redemption for himself, gives rise to an interesting question, namely, 

Why was the blood of Jesus Christ the means by which he himself entered 

into eternal life? Before this question can be answered another must be put; 

viz., What does the blood of Jesus Christ signify? The taking away of sin. Sin 

is a barrier to entrance into eternal life, and blood-shedding represents the 

means by which the barrier is removed. Did the sin, or its consequences, which 

his shed blood took away, rest upon himself or upon others only? If on others 

only, it was no barrier to his entrance into eternal life; and consequently it 

could not be said that he entered eternal life by means of that which removed 

the barrier.  

 

The sacrifice which Jesus Christ, as a priest, offered up, was typified previous 

to its occurrence, by animal sacrifices. Since it took place, it has been 
memorialized in a different manner. Instead of bread and wine, animal 

sacrifices will be introduced in the next age to commemorate the taking away 

of sin. These sacrifices will be offered up by Gentiles (Mal. 1:11), by Jews 

(Mal. 3:4), by priests in the flesh (Ezek. 64:10, 11), and by immortal priests 

(Ezek. 44:15, 16). This, however, is not all: he who is spoken of as “the 
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prince” will also offer up sacrifices. Who that individual is there can be no 

doubt. He is “the prince of the kings of the earth” (Rev. 1:5); that is, the chief 

of the immortal kings who are to “reign on the earth,” and therefore called 

“King of kings and Lord of lords”—(Rev. 19:16). With the kingly office he 

will combine priestly functions, and thus, like Melchisedec, be “king of 

righteousness,” and “priest of the most high God.” The statement, that as a 

priest he is to offer up animal sacrifices is based upon the following 

testimony:— 

“In the first month, in the fourteenth day of the month, ye shall have the 

passover, a feast of seven days; unleavened bread shall be eaten. And 

upon that day shall the prince prepare for himself and for all the people 

of the land a bullock for a sin offering. And seven days of the feast he 

shall prepare a burnt offering to the Lord, seven bullocks and seven rams 

without blemish daily the seven days; and a kid of the goats daily for a 

sin offering. And he shall prepare a meat offering of an ephah for a 

bullock and an ephah for a ram, and an hin of oil for an ephah. In the 

seventh month, in the fifteenth day of the month, shall he do the like in 

the feast of the seven days, according to the sin offering, and according 

to the burnt offering, and according to the meat offering, and according 

to the oil”—(Ezek. 45:21–25).  

 

It will be noticed that two kinds of sacrifices are here referred to; one for the 

prince and one “for all the people.” If this distinction had not been made, and 

it had simply said that the prince was to prepare a sacrifice without defining 

its object, it would never have been supposed that he had to offer sacrifices 

for himself. But inasmuch as this is expressly stated, it is undeniable that such 

will be the case when the Ezekiel temple is built: “Upon that day shall the 

prince prepare for himself and for all the people of the land a bullock for a 

sin-offering.”  

 

In the next chapter further particulars are given:  

“The prince shall enter by the way of the porch of that gate without, and 

shall stand by the post of the gate, and the priests shall prepare his burnt 

offering and his peace offerings, and he shall worship at the threshold of 

the gate; then he shall go forth; but the gate shall not be shut until the 

evening” (Ezek. 46:2).  

 

“And the burnt offering which the prince shall offer unto the Lord on the 

Sabbath Day shall be six lambs without blemish, and a ram without 

blemish”—(verse 4).  
 

“Now when the prince shall prepare a voluntary burnt offering or peace 

offering voluntarily unto the Lord, one shall then open him the gate that 

looketh toward the east, and he shall prepare his burnt offering and his 
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peace offerings, as he did on the Sabbath Day; then he shall go forth; and 

after his going forth, one shall shut the gate”—(verse 12).  

 

The perusal of these predictions respecting “the prince” naturally gives rise to 

an enquiry as to the reason for them. The explanation already given as to the 

object of sacrifice generally in the age to come is equally applicable to that to 

be offered by the prince. If the former be a memorial of a past event, so also 

is the latter. But of what is it a memorial? The prince’s sacrifice for the people 

is to remind them that he put away their sins by the sacrifice of himself, and 

the prince’s sacrifice “for himself” is as a memorial of the fact that his blood 

was shed for himself as well as for others. If this fact be denied, then there is 

no significance in the prince offering a memorial sacrifice for himself. On the 

supposition that his death on the cross was for others only, the requirements 

of a memorial would be answered by the sacrifice which he is to offer “for all 

the people.” But inasmuch as the memorial is not confined to this aspect of 

the sacrificial Lamb of God, it is obvious that the reality contains some other 

aspect. The sacrifice for the people being a memorial of sin having been put 

away for them, the sacrifice for the prince must be a memorial of sin having 

been abolished for him also. 

 

We trust the reader will now be able to give from the scriptures a clear and 

satisfactory answer to the question at the head of this paper. It has been shown 

that Jesus Christ was washed in the Jordan, anointed with the Spirit, and 

clothed with his own righteousness to fulfil, among other things, the office of 

an antitypical Aaronic priest, and that, consequently, in undergoing 

crucifixion, he both could and did offer up an antitypical sacrifice for himself 

as well as for others; that all believers, in the present dispensation, are priests 

to offer up spiritual sacrifices unto God through him; and that, in the age to 

come, Jesus Christ, as a priest of the Melchisedec order, is to memorialize, by 

animal sacrifices, the fact of his having died for himself. To deny that the 

Messiah did not become a priest until after his ascension to heaven, is virtually 

to deny these truths.  
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Hints For Bible Markers 
 

Psalm 18 

 
It may have been noticed that in some cases there is a quote from 2 Samuel 

and sometime not. The Rabbis have indicated that there are seventy-four 

variations between Psalm 18 and 2 Samuel 22. Exact duplicates and a few 

very close verses are being indicated by their use. 

 

Psalm 18:3 
“I will call upon the LORD, who is worthy to be praised: so shall I be 

saved from mine enemies.” 

2 Samuel 22:4 

“I will call on the LORD, who is worthy to be praised: so shall I be saved 

from mine enemies.” 

 

Here we have the idea of prayer, praise, and salvation encapsulated into 

one sentence. As men of faith, both David and Christ, prayer and praise 

would have come naturally to them. Consider, that each and every Sunday 

we gather to remember the love and sacrifice of our Lord and Master. And 

to endeavor to edify one another by reading the scriptures of truth, singing 

praises to our Heavenly Father, and by prayer. “So shall I be saved from 

mine enemies.” 

 

Psalm 18:4 
“The sorrows of death compassed me, and the floods of ungodly men made 

me afraid.” 

 

It is interesting that the word “sorrows” in this verse and the next is 

translated “cords” in many other versions. Cords gives a deeper sense of 

how death is tied to all mankind. Yet even though “the cords of death 

compassed him” (Christ) and death had  “dominion over him” (Romans 

6:9) for a short while, Yahweh delivered him because he had overcome 

the diabolos, the desires (or temptations) of sin’s flesh. For only Christ 

could say, “I was also upright before him (our Heavenly Father), and I 

kept myself from mine iniquity” (verse 23). 

 

It should also be pointed out, in the interest of a correct understanding that 

in Hebrew poetry, what is said in the first part of a verse, the same idea is 

repeated in a different way in the latter part of the verse. This is brought 

home in 2 Samuel 22:5 where it is written: “When the waves of death 

compassed me, the floods of ungodly men made me afraid;” The Hebrew 
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words used for “sorrow/cords” and “waves” are not the same words or 

even closely related. When looking at the Septuagint we find a third word 

is used, “pangs.” Why the changes were made in the psalm it is not 

possible to determine. Although it may seem confusing with all the 

different words used, the idea presented of Christ surrounded by death, 

both from sin nature and mankind’s hatred of righteousness and those who 

demonstrate it, is apparent whichever version (sorrow/cords/waves/pangs) 

of the word one chooses to use.   

 

Psalm 18:5 
“The sorrows of hell compassed me about: the snares of death prevented 

me.” 

2 Samuel 22:6 

“The sorrows of hell compassed me about; the snares of death prevented 

me;” 

 

Young's Literal Translation of the Bible helps to simplify our 

understanding of this verse. It is translated, “Cords of Sheol have 

surrounded me, Before me have been snares of death.”  

 

Psalm 18:6 
“In my distress I called upon the LORD, and cried unto my God: he heard 

my voice out of His temple, and my cry came before Him, even into His 

ears.” 

2 Samuel 22:7 

“In my distress I called upon the LORD, and cried to my God: and He did 

hear my voice out of His temple, and my cry did enter into His ears.” 

 

Many of God’s chosen have been in distress and put their difficulties 

before Him through the medium of prayer. None more than Christ who 

was not only instant in prayer but also taught the importance of prayer and 

how it should be done (Matthew 6; Luke 11). We have an example of 

Christ praying while in distress during his time of horrendous trial and 

suffering. “And being in an agony he prayed more earnestly: and his sweat 

was as it were great drops of blood falling down to the ground” (Luke 

22:44). But he knew that Yahweh did hear his prayer for his Father heard 

his earlier prayer and sent an angel to strengthen him. “And there appeared 

an angel unto him from heaven, strengthening him” (Luke 22:43). It would 

behoove us to remember how often Christ and the apostles prayed, keeping 

their example always before us, that we too would be “instant in prayer” 

(Romans 12:12).  
 

Continued next month should the Lord will                           bro. Beryl Snyder 




