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INTRODUCTION 

Christadelphianis~ dates, in one way, from 1847 1 when Dr. 

,John Thomas, who founded the moveoent, severed his links with the 

radical Bs.ytist followers of Alexander Campbell. In some respects, 

the croup could be s&id to have had its intellectual birth in 1848, 

when Tho~as's Elnis Israel acted both as an early statement of his 

own f.:;..ith and as a rallying-standard for potential followers. As 

a siven title 'Christadelphianism' owed its beginning to the needs 

of the A.c:Jerican faitr.ful - who were all conscientious objectors -

of avoitlini military service J.n the Anerican Civil We.r, and took 

its origin fron Septe~ber 186~, 1 when permission to avoid the 

draft was granted to them on the basis of their belonging to the 

denomination known as 1 Christadt=:lphians 1 • However, this present 

study tnkes as tl~e starting point of the l!IOVeI!!ent a different date: 

July 1864. Tbat was the point at which the British de facto leader 

of the movement, Robert Roberts, beca~e editor of The A.c:JbassaUor, 

and when his distinctive and tiGhtly-orsanised mode of leadership 

coI:1r,enced. This leadership, which began with Thomas's .ble.ssini;, 

was to last ur.til Roberts's death in 1898, and was to influence 

the ecclesiastical style of the movement throughout the world. 

1885 \./as selected as an end-point for this study because that 

year marked t:1e end. of a plateau of success for Christadelphianis!!l 

reached in 1880, because it was the ti!:le of the big;:;est sc~ism in 

the movement's history, and because Roberts's position, and to 

sone degree that of his i.i::.mediate successors C.C. Walker and John 

Carter, was increased at that date from beinc primus inter pores 

to being primus. 

Between 1264 and 18£:5 1 the devtlop!:!ent of the Christadelphi&n 

move:c;ent was rer:1.arl:able. Nu□erically, it iricrcased from a few 



2 

hundred
1 

to over 5,000 brethrent with an eventual annual rate of 

about 400 adult baptisms; intellectually, it increased to the 

point \.!here it had interested a number of notables and academics 

such as W.E. Gladstone, and had baptised others such as Professor 

David Evans; polemically, leaders of the movement had challenged 

or actually engaged in debate not only prominent figures in rival 

religious groups - ranging from Edward Hine of the British Israel­

ites to the Archbishop of Canterbury - but also non-religious 

leaders of thought such as Charles Bradlau&h, and non-Christians 

li}:e Louis Stern the Jew. After 1885 1 nothing like the same de­

gree of interest or success, as measured in annual baFtismal num­

bers 1 was registered by Christadelphians. 

The reasons why a snall group should attract such interest 

and support within a twenty year period without one major deno~ina­

tion from which to draw its membership, and why its effervescence 

should evaporate so quickly after 1885 1 are the major puzzles 

w!!ich this study sets out to solve. 

1. The figure of 264 oembers in 1864 was given by B.R. Wilson in 
Sects and Society (London 1961) 1 p. 239. This present research, 
based on fii;ures emeri;ine; from a study of William Norrie's 
Early ~istory of Baptised Believers, to which Dr. Wilson did 
not have access, would suggest a fiQlre of perhaps 400. Se~ 
Table 2, ch. I of this thesis. 
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CHAPl'ER I 

TRE HISTORICAL ROOTS OF CHRISTADELPHIANISM 

(a) A DEFINITION OF THE PARAMETERS OF THIS STUDY 

At Ogle County, Illinois, in 1864, during the course of the 

American Civil War, Dr. John Thomas invented the name 'Chriet­

adelphian 1 from the Greek christou and adelphoi, to mean 'brethren 

in Christ'. He did this, not for novelty's sake - he was himself 

preaching to a variety of different Christian assemblies at this 

time 1 and vas far from exclusive in intent2 - but, in compliance 

with the requests of contemporary U.S.A. authorities, to provide 

a label for those who were his followers to apply to themselves 

so they could avoid military service in that war.3 Thus 'Christ­

adelphianism' relates to the period after 1864, on this definitiona 

However, British believers continued to call themselves by 

divergent, vaguer terms for some time afterwards. 4 The use of 

1. These groups included Campbellites, Millerites, 'The Christian 
Association 1

, 'Christian Jews', Adventists, Storrites, Mormons, 
Universaliats, as well as more orthodox Christian assemblies. 

2. See bis correspondence with the London Campbellites over the 
exclusivity of fellowship in R. Roberts, Dr. Thomas: His Life 
and work (3rd edn., Birmingham 1954), (hereafter Life Dr. T.}, 
pp. 157-177-

3. A precise record of Thomas•s requests for exemption from 
military service on conscience grounds is in E.N. Wright, 
Conscie~tious Objectors in the Civil War (Philadelphia 1931), 
pp. 31-32. 

4. •Many of them, for instance, used the term 'Baptised Believer 
of the Kingdom of God' - see C. Evans, 'One Hundred Years 
Ago• (hereafter '100 Yrs.'), The Christadelphian (hereafter 
!£), xciii (1956), 414-5. 
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the label 'Cbristadelphian 1 became much more a standard term for 

the group after the name of these believers' main periodical was 

changed, in 1869, from The Ambassador of the Coming Age to~ 

Christadelphian. 1 

From 1864, this monthly periodical The Ambassador began to be 

published in Britain, and statistics relating to membership and 

conversion became available for historical scrutiny for the first 

time on a national basis. 2 

Because so very much in the development of Christadelphian­

ism was due to the impetus provided by Dr. Thomas, it is with 

his biographical history that this root-analysis starts. Thus 

the 'roots' referred to in the title concern the period beginning 

with the birth of John Thomas in 1805 and ending with the birth 

of the term 'Christadelphian 1 in 1864. 

(b) JOHN THOMAS I PHYSICIAN AND CAMPBELLITE - THE EARLY YEARS, 

1805 - 1834 

John Thomas, born in Boxton Square, London,on 12 April 1805, 

was not particularly interested in religion in early life. His 

upbringing was respectably religious - his father, indeed, worked 

1. This post-1869 distinction was also significant in that the 
'.Baptised Believers' after that date were no longer 'in 
fellowship' (see Glossary) with the Christadelphians. After 
this point, 1 Baptised Believer' became a technical term for 
a follower of George Dowie, one of the early leaders of the 
sect; 1 Christadelphia.n ' distinguished a follower of Robert 
Roberts, a much younger Scot, who was Thomas's successor as 
leader of the movement in Britain initially and, ultimately, 
worldwide 

2. This relates particularly to the 'Intelligence' section of 
the magazine. In The Cbristadelphian for April 1870, p. 112 1 
ecclesial secretaries were requested that 1in reporting 
immersions, as much information as possible should be given 
respecting the individuals, so that brethren everywhere may 
feel introduced.' Dowie's magazine The Messenger of the 
Churches published under a variety of titles and formats was 
produced from May 1858 onwards. This also bad an 1 Intelligence 1 

section. With the demise of Dowie, it became a magazine relat­
ing to the minority 1 Dowieite' splinter group only. 
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for part of his life as pastor to a number of different types of 

denomination. 1 

John's education was varied - the family followed Mr. Thomaa's 

lead in and out of professions and from area to area. Besides 

schools, John was educated by the various doctors and surgeons 

for whom he worked. Eventually, he studied at Guy's Hospital, from 

where he emerged a qualified surgeon. 2 For some time, the distinct 

impression was given that medicine was a •vocation• in the mind 

of John Thomas: he wrote frequently in The Lancet,3 produced a 

course of lectures on obstetrics and, as a professor among bis 

detractors later sardonically remarked: 'What a fool Dr. Thomas 

is. If he would only devote himself to bis profession he might 

ride in the best carriage in Richmond, 14 

His interest in religion seems to have been kindled by an 

essay in The Lancet entitled 'The Materiality of Man, The 

Immortality of the Soul and the Vital Principle', This purported 

to demonstrate that man contained part of God's essence, The 

article caused Thomas to brood about the nature of man's phys­

ique, the nature of immortality and the purpose of resurrection, 

A major spiritual conflagration occurred in John Tbomas's 

being, ignited by his very near shipwreck in the Marquis of 

Wellesley on its way to America in May 1832, Robert Roberts was 

later to describe the episode in these words: 'He determined 

that if ever he got ashore again, he woui"d never rest till he 

found out the truth of the matter [of religion], that he might 

no more b~ found in such an uncertain state of mind,'5 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
5. 

These pastorates included Founder Hall, London, Huntley in 
Aberdeenshire; and Chorley in Lancashire. His father, de­
scribed by Roberts as •aristocratically descended', had also 
worked in the East India Civil Service, and as a schoolteacher. 
It was bis father's initiative in wishing to emigrate to the 
U.S.A. which produced the fateful voyage on the_Marguis of 
Wellesley in 1832. See Roberts, Life Dr. T., P• 4. 
Thomas's M.D. was awarded in 1848 in the U.S.A. He achieved the 
distinction M.B.C.S,, in England, along with a number of other 
awards in 1830. 
For example, The Lancet, May 23, 1829 1 pp. 238-240; July 23, 
1831, pp. 522-3; March 3, 1832, pp, 799-800. 
Roberts, Life Dr. T., p. 241. 
Roberts, Life Dr, T., p. 8. 
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John Thomas's father, having been an Independent minister, 

changed hie allegiance to the Baptist cause just prior to the 

journey to America.
1 

Thus it came about that, on the ill-fated 

voyage on the Marquis of Wellesley in 1832 1 John carried with him 

letters of introduction to the Baptist fraternity in the U.S.A. 

These included letters to the President of the Baptist Bible 

Society of New York, and another Baptist preacher. 

Professionally, John Thomas intended to take up the recom­

mendations to the professor of surgery at Ohio Medical College, 

which he had obtained along with a letter of introduction to a 

Baptist preacher at Cincinnati. He was not too disturbed by New 

York Baptists' worry that their western brethren had 'very much 

infection vith Reformation•. 2 

Thus it happened that Dr. John Thomas found himself in the 

company of such Campbellites as Major Daniel Gano and Walter 

Scott. 3 Scott, indeed 1 on his first meeting with Thomas, cornered 

him in argument into admitting the essentiality of the total 

immersion of believing adults, and, whilst Thomas believed him­

self to be only seeking truth4 , he was, there and then, at 10 p.m. 

in the moonlight, obliged to be immersed in the Miami Canal. 

'Soon after this event, Thomas met Alexander Campbell him­

self, who 'pressed [bi.mJ into speaking duties 1 ,5 Campbell was, 

evidently, well pleased by the performance of his prottgt. In 
1833 he wrote: 

'we have juat received a pamphlet of 22 octavo 
pages, small type, containing a very able philippic 
against the Ismatic religions of Messrs. Hughes and 

1, The Faith in the Last Days, (hereafter~), ed~ J, Carter, 
{Birmingham 1949), p, 15. 

2, Roberts, Life Dr. T., p. 9, This phrase refers to Alexander 
Campbell. For further details see Glossary. 

3. Scott is reputed to have founded the movement which later 
took the name of the more dynamic Alexander Campbell, John 
Thomas, for this reason, often referred to these believers as 
'Scritto-Campbellites'. See, for example, the citation from 
Eureka on p. 8 of this chapter. 

4. ~s, Life Dr, T., p. 10. 
5. ~' ed. Carter, p. 17, 



7 

Breckenridge, the celebrated disputants on the claims 
of the Pope and John Calvin. This pamphlet, from the 
pen of our much esteemed brother J. Thomas, M.D,, 
presents a very lucid and forcible view of the true 
Church of Christ and the Christian Institution and 
exhibits in bold relief the real merits of the Papal 
and Protestant controversy. It is a document worthy 
of a very general circulation for its own sake, and 
is a striking proof of the irradiating, emancipating 
and emboldening influence of the original Gospel and 
order of things on the minds of all who cordially 
embrace the Apostles' doctrine. Brother Thomas is but 
an infant of one year old in the Christian Church, 
and here we find him in the very Temple of Apostate 
Christianity, successfully grappling with the Doctors 
of the two great parties in the apostasy; and cert­
ainly while contending with them, he_ proves himself, 
when panoplied with the armour of Light, more than a 
match for the rulers of darkness of this world, with 
all their Holy Orders and traditions of the See of 
Papal Rome. ' 1 

John •Thomas allowed himself to be encouraged by this support, 

and not only spoke publicly and studied the Bible extensively, but 

also decided to become editor of a small monthly magazine. This 

produced its first_ issue in May 1834, being known as 1'he Apostolic 

Advocate. It was to run until 1839. 

In 1834, Thoma.s's tours of Campbelli~e church circuits in­

volved frequent and lengthy addresses. Despite a professed dis­

inclination towards public oratory and a desire to present to 

congregations Biblical exegesis rather than emotive rhetoric, 

Thomas was in increasing demand amongst Campbellite congregations. 2 

Such was the support of those who had come to know and love Thomas 
through his exposition of the Bible that, in the troubled waters 

that lay ahead of him in his relations with the Campbellite hier­

archy, congregational petitions came to his aid on several 

occasions.3 

1. Evans, '100 Ire.', TC, c (1963), 26-7, cited from Campbell's 
Millenial Harbinger!or September 1833. 

2. TFILD, ed. Carter, P• 28. 
3. Forexample in 1836 1 1837 and 1844. See Roberts, Life Dr. T, 

pp. 47, 67-9 and 103-4. 
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(c) DISSENSION AMONGST THE CAMPSELLITES 1 1834 - 1847 

The editing of The Apostolic Advocate was a decisive move 

for John Thomas. He himself summed up his position in a book writ­

ten thirty years later: 

'In those days, the author of this exposition of 
the apocalypse, then a young man of about thirty years 
of age, found himself among them, before he understood 
their theory in detail. He applied himself diligently 
to the thorough understanding of it by the study of the 
writings current among them. This he acquired; so that 
he needeth not that any should testify of Scotto­
Campbellism; for he knows what is in it, and that it 
falls infinitely short of its pretension to be the 
"restoration of the ancient gospel and order of things . 11 

1'Tbe author adopted with great zest and zeal the 
sentiment of their legend. He proceeded to 11prove all 
things," and to 11hold fast what" he believed to be 
"good;" and to call no man father, teacher, or leader, 
but Christ, THE TRUTH - John xiv. 6. In doing this, he 
devoted himself to the study of the prophetic and 
apostolic writings, under the impression that be was 
engaged in a good workj and, as be was then publishing 
a periodical entitled The Apostolic Advocate, he would 
from time to time report to bis brethren for their 
benefit, what be found taught therein. In pursuing this 
study, be found many of their principles to be at var­
iance with 11 the word, 11 which was made void by them. 
Perceiving this, and supposing that the spirit of their 
legend was the spirit of their body, he did not hesitate 
to lay his convictions before them that they might prove 
them, and~ them, or reject them, according to the 
testimony. This raised quite a storm among them, the 
thunderbolts of which were aimed at him by the thunderer 
of their sect. This uproar caused the author to discover 
that he had made a mistake in his reading of their • 
legends; and that their reading of Paul's words was, 
11Frove all things which we have prcrved; and hold fast 
what we believe to be good;" and of Jesus, "Call no 
man father, teacher, or leader, but Alexander Campbell." 
These were readings that he had never agreed to; and, 
therefore, be continued to read and publish according to 
the old method, very much to the indignation and disgust 
of the Simon Puree who misled the multitude.'1 

1. J. Thomas,~ (2nd edn. 1 New Jersey, 1869), ii. 663-4. 
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Elsewhere, speaking retrospectively of his views as a young 

man on the main tenets of Campbelliam, Thomas said 1 He was not quite 

clear upon these topics himself•. 1 

In an extremely ingenuous way, then, John Thomas was simply 

attempting to assess a creed, into which he bad been hastily en­

rolled, as to its logical consistency. He was not so much certain 

that he had found it wanting as certain that he needed answers. 

Equally certainly, the community - at least as represented by some 

of its leaders - of which he was asking these questions was rather 

panicked at their very searching nature and, instead of interpreting 

the thrusts of his queries as the probings of disinterested inquiry, 

assessed them as wounds rendered by a wolf in sheep 1 s clothing. This 

vicious circle of antipathy accelerated during the years to come -

mutual suspicion breeding mutual suspicion. The doctor's arguments 

were unanswered; he came to believe they were unanswerable; to 

justify his suspicions, he probed further but - silence came the 

stern reply? For their part, the Campbellite leaders were astounded 

at the virility of his questioning mind and assumed the worst; in 

turn, when further questionings probed deeper, their worst suspic­

ions seemed confirmed •.. until a break came. 

In detail, this logic worked out as follows. In the October 

1834 edition of The Apostolic Advocate (number 6), an article was 

published which provoked a furore in the correspondence column of 

the magazine over the following months. Thomas, along with 

others, reassessed his position and, in December 1835, produced a 

list of 34 que~tions under the heading 'Information Wanted'. These 

34 questions2 were regarded by bis critics as representative of 

opinion5 already held rather than open-ended queries. The emphatic 

way in which the points behind the questions were put made this 

interpretation easy to understand. Perhaps, subconsciously, 

Thomas'e mind had already changed1 but, in his own estimation, 

1~ J. Thomas, Eureka, ii. 667. 
2. See Appendi~ 
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he still felt undecided. It was, he said, 'their viol_ent attacks 

[which] threw him upon the defensive and compelled him to fortifyt. 1 

A whole avalanche of consequences followed from the 34 quest­

ions, in this way. Alexander Campbell, in his magazine~ 

Millenial Harbinger, began to attack John Thomas. These attacks 

were not only of a courteous, expositional or theoretical nature, 

but also contained ad hominem verbal assaults. In The Apostolic 

Advocate, Thomas reprinted Campbell's articles, together with 

detailed analyses and refutations. The effect was, not unnatur­

ally, to annoy Campbell even more. On 1 August 1837, Thomas took 

on in debate a Presbyterian minister, Revd. John Watt, on the 

issue of the immortality of the soul. By November 1837. Campbell 

had disfellowshipped2 Thomas because of views put forward in this 

debate. On 20 November 1837, Thomas analysed the situation in a 

3,?00 word letter, challenging Campbell to justify his decision; 

Campbell replied in early December. Thomas again challenged 

Campbell's reasoning on 20 December 1837 in another lengthy letter, 

However, this explosive situation was temporarily defused in 

two respects. Firstly, two congregations - Paineville, Virginia 

and that of Bethel, Jetersville, Amelia County, Virginia - wrote 

letters of commendation of Dr. Thomas, challenging Campbell's 

assessment (at some lengtht) that Thomas was 'fit only for such 

society as Tom Paine, Voltaire and that herd. 13 Secondly, in 

October 1838, after a vituperative sermon from Campbell attacking 

Thomas•s position, the two men actually met at Richmond, in the 

middle of a railroad bridge, with no hearers present. Meanwhile, 

a debate was arranged4 , after which 23 brethren signed a motion, 

the nub of which was: 

'Whereas certain things believed and propagated 
by Dr. Thomas, in relation to the mortality of man, 
the resurrection of the dead, and the final destiny 

1. J. Thomas, Eureka, ii. 66?. 
2. See Glossar_y __ _ 
3. Roberts, Life Dr. T., p. 82. 
4. No known verbatim record of this debate exists. 
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of the wicked, having given offence to many brethren, 
and being likely to produce a division amongst us; and 
believing the said views to be of no practical benefit, 
we recommend to brother Thomas to discontin~e the same, 
unless in bis defence when misrepresented. 1 

For the next three or four years, a lull in polemics occurred. 

John Thomas disappeared from the debating scene - he tried farm­

ing, in Virginia, with not much succ~ss; newspaper work in the 

town of St. Cbarlesj and the appointment of president and lect­

urer in chemistry at Franklin Medical College. 

In 1842, Thomas attempted to introduce a replacement to!!!,!, 

Apostolic Advocate in the shape of The Investigator. However, this 

only continued for ten numbers, when financial troubles ended its 

run. A more long-lived periodical was begun in 1844. This was 

The Herald of the Future Age. 2 

In between The Investigator's end and the birth of The Herald 

of the Future Age, Thomas was yet again involved in a number of 

debates - not with Campbell, nor with the Campbellites, nor even 

of his own seeking. What happened was that certain Universalist 

congregations, to which he had become attached in the role of 

stand-in preacher, also invited others to help fill the place of 

absent pastors. A distinct divergence having been perceived between 

Thomas's position and those of alternativ·e preachers in the cir­

cuit, debates were arranged - in one case with a Mormon elder, and, 

later, with a Universalist preacher. Whatever else was the outcome 

of these encounters, one point became supremely evident, that is 

the growing clarity, distinctness and self-consistency of Thomaa•s 

position. 

At about the time of the delivery of Tbomas's 'Ten Lectures' 

in Nev York City in October 1846, there was a growing awareness 

amongst Campbellites of the power of his exegetical talents. 

. 1. 
2. 

Roberts, Life Dr. T., p. 85 • 
This magazine ran from 1844 to 1849. It should not be 
with The Herald of the Kingdom and ~e to Come, which 
published by Thomas from 1 51 to 18 1. 

confused 
was 
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Consequently, he was invited by the Campbellites to become the 

regular minister of one of their congregations. His reply was clear 

and very definite: 

'With many thanks to our brother for his kind dis­
position, we answer emphatically Not We cannot afford 
to sell our independence for a mess of pottage. How 
could we teach the rich faithfully the unpalatable 
doctrine of Christ concerning the proper use of the 
mammon of unrighteousness, and be dependent upon them 
for the perishable pittance of a few hundreds per annum? 
We must be free if we would be faithful to the truth. 
We object not to receive contributions in aid of the 
cause we advocate; but they must be sfontaneous, not 
extorted. We cannot preach for hire.• 

Once again, with the start of a new magazine, Thomas's latent 

energies and thought~processes were activated and galvanised. From 

the start of The Herald of the Future Age in 1844 to Tbomas's 

final break with the Campbellites (in the shape of the 'Confession, 

Abjuration and Declaration 12 ) was a step occupying only three 

years. Indeed, even before 1847, traits of a distinct independence 

movement vere discernible. For instance, during 1844, in the first 

year of The Herald of the Future Age, Thomas removed to Richmond, 

Virginia and stayed with a friend called Malone. Together, they 

visited the Campbellite church of which Malone was a member, in a 

neighbouring town. Dr. Thomas, who was known to the locals, was 

invited to speak,and responded. Once again, the assembled congreg­

ation was polarised by the message of a Thomian sermon. One 

section was so bitterly in opposition that Malone was expelled 

from the church; another group, however, was so impressed by Thomas 

that they broke off relations with the Ca.mpbellites and started a 

small church group run totally independently of the Campbellite 

assemblies. This, it seems, was the very first glimmer of organ­

isation in what were, by 1848, to be known as 'Baptised Believers 

in the Gospel of the Kingdom of God 13 and, by 1864, as 'Christ­
adelphian ecclesiasT.4 

1. TFILD, ed. Carter, p. 28. 
2. Tliisfirst appeared in The Herald of the Future Age, iii (1847) 1 73. 
3. Evans, '100 Yrs.', TC, xciv (195?). See also Glossary. 
4. These followers could, perhaps, be labelled 1 Thomasites 1 • No­

one was baptised into the faith Thomas cane to himself in 184? 
until 1848 at Lincoln in Great Britain (seep. 18 below). For 
details of the varied terminologies employed by and about 
Cbristadelphians see the Glossary. 
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(d) THE BIRTH OF A NEW SECT - 1847 

In October 1846, Thomas visited New York for the first time 

for fourteen years. As ever, be was invited to speak in the local 

Campbellite church. This occasion marked the delivery of the 1 Ten 

Lectures', later transformed in the pages of The Herald of the 

Future Age into a series of thirty points. 1 In this course of 

addresses, Thomas set out to establish the earthly literality of 

the kingdom of God. He concluded1 later 1 concerning the effect of 

bis preaching then: 
'They no longer revel in the fancy sketches of 

wild and vain imaginings; they look for the realis­
ation of the promises made to the fathers Abraham, 
Isaac, Jacob and David,,. They can no longer sing 

11Wi th thee we' 11 reign, 
With thee we'll rise, 
And kingdoms gain 
Beyond the skies1 11 

But ... they hope to sing the new song, saying 11 Thou, 
Lamb of God ... hast made us unto our God kings and 2 priests; and we shall reign 01~ EARTH. 11 (Rev. 5:9), 1 

Despite the obviously radical nature of his message, some 

brethren clung to Thomas. He was, indeed, invited after these 

lectures to become permanent preacher to a New York congregation, 

but, again, declined the offer. 
A variety of commemtators3, including Thomas himself4 , have 

recognised the importance of the year 1847 in the development of 

both Thomian theology and the organisation of believers which be 

himself began. The vital occasion was a day in February, when 

an article in The Protestant Unionist by Reverend J.H. Jones 

attracted John Thomas's attention. This article, written by 

a Campbellite, attacked the fundamentals which Thomas had been 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

See Appendix B. 
Hoberts, Life Dr. T., pp. 117-8. 
For example The Herald Preas which reprinted volumes i and ii 
of The Apostolic Advocate in 1971. They state, in the preface, 
that 'Dr. John Thomas ... didn't come to a full knowledge of the 
Truth until 1847. 1 

In Eureka ii. 671, Thomas said: 'In 1847, the Gospel of the 
Kingdom and Name was once more proclaimed for the obedience of 
faith. 1 
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seeking to propound, What startled Thomas was not that he had been 

attacked, or that new scriptures had-been brought to bear of which 

he had been unaware - it was, rather, that he saw, clearly, for 

the first time that he bad, in fact, become separate from the 

foundation on which the Campbellite creed was grounded. Following 

logically from this, the baptism idth which he had been baptised 

so hurriedly in the Miami Canal was, be now believed, an inadequate 

one, since the knowledge-base upon which he had accepted the need 

for this rite was equal to that of the Campbellites - those 

from whose views he now so fundamentally differed. Thus it was 

that Thomas asked a New York friend of his to rebaptise him, He 

said: 

'All I ask of you is to put me under the water, and 
pronounce the words over me, "Upon confession of your 
faith in the things concerning the kingdom of God and 
the name of Jesus Christ, I baptize you into the name 
of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. 11 I don't ask you 
for any prayer or any ceremony. All that is necessary I 
will do for myself, except the mechanical part of put­
ting me under the water, and your utterance of these 
words. t1 

1847 saw the production by Thomas of the 'Confession, Abjur~ 

ation and Declaration' - a full and clear statement of a new and 

different basis of faith from that on which Campbellism stood. 2 

It was dated 3 March 1847. In the same year, Thomas produced his 

'Twenty Propositions', along similar lines. In his own words, he 
had 'illustrated and proved the •.• propositions to the conviction 

of increasing numbers.'3 In the same year, again, he proposed a 

debate with Alexander Campbell. This was to take the shape of 

counterpoised analyeea on the issue of the nature of man and the 

immortality of the soul, written, alternately, in Campbell's 
4 Millenial Harbinger and in Thomas's Herald of the Future Age. 

1. Roberts, Life Dr 1 T., p. 123. 
2. The publication of this had been preceded by articles along 

similar lines in The Herald of the Future Age entitled 'The 
Hope of Israel' and 'The Hope of the World' - see~ ed. 
Carter, pp. 143-152. See Appendix C for the full text of the 
'Confession, Abjuration and Declaration'. 

3. Jo Thomas, Eureka, ii, 668. See Appendix D. 
4. See Appendii""r-
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For the first time, Thomas now felt sure enough in his own 

mind of the security of the grounds of his belief that he set out 

actively to evangelise those who were, in his view, still in dark­

ness. He was not, now, questioning or querulous; now he was fired 

by the zeal of certain conviction. He made a tour of the U.S.A., 

visiting places where he knew there were Campbellites disposed 

favourably towards him - places such as Baltimore, New York and 

Buffalo. In these places, he gave addresses on the kingdom of God, 

prophetic subjects and the return of the Jews to Palestine. In 

addition to touring Campbellite strongholds, Dr. Thomas visited 

Hillerite assemblies. 1 These, however, were still at this point 

predisposed to the view that the earth's history was likely to be 

brought to a sudden end, and so found distasteful the long-drawn­

out time-table suggested by the idea of the regathering of Jews 

from all over the world to the land of Palestine, prior to the 

setting up of the kingdom of God. 

(e) JOHN THOMAS' S FIRST TOUR OF BRITAIH: MAY 1848 - OCTOBER 1850 

By May 1848, Thomas had decided to return to British pastures 

to seek an entrance for the gospel. On 1 ·June, he embarked on the 

De Witt Clinton, docking in England twenty-one days later. 

His visit to Britain was of crucial importance in the devel­

opment of British Christadelphianism. Through his visits and his 

magazines, Thomae had influence over a large number of Campbellite 

and Millerite individuals, (some of his meetin_gs were attended by 

several thousand people), principally in two areas - the North 

and Ea.st Midlands and Scotland. 2 In tracing the history of this 

visit, one is in touch with the very ear)v stages - ecclesias of 

single figure numbers, or even those in total isolation from 

others of the same faith. The pattern of hie visit seems to have 

been that Dr. Thomas had a certain few planned places of 

1. See Glossary. 
2. In Scotland his influence was in two areas - the industrial 

regions of Southern Scotland, and the North-East around 
Aberdeen and Cumnock. 
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visitation in mind when he left the U.S.A. - he had letters of 

introduction from Campbellite congregations in the United States 

to others in this country - that these visits were notifi.ed by 

Campbellites receiving these letters to others in surrounding 

areas; that these people attended Tbomas 1s lectures, became inter­

ested and invited him to their town,too; finally, having been 

attacked by some of the leading London Campbellites in the pages 

of one of their national magazines, Thomas turned to the Miller­

ites in Nottingham and found there a more understanding response. 

There were those Campbellite congregations, also, in the Midlands 

area, who did ,not take kindly to dictatorial treatment by the 

London leadership, and who became more sympathetic with Thomas as 

a result of his ostracism by London. Indeed, divisions within the 

Ca.mpbellite church plumbed such depths of schism that one of their 

three national magazines, The Gospel Banner, offered itself to 

Thomas as his mouthpiece, for a time. 1 

Piecing together the visit, we now know that Thomas visited 

Nottingham first, to which town he had letters of introduction. He 

arrived there on 29 July 1848, 2 delivering lectures on 1-3 August; 
from there to Derby, again delivering lectures on 9-12 August; 

thence to a Unitarian minister at Lincoln on 13 August. Interested 

visitors from Newark heard Thomas lecture and invited him to speak 

in their town. Thomas's next move was to Glasgow, where he stayed 

from 15 September to 13 October; then to Dundee, having been 

beard by interested Dundee Campbellites when lecturing in Glasgow; 

and last to Edinburgh on 27 October. Into this itinerary, Thomas 

inserted visits to Aberdeen, Lanark, Plymouth and Birmingham.3 

Thomas's visit to Nottingham was interesting. It grew out of 

1. See W. Norrie, The Early History of the Gospel of the Kingdom 
of God in Britain with Historical, Critical and Social Remin­
iscences Or l'ersons 1 Places and Events, (hereafter Early 
History), (Edinburgh, three volumes 1904-1906), iii. 319-323. 

2. Thie datewasgiven by Roberts; C. Evans 1 '100 Yrs.',!£, xcvi 
(1959), 175, had Thomas giving lectures in Nottingham as early 
as 2 July. 

3. No visit to Birmingham was mentioned by Roberts. However, 
reference to one lecture given by Thomas in Birmingham bas 
been detected by Evans in '100 Yrs.',!£, xcv (1958), 163. 
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controversy amongst the Campbellites.
1 

In three days during his 

stay there, he spoke thirteen times, in the Assembly Rooms, to 

packed congregations, including reporters 'from several journals 

published in the town 1
•
2 These papers included The Nottingham 

~ and The Nottingham Mercury, in which extensive reviews of 

Thomas's tal.ks were printea.3 Notwithstanding being in receipt of 

an invitation from the Millerites,Thomas had the temerity to lay 

bare what he felt were the weaknesses of the Millerite faith 

before his audiences, lecturing, ultimately, on the restoration 

of Israel (their b:te noire) and the coming conflict between 

Russia and Britain over the Middle East. Nottingham, which bad 

been the headquarters of Campbellism in Britain, beeame,for many 

years,the town with the largest number of 'Baptised Believers in 

the Gospel of the Kingdom of God' in England. Not only was its 
4 size greatest - until a dispute in the 1870s • but also the growth 

rate of the Nottingham eeelesia of Baptised Believers outstripped 

all others, including Birmingham. 

At Derby, Thomas spoke in the Mechanics' Institute, (the 

local Bench having opposed the use of the Town Hall for the occas­

ion) and, on successive nights, was listened to by audiences of 

about a thousand. Further talks were given by Dr. Thomas in the 

Assembly Rooms, the Mechanics' Institute Committee having decided 

to follow in the wake of the magistrates and to refuse Thomas's 

supporters further lettings. 

At Lincoln, Thomas gave lectures in the Council Chamber and 

in the house of bis friends. Two interesting consequences followed 

from the delivery of his talks at Lincoln. One ~as that the town's 

Unitarian minister urged Thomas to publish the subject matter of 

his lectures. This type of request was to be made again later, in 

Edinburgh, and was the basis of Thomas lengthening his stay in 

Britain to write and publish bis first major work, Elpis Israel 

1. See chapter VII,p. 281, of this thesis. 
2. Roberts, Life Dr. T., P• 162. 
3. See Evans, 1 100 Yrs.', TC, xcvi (1959), 175-6. 
4. See chapter VI, p. 246-tl, of this thesis. 
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(The Hope of Israel). The second consequence was that, before 

Thomas left Lincoln, two individuals were baptised into the faith 

he was propounding. Whilst congregations had previously been known 

to side with him in disputes and to follow his teachings, this was 

the first record of someone,besides John Thomas hi.msel~ being 

baptised into a baptism extra to the Campbellite one. Thu&, this 

1848 visit to Lincoln was a crucial turning point. 

Thomas's lectures were heard by members of the Newark Bethan­

ian ·(Campbellite) Congregation, They so enjoyed what they heard 

that the~ canvassed the influential members of their church to 

invite Dr. Thomas officially to speak to them. Although it proved 

impossible for them to organise an official visit without the 

knowledge of the 'Evangelists' Committee' in the U.S.A., one of the 

Newark elders - a Mr. John Bell, who was a bank manager - was 

prepared to invite Thomas unofficially, cover his e~penses, prepare 

for his comfort and offer him a platform. These arrangements were 

left in abeyance for a few months, because of Thomas's pending 

tour of Scotland. 1 

Thomas visited Glasgow first on 15 September. His trip was 

very eventful in several respects. Firstly, he was listened to by 

large audiences - two hundred to begin with, then five hundred. 

Eventually, a Campbellite rose at the end of one talk. and lamented 

the fact that many of Glasgow's 400,000 inhabitants had had no 

opportunity to bear these wonderful things. Be suggested that a 

committee be formed to facilitate promulgation of 1 The Doctor's' 

ideas to the widest possible audience. A committee of fourteen was 

formedi placards, sandwich boards, leaflets and posters were 

printed; and the City Hall was hired for 24 September, on which 

occasion Dr. John Thomas spoke to no less than 6,000 people. This 

talk was followed by two other mammoth addresses in the City !all 

and, on the last evening, pressure on entry was so great that many 

were turned away. Secondly, violent opposition was provoked from 

some clerics. For example, Revd. Pollock said 'a villain had come 

1. Evans, 1 100 Yrs.', !Q xcvii (1960), 314. 



19 

among them from America with his mouth full of lies. 1 1 Thirdly, some 

clerics came into open support of Thomas - Revd. William A.nderson, 2 

for instance. Dr. Anderson, making a speech about the substance of 

Thomas's lectures at a Grande Soirfe on 12 October, said of himself: 

'Be was once as blind and ignorant as [ the assemb­
led company) not knowing the prophets though profess­
edly a teacher of the truth. His investigation of the 
prophetic writings had led him to see that the purpose 
of God was to establish a kingdom in the land of Israel 
under Jesus Christ which should have rule over the 
whole earth. 13 

From Glasgow Dr. Thomas visited Paisley, where there was a 

group of Christians who, reputedly,4 were 'Scotch Baptists' and 

'accepted some part of Mr. Campbell's teaching, but refused to be 

identified with "the Reformation 11 • i5 

From Glasgow, at this point, as from Edinburgh previously, 

came a request that the Doctor should not merely disappear to 

America, having lit the torch of truth, but should stay awhile 

and make permanent the effects of his teaching by codifying them 

in a book. This further encouragement brought about the product­

ion of Elpis Israel. Before he would allow himself opportunity to 

write, however, John Thomas felt obliged to complete his speaking 

tour of Scotland and the Midlands, after holidaying in the West 

of Scotland because of the pressures of speaking very frequently. 

Despite his holiday, when he returned to bis duties in ~dinburgh 

on 27 October 1848, the tensions of speaking soon began to tell 

on him again. Of his visit to Edinburgh, Thomas wrote: 

1. 
2. 

'Our audiences were drawn neither from the high 
nor low, but from the odds and ends of Edinburgh, who 
in every city are the most independent and Berean of 
the population. We addressed them some ten or a dozen 
times, mostly at the Waterloo Assembly Room, in Princes 
Street, a spacious and elegant apartment, and capable 
of seating some thousand to fifteen hundred people. The 
impression made upon them vas strong, and, for the time, 
caused many to rejoice that providence had ever dir­
ected our steps to Edinburgh. Our expositions of the 

Evans, 1 100 Yrs.', TC,xciv (1957), 98. 
William Anderson (1799-1873) was a member of the 'Relief Church', 
which later merged in the United Presbyterian movement. According 
to W.G. Blaiki·e, Anderson 'encouraged independence of thought arid 
action .•• He was a atrenuqus opponent of the Church of Rome. He 
was a strong millenarian.,·~ DNB. i. 394-5. 
Evans, 1 100 Yrso 1

1 TC, xciv (1957), 98. Dr. Anderson was, how­
ever, one of the ve"ry few clergymen to support John Thomas. 
Roberts, Life Dr. T., P• 173, 
See the Glossary for further details of these terms. 
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sure word of prophecy interested them greatly, causing 
our company to be sought for at the domestic hearth 
incessantly, to hear us talk of the things of the 
kingdom and name of Jesus, and to solve whatever 
doubts and difficulties previoµs indoctrination mi.ght 
originate in regard to the things we teach. 

'Our new friends had but little mercy upon us in 
their demands upon our time. They seemed to think 
that premeditation was unnecessary, and that we had 
nothing to do but to open our mouth, and out would 
fly a speech! Of our two hundred and fifty addresses 
in Britain, all were extemporised as delivered. There 

.was no help for it, seeing that we had to go oftener 
than otherwise from parlour conversation to the work 
before us in the lecture room. Indeed, our nervous 
system was so wearied by unrest that we could not 
have studied·a discourse. Present necessity was 
indispensable to set our brain to work. Certain sub­
jects were advertised, and bad to be expounded. We 
knew, therefore, what was to be treated of; and, 
happily, understanding 11 tbe word of the kingdom11 , we 
had but to tell the people what it taught, and to 
sustain it by reason and testimony. In this way we 
got along independently of stationery and sermon 
studying, which would have broken us down completely, 
and would have absorbed more time than our friends 
allowed us. '1 

Indeed, Thomas was so much in need of rest that, right at the end 

of his tour, he spent a month on the Continent, mainly in the 

Netherlands, Germany and Belgium. 

For six weeks in January and February 1849, Thomas laboured 

to produce this first book. He said, 'For six weeks the world 

without was a mere blank •.• for during that period I had no use 

for bat, boots or shoes, oscillating, as it were, like a pend­

ulum between two points - the couch above, and the desk below. 12 

Whilst he busied himself in producing this volume, be entrusted 

to, those who had requested it the task of collect:ing a list of 

subscribers. However, despite bis business, Thomae found time to 

deliver 'two discourses at Camden Town, and two at a small lecture 

room near my residence, and an opposition speech at a Peace 

Society meeting.,3 

1. Roberts, Life Dr. T., p. 175. 
2. Roberts, Life Dr. T., P• 176. 
3. Roberts, Life Dr. T., P• 176. 
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With Elpis Israel sa!el! in the printer's hands, Thomas 

undertook, in 1849, another tour of Britain, vhich took in some 

places he had been unable to visit in 1848. His itinerary incuded 

such towns as Dundee, Aberdeen, Newark, Plymouth and Liverpool. 

The visit to Dundee, like those to many other towns, was 

born out of interest stirred by locals having heard Thomas speak 

elsewhere and,tben,inviting him to their home town. The visit 

began amicably enough. However, this changed when one of the 

Campbellite bishops was converted to Thomas's way of thinking. 

At once, the atmOsphere became electric1 Thomas'& Campbellite 

friend, Mr. Lamb, who bad entertained him with affection, became 

v.ery hostile. A bitter atmosphere remained to be savoured by the 

new converts Thomas left in his wake. A friend wrote to him about 

the nascent Dundee Ecclesia: 

'Persecution has now assumed a very formidable 
appearance against us in Dundee. The first step was 
the deposing of him you baptised from what they term 
11 tbe bishop's office", and strange to tell this bas 
been done while as yet he has not opened his mouth 
upon any subject in the meeting since you were here. 
James Ainslie and company have become determined to 
check "the New Ligbt 11 in the bud; but contrary to 
their expectation, the blade has made its appearance, 
and a stalk of no inconsiderable size has already 
sprung up. Since I last wrote, five have been baptised. 
Two of these have delivered addresses to the brethren 
upon the subjects of the "New Light 11 which have thrown 
the people into complete consternation. On Sunday week 
the deposed bishop is advertised to give a trial dis­
course before the Church on the "new doctrines" before 
he can be again elevated to the bishopric, which he 
says be will do in earnest. 11 

In Aberdeen, a number of subscribers to the Herald of the 

Future Age were visited by Dr. Thomas. Several of them were bap­

tised while Thomas was in the town, and attended a breaking of 

bread service with him that same week. Even where Thomaa's visits 

did not reach, his influence was pervasive. For example, at 

Cumnock, in Ayrshire, Thomas's followers, isolated from other 

'Bible Christians', made their existence known by writing to 

1. !::vans, '100 Yrs.•, :£2. xcv (1958), 267. 
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'~ 

Thomas's Herald of the Future Age magazine in May 1850. 1 In other ~~,~ 
places which be did visit his influence had a delayed effect, 

causing James Murray of Lanark, for instance, to be baptised four 

years after Thomas 1s visit. On his return visit to Newark, Thomas's 

efforts were effective and, again, the effects were delayed for 

some time. He spoke in the town on 7 July 1849, but the first 

indication of any success did not occur until the Nottingham 

Fraternal Gathering received delegates from the Newark Ecclesia 

a decade later. 2 By that point, the Newark Ecclesia was sllteen 

members strong.3 Thomas's arrival in Devonport and Plymouth was 

due to contacts provided by friends in Nottingham - possibly 

Millerites. Thomas's initial contact was a man called Wood, who 

was pastor at the PlymoUth Millerite assembly of seventy. The 

Mechanics' Institutes at Plymouth and Devonport were hired for 

lectures.which were delivered at intervals over a three week 

period. At Devonport, the audiences rose to several hundred; the 

hearers were interested; forty-six copies of Elpis Israel ~ere 

sold and an ecclesia of seventeen members was started as a result. 

Over the next decade, the eccleeia in this naval town had problems 

with the immoral living of some of its members and, by 1859, it 

had shrunk to only nine members. Although Thomas visited Liverpool 

and handbills were distributed, attendance at the meetings was 

disappointing and no ecclesia was started. No mention was made of 

brethren until the publication of the Church Roll in August 1859.
4 

John Thomas sailed for New York on 11 October 1850, well 

satisfied with the effects of his labours in Britain to that 

date. 

1. Evans, '100 Yre. 1 , !£,xcv (1958), 224, isolated a sequence of 
movement in this area between the denominations involving 
Congregationalists converting to Baptists, then moving into 
isolation and finally converting to Bible Christians. 

2. Evans, 1 100 Yrs.', TC,xcvii (1960), 314. See Glossary for a 
a definition of 'Fffiernal Gathering'. 

3. Norrie, Early History. iii. 41. 
4. Evans, 1 100 Yre. 1 , !£-, :zcvii (1960) 1 18. 
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(f) BRITISH BAPTISED BELIEVERS IN TJIE GOSPEL OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD, 

1850 - 1862 

From 1848, it is necessary to make a division in the narrat­

ive between the history of the Baptised Believers in Britain and 

that of the Bible Christians in the U.S.A. This is because, after 

the lecture tour of 1848, a spiritual momentum continued in this 

country amongst Baptised BelieTers in the Gospel of the Kingdom 

of God despite the absence in the U.S.A. of John Thomas. These 

two accounts are only brought together again in the person of 

John Thomas on the occasions of bis remaining two visits to Brit­

ain - that is, in 1862 and 1869. They would have merged perman­

ently from 1871 had not premature death prevented him from retir­

ing to a country house to the south of Birmingham. 

Whilst it is true that Thomas, in his original visit, bad 

paid approximate1y equal attention to the North and East Midlands 

on the one hand and to Scotland on the other, it is also the case 

that, in his absence, the momenta of the two places developed at 

very different rates, with Scotland much more vigorous. Table 1 

below1 shows the number of ecclesias developed in the period 

1848-1864. 

TABLE 1 

COUNTRY 1848 1849 1850 1851 1852 1853 1854 1855 1856 SUB-TOTAL 

England 5 - - - 1 - - 1 - 7 
Ireland - - - - - - -. - - 0 

Scotl.and 4 - - - - 7 - 3 - 14 

Wales - - - - - - - - - 0 

COUNTRY 1857 1858 1859 1860 1861 1862 1863 1864 TOTAL 

England - 1 - 1 3 1 - - 13 
Ireland - - 1 - - - - - 1 

Scotland 2 5 2 - 4 3 2 - 32 

Wales - - - - - 1 - 1 2 

1. The source o! this information is a compilation from Evans, 
'100 Yrs.',!£, and Norrie, Early History iii. 
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Thus it is clear that two thirds of the ecclesias in Britain 

before 1864 were located in Scotland. The membership was divided 

in approximately similar proportions. 1 C. Evans, in bis series in 

The Cbristadelphian magazine, written over the period 1956-1963, 

noticed this phenomenon, too. He stated: 

'It would appear that Scotland was at first the 
home of the Truth in Great Britain, seeing that it 
sounded out more from there than from any other part 
of the British Isles. This may be largely due to the 
energies of such men as brethren George Dewie, John 
Form.an, James and Richard Cameron, Tait, Laing, Mit­
chell, Ellis, Duncan, and of course the Norrie family 
and the well-remembered Robert Roberts.•l 

William Norrie, in his history, indicated that England's 

Christadelphians were in such a state of ecclesial chaos in the 

1850s that visits from Scots brethren, especially from Edinburgh, 

were reqUired to stabilise the situation.3 

The spiritual development of the 'Bible Christians' was not 

just limited to the work of settled ecclesias in the towns. Isol­

ated brethren were visited by itinerants from ecclesias in the 

1850s in Scotland. Sometimes this would result in the strength­

_eni..ng of the numbers in isolation sufficient to warrant the 

formation of a new ecclesia; on other occasions, very small 

groups would agree to meet together as a sizeable congregation -

sometimes meeting in more than one place to share the burden of 
transport. Evans wrote: 

'In the Summer of 1860, it was agreed that the 
brethren from Wishaw, /d.rdrie 1 Chappenhall and Moth­
erwell form the Hamilton Church where they would 
ordinarily meet, but that once a month on the first 
Sunday they would congregate at Motherwell.'~ 

By these methods, then - The Herald of the Future Age magaz­

ine from America; personal visits from 'the Doctor'; the labours 

of strong-minded brethren; the sustaining of tiny flickers of 

isolated interest, along with the care of established ecclesias -

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

See Table 2,P• 29, below. 
See Evans, '100 Yrs.', TC, xcvi (1959). 30. 
Norrie, Early History, IT. 192, indicated how much the Halifax 
ecclesia owed to Robert Roberta's organisational skill. When 
Roberts arrived from Scotland one of the brethren in the Hali­
fax ecclesia was a soldier, not having realised, nor having 
bad it pointed out to him by the brethren,that his profession 
was incompatible with his religion. 
Evans, 1 100 Yrs.',!£, xcvi (1959), 31. 



Bible Christians flourished in Scotland,so that by 1864 they had 

more than double the number of ecclesias in England. 

England, however, was not inactive. Writing in 1857 of events 

in Halifax five years previously, George Dean Wilson, an original 

member of the Halifax ecclesia, said: 

'Through the instrumentality of my excellent rel­
ations in this place, by means of letters, Elpis 
~ and The Gospel Banner, which all found their 
way to Halifax, myself and bro[ther) J. Whitehead 
became convinced of the truth of Israel's hope, In­
deed his attention was drawn to it during bis visit 
to this place in 1852 1 and he bought Elpis on his 
return, By its means we became acquainted with the 
prophetic declarations and indications of their ful­
filment in these last days, so that we have taken 
the keenest interest therein ever since, down to the 
time of Menschikoff's mission till now; and we have 
frequently pointed the attention of our audiences to 
the splendid accomplishment of prophecy now trans­
piring ... For a few months we pursued our investig­
ations, whilst in communion with the sects, but on 
the 18th March, 1854, six of us immersed one another 
into the Name of Jesus, making a solemn confession 
of faith and renunciation of former things. We had 
all previously withdrawn from Babylon's daughters. 
One is since dead, and self and another removed, but 
we feel to be present with them still. They have 
since increased to sixteen, having bad one immersion 
recently, and more expected. Of our present number, 
three are from General Baptists, one from the Epis­
copalians, one from the Unitarians, two from the 
Campbellites (who have become extinct there), six 
from the Wesleyans, and four who were not connected 
anywhere; and six of our number have been re-immersed. 
They are scripturally organised as a Church with two 
elders, two deacons and a scribe, and have adopted 
no name, but that of the Master's, nor do they intend 
doing. This has sorely puzzled the people, who have 
laboured hard to put some sectarian cognomen upon us 1 

but all in vain, as they hit upon BilY save the right 
one. They meet in a room in the Temperance Hall, 
Albion Street, caRable of holding about 120 persons, 
and which has several times been filled; but the 
audiences vary much, sometimes upwards of sixty, but 
often below thirty. We have given many public dis­
courses, and the good work is still going on. 1 1 

1. Evans, '100 Yrs.',!£, xcvi (1959), 76-7. 
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Once again, work was undertaken on a peripatetic basis, in towns 

such as Dewsbury and Heckmondwike, as well as in Halifax itself. 

Once interest had been kindled, great care was exercised to keep 

the flame of interest alive. For example, Isaac Clissett of Heck­

mondwike, whose education was so limited that be could hardly 

read or write grammatically, 18 was able enthusiastically to pro­

secute his interest in the Scriptures by calling on brethren from 

Halifax, Leeds and Huddersfield to deliver lectures on bis behalf, 

Where means were not available to hire large halls, as in this 

Heckmondwike ecclesia of one brother, more natural surroundings 

were sought, as advertised on a handbill from 1859, in these 

words: 

'THE FUTURE OF THE WORLD. Those• who want to know 
the future Political History of the World, and the 
future destiny of man are requested to attend a 
MEETING that will be held in the Open Air, Market 
Place, HECKMONDWIKE, on Sunday, July 17, at six o' 
clock in the evening, when an Address will be deliv­
ered by R. ROBERTS, a young man from HUDDERSFIELD. 
N.B. All who attend are requested to bring their 
Bibles with them. ~uestions allowed after the 
Address.• 1b 

By March 1853 an ecclesia had been set up in Edinburgh.2 It 

was said to number twenty.3 This figure was an impression, rather 

1a. 
2. 
3. 

and 1b. Evans, 1 100 Yrs.', TC, xcvi (1959), 392. 
Evans, '190 Yre. 1 , TC, xcyi ~59), 392° 
Difficulty ie experienced in recording numbers from these early 
days with anything approaching accuracy. This is because there 
was little or no codification of a creed or 'statement of 
faith' then, and because 'interested friends' were not always 
distinguished clearly from 'baptised brethren and sisters'. At 
a meeting in Edinburgh on 27 September 1853, this very point 
was considered and it was resolved that fellowship of the 
Church should not be open to those who remained also members 
of churches in which baptism upon belief in the gospel of the 
kingdom of God was not recognised as the basis of union. But, 
even here, an exception was made where believers were so situ­
ated as to be prevented from meeting regularly with a church 
constituted on such principles. Despite this resolution, lack 
of clarity persisted in the qualifications for membership of 
an ecclesia.- and not just in Edinburgh, either - and there­
fore in the exact size. A further d~fficulty arises out of the 
fact that most eccleaial minute books relating to the 1850s 1 it 
ever kept, have now been lost. TC,which is the main repository 
of membership statistics, was not' launched until July 1864. 
Norrie, however, in his Early History, makes good these defic­
iences. His work recorded membership figures from 1854 - 1861. 
See Table 2, p. 29, belowo 
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than a statistic. The first actual statistic available is for 1855, 
which credits Edinburgh with forty-two members. 1 The Edinburgh 

ecclesia continued to grow - one estimate gave its size in 1862 

as being ninety-seven members. 2 However, the membership for 1863 
was stated as being fifty-nine only. Evans explained this drastic 

decline in terms of unemployment, 3 and a desire to find new work 

elsewbere.4 Whatever happened, an interesting means by which the 

message of the Bible Christians was disseminated is laid bare. 

It is certainly true that the original members of the London 

ecclesia were expatriate Scots who had gone south to seek work.5 

The Edinburgh Meeting6 held fraternal gatherings as early as 

their first year, 1853, and were greatly excited by the visit of 

four brothers from other places. They unanimously decided on 

another gathering the following year. This was attended by fifty 

or so brothers and sisters from seven different Scots ecclesias.7 

Even before the establishment of the Edinburgh meeting in 

March 1853, special efforts8 bad been held at Leith, on the prem­

ises of Leith Rall, loaned free of charge by a Leith Campbellite. 

These preaching efforts, and those in 1856, did not result in the 

formation of an ecclesia, until the Dowieite heresy9 of 1866 caused 

some brethren to secede from the Edinburgh ecclesia to Leith. 

By 1855 an ecclesia had been formed at Airdrie. Its congreg­

ation of seven had increased to eight by 1862. In the same year, 

the Halifax Ecclesia could count eight members, two of whom were 

elders (president and secretary alternately) and two deacons. The 

emphasis of the Halifax church was on unanimity and the demonstrat­

ion Of mutual affection by frequent meetings, some of which were of 

of a social character. The ecclesia was concerned that in all the 

1. Norrie, Early History, i. 11. 
2. Evans, 1 100 Yrs.', TC, xciv (1957), 255. 
3. Evans, '100 Yrs.', TC, xciv (1957), 255. 
4. It is also clear from Norrie that the pioneering Edinburgh 

brethren bad founded two new ecclesias by 1861. These would 
doubtless be a drain on their manpower resources. 

5. Norrie, Early History, ii. 253. 
6. See Glossary. 
7. For details see Table 2, p. 29, below. 
8. See Glossary. 
9. See ch. VI below. 
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churches too great an emphasis was laid on intellectuality to the 

exclusion of affection and heart. 1 By 1858 1 its membership had 

risen to twenty, although average attendances were low because of 
the infirmity of the members. 

Because of the efforts of two energetic brethren, Andrew 

Tait
2 

and William Wilson, an ecclesia of one was established at 

Berwick in the shape of a Hrs. John Nesbit. Shortly afterwards, 

the Berwick station-master,John Yule, was immersed by Tait. The 

following May, Tait, along with George Dowie, visited a village 

near Berwick called Paxton South Hains and baptised John Nesbitt 

John Brown and Thomas Jackson. On 23 May, a breaking of bread was 

held by the new Berwick ecclesia of five, led by the two visiting 

brethren. Un!ortunately1 thia tale o! industry and enthusiasm had 

a sad end because the ecclesia soon !ell into decay, mainly 

through removalso3 

A further three small ecclesias struggled to eke out an 

existence in Scotland in 1858. Firstly, Crossgates, where a very 

small number met, some o! whom travelled the ten miles from 

1. There was considerable credal flexibility amongst the Baptised 
Believers, especially in the period before Roberts became 
editor of The Ambassador of the Coming Age, di.minisbingly 
between 1864 &Dd the death of Thomas, much less between 1871 
and the Inspiration Division (see ch. V below), hardly at all 
after 1885. In the earliest period, th1s credal flexibility 
concerned doctrine as well as ecclesiastical procedures. 
William Norrie's Early History is replete with references to 
a wide variety in liturgical practices, ecclesial officers' 
titles and functions, the organisation of services, the titles 
by which the 'churches• were known, the credal formulae they 
they accepted, the use to which such creeds were put, the 
practice of reimmersion upon a deeper understanding of the 
gospel, the attitude to practical matters such as politics 
and insurance policies. Local minutes, ecclesial record books, 
ecclesial rule books, letters and other surviving documents 
fully support the picture as presented by Norrie. This picture 
of diversity was not included in the several works of Roberts 
on the history of the Christadelphians. These publications 
tended to present the Christadelphian past rather in the manner 
of the Whig historians. 

2. Referred to by Evans in the series '100 Yrs.•,!,£, xcvi (1959), 
30-31. 

3. Evans, 1 100 Yrs.•, !Q, xcv (1958), 162. 
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TABLE 2 

BAPI'ISMS AMONGST 'BAPTISED BELIEVERS' IN BHITAIN, 1854 - 1861. 1 

Edinburgh 
Aberdeen 
Dundee 
Glasgow 
Gourock 
Kirkcaldy 
Moffat 
Newburgh 
Arbroath 
Fif'eshire 
Greenock 
Halifax 
Lanark 
Airdrie 
Derby 
Birmingham 
Devon port 
Paisley 
Wishaw 
Cupar 
Ayton 
Crossgates 
Dunfermline 
Berwick 
Nottingham 
Cumnock 
Dunk.eld 
Leeds 
London 
Newark 
Lewes 
Lincoln 
Manchester 
Beith 
Belfast 
Douglas 
Huddersfield 
Hamilton 
Insch 

TOTALS 

1854 

J.2 
x2 
x2 
x2 
x2 
x2 
x2 
x2 

1855 

42 
27 
10 
23 
x2 
x2 
x2 
x2 

2 
9 
5 
8 
6 
7 
4 

13 
17 
x2 

173 

1857 

x2 
x2 

1858 

48 
28 
12 
33 

4 
10 

20 
4 
5 

134 

9 
33 
7 

x2 
x2 
x2 
5 

304 

261 

1859 

65 
26 
22 

33+53 

24 

7 

6 

9 

5 
12 
8 
8 

16 

1861 

76+3+63 
35 
30 
68 

12 
14 
9 

15 

26+113 
7 

8 

5 
25 
7 

x2 
x2 
x2 
x2 

7 
4 
6 
8 
5 

246 394 
====~~===~ 

1. Source: Norrie, Early History, iii. 3,11,25, ?8-32,41,45,57-8. 
2. Norrie's statistics indicate the existence of an ecclesia, but 

provide no membership figures 
3. '!'here was more than one ecclesia in these towns. 
4. These totals included a small number then counted as I brethren', 

who had not at that point been immersed ae 'Baptised Believers•. 
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Kirkcaldy. Meetings ceased from the summer of 1858 for two years 

because bf the very small attendances; but, by 1860, the addition 

of three believers by baptism and one by removal from Edinburgh 

revived flagging spirits. 1 Secondly, a brother in the Edinburgh 

ecelesia was actively preaching at Dunkeld. By 1858 his efforts 

were rewarded by five immersions; more were to follow. However, the 

church soon languished and was eventually woUnd up. 2 Thirdly, the 

removal of brother and sister John Hodgson3 from Glasgow to Fal­

kirk, because of brother Hodgson•s job in the Inland Revenue, 

resulted in the creation of a ti~y ecclesia of two persons in 

Stirlingshire. 

Activity south of the border was limited. Only at Halifax, in 

Yorkshire, where, by 1858, there was a strong ecclesia of twenty, 

was the peripatetic preaching by the brethren over a wide area 

successful, resulting in the baptism of brother Isaac Clissett of 

Heckmondwi.ke.4 

From 1859 to 1861 few notable achievements, such as the form­

ation of any new ecclesias 1 were recorded north of the border. Only 

five new meetings were set up in the whole of the British Isles 

during this three year period. However, brethren in isolation cont­

inued to be nurtured with care. 1859 was the year when the Notting­

ham believers learned of the existence of the sixteen-strong Newark 

ecclesia.5 No known preaching had taken place in Newark since that 

carried out by John Thomas over a decade previously, causing one 

commentator to conclude that 'evidently a number of Campbellites 

fell in with the views expressed by Dr. Thomas. 16 1859, too, saw 

the foundation of the Belfast meeting, the only Irish ecclesia to 

be set up in the entire pre-1864 period. It resulted from a visit, 

in the autumn, of James M'Kinley, a brother from Wishaw. In Belfast 

be found five women prepared, there and then, to make a good con­

fession of faith, and he baptised them at that time. One of these 

1. Evans, 1 100 Yrs.i, !£, XCV {1958), 224. 
2. Evans, 1 100 Yrs. ' ' TC, xcvi {1959), 30. 
3. Evans, 1 100 Yrs. ' ' :££, xcvi {1959), 30. 
4. Seep. 26 above. 
5. See P• 22 above. 
6. Evans, 1100 Yrs. ' ' !£, xcvii {1960), 314. 
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women was the wife of a former brother in the Glasgow ecclesia 

named John Mulholland, and three of the rest were her sisters. 

However, it was not until the following year that this small group 

organised regular breaking of bread services. 

The relationship between the Edinburgh and Tranent ecclesias 

in 1859 was very instructive about the looseness of relations 

between ecclesias in those days and the lack of information about, 

and even awareness of1 each other's existence. Edinburgh happened to 

discover that there were individuals at Tranent (which was only ten 

miles away) who were Baptised Believers in the Gospel of the King­

dom of God 1 and incorporated the names of six of them into the 

Edinburgh Church roll for August 1859. Evans said that this small 

Tranent group 'later became a church in its own•. 1 

The following year, two persons at Haddington were baptised by 

the Edinburgh brethren. In 1861 this number i.ncreased to three, and 

in 1862 to four. However, the ecclesia, which met at the home of 

the village postmaster, brother Robert Armstrong, only lasted a few 

years. 
The removal from Edinburgh to Jarrow of brother and sister 

Henry Wilson and brother Archibald Gilmour, in the autumn of 1861, 

caused the establishment of a tiny ecclesia south of the border. 

This was strengthened by the arrival from Edinburgh of brother 

Andrew Hart. However, the death of brother Wilson and consequent 

return to Edinburgh of his widow, along with the removal of brother 

Gilmour, quenched this tiny spark on the banks of the Tyne. 

Evans reported the enthusiastic preaching, from 1861, of an 

enterprising Scots Believer who was a shoemaker: 

'James Robertson, a shoemaker of Aberdeen, removed 
to Insch in 1861 and to Turriff in 1862. Taking this as 
a centre, he went to various towns &Dd villages which 
included Balfaton, Crimond, Cumiston, Fetter&Dgus, Lomnay, 
Mintlaw, Pitsligo and Whitebills, talking, lecturing and 
delivering pamphlets, and was instrumental in leading 
many to obey the Truth. Although not robust, be benefitted 
physically by these repeated outings, but financially 
they crippled him. There was no Auxiliary Lecturing Soc­
iety in those days, but it was reported in The Messenger 
that funds were raised to meet his rent and other oblig-

1. Evans, '100 Yrs.',,!£, xcv (1958), 162. 
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ations. The Aberdeen Free Press on May 15 1 1863, re­
ported: 
NEW BLYTH.- Lectures on the Second Advent.- A Turriff 
shoemaker bas been amongst us lecturing on the above 
subject; on the evening of the Sabbath week, he lect­
ured on "The Personal Return of Chri.st to the Earth". 
On Monday night be laboured hard to prove the necess­
ity of His Coming to dwell on Mount Zion and Judge 
the twelve tribes of Israel, etc. On the whole we 

. would advise Ne sutor ultra crefidum (Let not the 
shoemaker go beyond his last).' 

Others in isolation were visited by William Ellis of Leith, James 

Cameron of Edinburgh and brethren Ellis and Steele a-lso from Edin­

burgh. In 1862, on his second visit to this country as a preacher, 

John Thomas1 too,visited these isolates. William Ellis was addition­
ally involved in preaching in south-eastern Scotland, as outlined 

in the following quotation from Evans. 
1GALASHIELS . ..: Bro(ther] William Ellis, of Leith, 

in August, 1861, paid a visit to the South Eastern 
district of Scotland, having heard there were people 
there who had an understanding of the Truth, but 
wanted to be stirred up to a decision to embrace the 
Faith. Galasbiels principally engaged his attention, 
although he found some who were interested in Selkirk, 
Melrose, Hawick, Kelso and Stow. 

On Sept [ember] 1, 1861, two men were immersed in 
the River Tweed, William Miles, a tailor, of Gala­
shiels, and William Dew, a mill-worker, of Inner­
leithen. In company with bro[therJ Richard Pearson 
they commenced to meet for the Breaking of Bread. In 
the autUJDil bro(therJ James Cameron, of Edinburgh, 
visited Galashiels and gave lectures. Dr. Thomas, in 
company with bro [therJ John Nesbi.t, of Paxton, paid a 
visit to this town on the last Sunday of 1862 and de­
livered two lectures on 11 The Great Salvation11 • This 
must have been thrilling to the few brethren. 

It was in 1865 that disruption took place in 
Galashiels, chiefly on the question of the Revelation 
given to John on Patmos. One or two brethren took the 
view that (excepting the first three chapters) the 
book related entirely to the future, whilst others 
maintained that they relate to events chiefly in the 
past. The difference grew to such an issue that dis­
ruption was inevitable. Brethren Ellis and Steele from 
Edinburgh visited them, and those who contended for 
the futurist theory were caused to withdraw. It was 
then the 11 Christadelpbian11 Ecclesia commenced in 

1. Evans, 1 100 Yrs.',!£, xcv (1958) 1 162. 
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contradistinction to the church of Baptised Believers. 
Those who withdrew, although they continued to meet, 
were sadly affected again in 1878. 1 1 

The events outlined above indicate two important features in 

the Christian living of the British Baptised Believers in the 

period between 1850 and 1862. First, they were not 'Thomasites' -

limited to following the dictates of the strong-minded leader of 

a sect: the Believers themselves were of a strong-minded indiv­

idualistic ilk, able to act independently in the most dour cir­

cumstance. Second, and linked into the first point, meetings of 

Believers in this period were characterised by the smallness of 

the groups, witnessing to their faith during long periods of 

isolation. 

(g) JOHN THOMAS'$ SECOND BRITISH TOUR - MAY 1862 - FEBRUARY 1863 

By 1862, Dr. Thomas, who had received a number of requests 

from Britain to pay a second visit for a lecturing tour2 , was 

contemplating doing just that, since, with h~s house on the Union­

ist side of the battle lines, and many of his followers living on 

the Confederate side, the continuance of his pastoral and didactic 

duties in America was proving impossible. 

He landed in Liverpool in May 1862, and undertook what be 

described as 'a very arduous tour13 , visiting Huddersfield, Hali­

fax, Leeds, Edinburgh, Birmingham, Nottingham, London and other 

places. Herald of the Future Age readers visited these centres 

from a great distance to hear Thomas, their magazine's editor, 

speak; a certain John Richards visited Birmingham from Montgomery 

for that purpose. Despite baptising a number of his hearers, in­

cluding, on 20 July, the said John Richards, Thomas was reputedly 

disappointed with the results of his efforts. 

However, two very notable changes took place as a direct 

consequence of his visit. Thomas, later, summarised these events 

as fQllows: 

1. Evans, '100 Yrs.', TC, %CVi (1959), ?6. 
2. Two of these - fromRobert and Jane Roberts and from the Edin­

burgh Ecclesia - were printed in the last number of The Herald 
of the Future Age (which bad to cease publication because of the 
Civil War). 

3. Rob~rts, Life Dr. T, p. 222. 
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'When I was in Nottingham I saw brother Roberts 
who had come from Huddersfield on a visit to meet me 
there. I suggested to brother Roberts that it would 
be much better for him to come to Birmingham than to 
waste his sweetness on the desert air of Huddersfield 
••• I also suggested he should commence a periodical. 
You know the rest.• 1 

This advice was followed out. By July 1864 Roberts had not 

only moved himself to Birmingham, but had also published the first 

edition of The Ambassador of the Coming Age magazine (later renamed 

The Christadelphian). It was, from the first, Roberta's magazine; 

indeed, he wrote the whole of volume one, number one, himself• 

(apart from the 'Intealigence' reports section),and the bulk of 

succeeding numbers, too. This periodical became, at once, the org­

anisational pivot of the 'Bible Christians' in Britain. Roberts 

was good at organisation - he was a sharp, accurate, thorough news­

paper reporter by profession. As a staff member of the Birmingham 

Post, he was highly commended by John Bright M.P., who always asked 

~his Birmingham speeches to be covered by Roberts. 2 Thus, where­

as the 'Bible Christians' had been bedevilled by disorganisation, 

muddle, lack of information about each other and lack of definition 

about their very status vis-~-vis each other3, Roberts produced, 

from the chaos, a neat, well-oiled machine that ticked over nicely.4 

In this development lay some of the seeds both of sweet success 

during the period 1864-1885, and of a more bitter harvest, reaped 

from 1885. 

1. Roberts, Life Dr. T., p. 222 
2. I.Collyer, Robert Roberts, (B 1 ham 1977) 1 commented 'Bright regard­

ed ••• Roberts as the best reporter he had met' - p.51. Also p.35. 
3. See p. 26 above. 
4. Roberts requested that 'Correspondents would confer a favour 

by observing the following rules, particularly when they write 
anything intended for The Christadelphian: 1, write plainly, 
especially when the names of persons or places are dealt with; 
2, leave liberal space between the lines; 3, avoid cross 
writing; and 4, use really black ink. Communications for the 
Intelligence department should be in the hands of the Editor 
by the 20th of the month at the latest; and as much earlier as 
as possible.~They should be written on ONE side of the paper 
only.' !£, vii {1870), 112. 
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(b) BRITISH 'BAPTISED BELIEVERS' 1 FEBRUARY 1863 - JULY 1864 

Little is known about the detail of events in 1863 1 and in 

1864 prior t"O the first Ambassador of the Coming Age in July. 

Roberts, in his biography of John Thomas, was terse about this 

period; and, .. in any case, was writing solely about the U.S.A. Evans 

was sparse in details too; he recorded one baptism at Fraserburgh, 

in 1863, and two in Govan. These were additions to existing tiny 

numbers of Bible Christians in these places and, with their added 

support, minute ecclesias were formed, the one at Fraserburgh fad­

ing out quite quickly. The main source for this period is William 

Norrie's Early H'istorY.· 
However, at least one major breakthrough did occur for the 

Bible Christians in this period. It took place at Mumbles, near 

Swansea, in South Wales, and was unrelated to the preaching of 

John Thomas, in any direct sense, but, rather, owed its origins 

to the coming together of two individuals from quite different 

backgrounds, as follows. There bad been an efflux of Bible Christ­

ians from Edinburgh in late 1862 and early 1863 because of employ­

ment difficulties . One of the fringe members of this Edinburgh 

group of Bible Christians was Richard Goldie1 , who bad moved to 

Swansea. The other element in the Mumbles· 'breakthrough' was Will­

iam Clement. Clement, of Humbles, was a builder by trade and a 

Methodist preacher by vocation. Be broke with the Wesleyan Method­

ists at the time of the 1849 rupture in that denomination, on the 

grounds of the despotic authority of the Conference, which he him­

self had attended several times as a delegate. 2 Thus 'freed' from 

alignment, Clement decided, along with his congregation, to build 

a chapel. The subscriptions were collected and an independent 

chapel begun. However, Clement's mind was to go through various 

revolutions (and his congregation through various traumas) before 

he was to meet Richard Goldie. The first of these changes was 

1. One hesitates to identify Goldie as not belonging to the Edin­
burgh ecclesia at this point, because of the difficulties they 
were having defining the criteria of membership. 

2. Interestingly, the Mumbles Ecclesia, over this type of issue, 
sided with the 'Suffolk Street• fellowship in the split orig­
inated by the Ashcroft affair in 1885. See ch. VI below P• 235-6. 



Clement's absorption of some Baptist teachings, particularly re­

garding adult immersion. William Clement and his son Daniel were 

immersed in Swansea Bay as a result of this conviction, and some 

of the congregation followed suit. The second change was in the 

direction of the Plymouth Brethren. Clement 'embraced their lead­

ing doctrines without joining their body•. 1 Finally, on a Temper­

ance excursion to Neath, Clement met Goldie and was 'so struck by 

the cogency of the arguments urged by Richard Goldie that be was 

completely disarmed•. 2 The exchange of names and addresses; the 

loan of a copy o! Elpis Israel; a further revolution in Clement's 

preaching; the loss of some of his congregation; and his own bap­

tism as a Bible Christian, all followed in short order. As the 

builder and pastor of the congregation, and the builder of the 

chapel, Clement's influence with his congregation was great.3 Evans 

noted some twenty immersions at Mumbles in the period 17 September 

1863 to 29 January 1865 1 and added 'in the succeeding months there 

were many baptisms 1
•
4 

(i) HISTORY OF THE 'BIBLE CHRISTIANS' IN U.S.A. 1 1848 - 1864 

Throughout this entire period, Thomas's routine was full of 

travelling to build up the American ecclesias, even when he was ill, 

as well as writing, editing, corresponding lengthily and debating. 

The recording of his itinerary is, in itself, an exhausting exper­

ience.Many of his lecture tours extended over periods of weeks. On 

Sundays, he would give two two-and-a-half-hour addresses, and he 

would give talks of' equal length each week night. In The Herald of 

the Kingdom and Age to Come for 1851, he described an experience he 

bad had when, having been 111 1 he ventured out, rather early in 

convalescence, to a three day meeting, at which other speakers 

were expected: 

1. Evans, 1 100 Yrs.', TC,·xcvii (1960), p. 118. 
2. Evans, '100 Yrs.', TC, xcvii (1960), p. 118. 
3. Previously, during his Baptist phase, the Trustees tried to 

persuade Clement to resign his pastorate, but the congregation 
were overwhelmingly behind him. 

4. Evans, '100 Yrs.•, !£• xcvii (1960), p. 119. 
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'We expected to meet ·two or three brethren at the 
meeting who would take upon themselves the labour of 
formally addressing the people, while we should have 
nothing else to do but to prove by our presence will­
ingnees to speak to them, but our inability from ex­
treme weakness to do it. Our dismay was considerable, 
however, when we found that they had not arrived, and 
that the work of faith and labour of love must be per­
formed by us alone. our principle is that difficulties 
which cannot be avoided must be met and overcome. It 
is bad policy to make appointments and not fulfil them. 
We therefore determined to do what we could, aDd to 
try to discourse even if we had to come to an abrupt 
and speedy conclusion. The first appointment was a 
three days meeting at Acquinton. A brother who accom­
panied us from Richmond attended to the preliminaries, 
after which, we, following the example of Jesus (not 
being able to stand) sat down and taught the people. 
At first our friends did not think we should be able 
to hold out fifteen minutes; but though weak in body 
the subject was itself an inspiration, and to our own 
surprise we spoke with comparative ease on the Repres­
entative Men of the prophetic word for upwards of two 
hours. 

'Encouraged by our success in this effort we did 
not doubt but that we should be able to get along from 
day to day as the appointed times came round. We were 
strengthened by the consideration that sufficient 
to the day is the evil thereof; so that it was quite 
unnecessary to assume the evil of many days and lay it 
all upon one. We experienced 1 however~ some relief 
from the fact that one of the brethren announced to 
take part in the meetings arrived at Acquinton on 
Lord's day; so that had we proved unable to occupy the 
time there was help at band to supply our place and to 
make up our deficiences. He remained with us all the 
week, and was of no little assistance to us in conduct~ 
ing the worship, and leaving us only the pleasant lab­
our of persuading the things concerning the kingdom 
of God, and of declaring all Bis counsel to the people. 
We spoke at Acquinton on three successive days; two 
days after at a school house; and on Saturday and Sun­
day at the old state-church house called West Point. 
At all these meetings put together we spoke about 
twelve hours and a half on things pertaining to the 
kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ; and instead 
of increasing our debility, we recruited our physical 
energy every day. In our own person.then we have proved 
that the truth is an inspiration which gives health to 
the soul, through which it operates nothing but good to 
the outward man' 1 

1. ~' ed. Carter, pp. 28-29. 
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In The Herald of the Kingdom and Age to Come for I-larch 1851, 

Thomas published an article written by himself which, in Roberta's 

words, ~illustrate[dJ him in a new character' •1 In this, he set 

out to define a Bible Christian, the kind of life he ought to 

lead, the faith be should believe. 'What is more, the duties and 

privileges of an 'Association of Bible Christians' were Clarified. 

Thus, four years after the 'Confession', Dr. Thomas saw himself 

as the moulder of a new denomination, and busied himself to make 

the image true to the ideal. 

In 18'3, a correspondent in The Herald of the Kin~om and Ag:e 

to Come wrote asking for an account of Thomas's journeys and a 

review of his activities •• a whole through the year • Thomas 

listed amongst his efforts writing enough articles to keep the 

printers busy in his absence; delivering sixty lectures in New 

York in the six months from December 1852 to June 1853; subsequent 

journeys of about three thousand miles to give Bible talks; the 

production of one hundred and thirty addresses; and visits, after 

the lectures, to the homes of brethren who lived up to twenty 

miles from the venue. 

Of 1854, Thomas said, 'Thus was brought to a close my visit 

to the South for 1854 after an absence of six weeks. I addressed 

the people some twenty-five times, and when I arrived 1n New York 

concluded my journeyings for the year, having travelled since the 

1st June a distance of 5,500 miles.' 1855 told a similar tale, 

journeys being accomplished at such speeds as 1,100 miles in 

fifty-three hours. Boberts, in bis history, which was written 

rather hurriedly, omits reference to much of John Thomas•s miss­

ionary activities, leaving blank-the period between 1852 and 1860. 

Meanwhil.e, Thomas was involved in debate in llev York with a 

Jew named Dr. de Lara, who had been contending with the Christian 

Jews, who, themselves, had been holding meetings in New York in 

1857, in an attempt to convert Jews to Christianity. This brush 

1. Roberts, Life Dr. T., (3rd edn. 1954), p. 190. 
2. TFILD, ed. Carter, P• 31. 
3. See, for example, information in c.c. Walker's 'Preface' to 

Roberta's Life Dr. T., ( 2nd edn. 1925). 
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with Judaism bore fruit for Thomas in the greater depth to which 

be studied the concept of the nature of God, resulting, in 1869
1 

in the appearance of his hook Phanerosie, which summarised his 
views on the issue of God manifestation.1 

Trom 1859-60 until the end of the Civil War in 1865, restrict­

ions were placed upon Dr. Thomas's movements, although, at first, 

he was able to visit subscribers to The Herald of the Kingdom and 

Age to Come in the South, which he did in 1860. In 1861, he again 

travelled South, crossing through the actual war zones, in order to 

visit believers. War also brought certain other difficulties - it 

forced Thomas to consider carefully the attitude of the Christian 

to war. In The Herald of the Kingdom and Age to Come for September 

1861, an amended version of an article by Dr. Grattan Guinness 

appeared entitled 'The Duty of Christians in the Present Crisis'. 

The amendments, by Thomas, clearly indicated that a Bible Christ­

ian's duty was not to fight literal battles.2 Various consequences 

flowed from the serious limitations on John Thomas's travel. One 

was a second visit to Britain3; another was increasing concent­

ration on a Christian duty which could be carried out from his 

home base, namely writing. It was in this period that the labours 

of twelve years' digging were allowed to .bear fruit in the shape 

of ~ 1 Thomas's mammoth exposition of the Apocalypse. Volume 

one was produced. in 1862 1 and volumes two and three in the period 

1863-1868. Despite the war, and despite his work as &D author, 

Thomas found that be was still able to do some travelling .in the 

Northern States of America. In 1864, for example, he covered 3,000 

miles in these Northern States and in Canada. The American Civil 

War was also important in that it wrung out of the 'Baptised 

Believers in the Gospel of the Kingdom of God' a more terse, if 

less pronounceable, label, by which they, in almost all of their 

different permutations, have been known ever since. the name 

1. The substance of this discussion ~s detailed on PP• 50-58 below. 
2. This article is cited in Roberts, Life Dr. T., pp. 216-221. It 

was not in support of pacifism, but against the defence of human 
governments. 

3. Referred to on pp. 33-34 above. 
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'Christadelphians'. In 1864, on visiting Illinois, Thomas encount­

ered a great degree of anxiety amongst the brethren there about the 

forthcoming draft. In calming their fears, the term Christadelphian 

was formulated. Thomas himself described the birth of this new name 

in the following extracts from a long letter detailing the events 
of his 1864 tour. 

'••• I told (the Illinois brethren] that the Fed­
eral law exempted all who belonged to a Denomination 
conscientiously opposed to bearing arms on condition of 
paying 300 dollars, finding a substitute, or serving in 
the hospitals. This excluded all the known denominations 
except the Quakers; for besides this denomination, they 
not only proclaimed the fighting for country a cbristian 
virtue; but were all commingled in the unhallowed and 
sanguinary conflict. There was, however, a Denomination 
not known to the ignorance of legislative wisdom. It was 
relatively very small, but nevertheless a Denomi.nation 
and a Name, contrary to, and distinct from, all others 
upon earth ... It would be necessary to give the Name a 
denominational appellative, that being so denomi.nated, 
they might have wherewith to answer the Inquisitors ..• 
I did not know a better denomination that would be given 
to such a class of believers than 'Brethren in Christ'. 
Thia declares that true status; and, as officials prefer 
words to phrases, the same fact is expressed in another 
form by the word Cbristadelpbians I or Xp1trTOU a,Se?+..fot 
Christ's Brethren. This matter settled to their satis­
faction, I wrote for them the following certificate:-

''l'his is to certify, that s.w. Coffman (the names of 
the ten male members in full here) and others constitute 
a Religious Association denominated herein for the sake 
of distinguishing them from all other 1 Names and Denom­
inations', Brethren in Christ, or in one word, Christ­
adelphians; and that said brethren are in fellowship 
with similar associations in England 1 ·Scotland, the Brit­
ish Provinces, New York and other cities of the North 
and South - New York being for the time present the Rad­
iating Centre of their testimony to the people of the 
current age and generation of the world ..• 

'This is also further to certify that the under­
signed is the personal instrumentality by which the 
Christian Association aforesaid in Britain and America 
have been developed within the last fifteen years, and 
that therefore he knows assuredly that a conscientious, 
deter.mined and uncompromising opposition to serving 
in the armies of 'the Powers that be' is their denomi.n­
ational characteristic. In confirmation of this, he 
appeals to the definition of its position in respect to 
war on P• 13 of a pamphlet entitled 'Yahweh Elohim', 
issued by the Antipas Association of Christadelphians 
assembling at 24, Cooper Institute, New York, and ~ith 
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which be ordinarily convenes. Advocates of war and 
desolation are not in fellowship with them or with 
the undersigned. 1 1 

In July 1864, the export of Dr. Thomas's Heralds having ceased 

three years previously, Robert Roberts commenced production of~ 

Ambassador and a new chapter began in the history of the Baptised 

Believers. 

John Tbomas's conversion from the Campbellites to what became 

the Cbristadelphians was no 'Damascus Road' affair: his views mat­

ured slowly during the period 1832 to 184?. By 1847, he had sym­

pathisers; by 1848, he was the de facto leader of a new sect, 

having himself baptised the first converts to it; yet, still, he 

was unclear on certain matters - especially, though not only, 

regarding fellowship. The baptism of individuals into a faith with 

lots of vigour, enthusiasm and spirituality, but with no fixed 

creed, was not a recipe for tranquillity. This state of affairs 

largely explained why Tbomas's converts were spiritually diverse. 

The subsequent concentration of power in the bands of Robert 

Roberts, and Roberts 1 s penchant for clarity of thought, not to say 

casuistry, in matters spiritual, accounted for much of the tur­

bulence in the years following 1864, when Roberts became editor of 

The Ambassador. The strong-minded individualism of some of these 

early pre-1864 converts constitutes part of the explanation of how 

the post-1864 turbulence created schism early in the sect's exist­

ence: two splinter-groups emerging within a decade of 1864. 

1. The Ambassador, i (1864-5), 105-106. 
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CHAPl'ER II 

THE THEOLOGY OF JOHN TROY.AS 

(a) THE DEVELOPMENT OF JOHN TBOMAS'S THEOLOGY 

It has been shown in chapter one that there was no monolithic 

consistency about the theological writings of John Thomas 1 set 
against the backcloth of his life as a whole. Viewing the findings 
of chapter one succinctly, it is clear that 9 during the period up 

to 1832, Thomas was only mildly interested in religion. From 1832 

to 1847 1 he was very interested in religion; during this time, he 
was decidedly a member of the Baptist tradition, albeit of the 

radical Campbellite offshoot of the 'Scotch Baptist' branch of 

the Baptist Church. Even after the 'Confession, Abjuration and 

Declaration' in 1847, Thomas was accepted into the fellowship of 

of a number of Campbelli te and Milleri te assemblies, both in the 

U.S.A.,where he lived at that ti.me, and in Great Britain, which 

he visited shortly afterwards. 1 Despite Thomas's acceptability to 
these groups after 184?, that date marked a watershed in his 

theological thinking. From 184?, Thomas made a clean organisation­

al break with the Campbellites: his was no longer a disgruntled 

minority voice within, but a voice in the spiritual Wilderness 

without. This did not, however, prevent Thomas from meeting with 
Ca.mpbellite congregations and attempting to evangelise them to the 

new views, whenever the opportunity to do so presented itself. In 
Thomas's new view, the Campbellites' error was not in the theory 

1. The Campbellites themselves were far from united; Whilst there 
were certainly those who would accept Thomas even after 1847, 
there were many others who were fundamentally opposed to him 
and wrote to their brethren to beware of his deceptions. For 
the details see Norrie, Earli History, iii. 319-323, and 
Roberts, Life Dr. T., ch. XX!. 



of their attitude to the Bible, but in translating this theory into 

practice. In his magnum opus,~, he wrote of himself as repre­

senting the resurrection of one of Revelation chapter eleven's Two 

Witnesses, dead since the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes. He bad 

come to see Alexander Campbell in a different light, classifying 
him with the 'Simon Pures who misled the multitude'. 

In short, the theology of John Thomas can only be viewed in 
two sections: first, the period up to 184?; second, the period 

after that date. The first of these is the more difficult: during 

it he wrote no major work and his views were evolving constantly 

and can only be traced by examining the periodicals which he him­

self edited, and those to which he contributed. 1 In the second 

period, John Thomas wrote a prolific amount. Having taken fifteen 

years, from 1832, to make up his mind about religion, his mind, 

thus unshackled, drove in many directions - prophecy, history, 
theology, linguistics, 

1847-71 period, one of 
controversy. The problem is not, in the 
finding enough consistent information to 

'theology of John Thomas'; depict clearly anything approaching a 

the problem is rather one of condensing a plethora of divergent 

departures into categories easily assimilable into the contemporary 
definition of theology. In this period be wrote over thirty books 

and pamphlets, ranging from a tbeological·work Elpis Israel in 1848, 

through~' to his last work on the issue of God-manifestation. 2 

During the twenty-four year period from 1847 to his death in 18?1, 

Thomas's doctrinal position did not waver3 - he had taken a long 

1, 

2, 

3, 

The Apostolic Advocate, The Gospel Banner, The Investigator, 
The Herald of the Future Age, The Herald of the Kingdom and 
Age to Come and The Millenial Harbinger. 
Tbomas's Pictorial Illustration of Deity Manifested in the 
Flesh was published by c.c. Walker in 1901 with the subscript­
I"o'ii"""'i"Designed by the late John Thomas M.D. of Hoboken, New 
Jersey, u.s., of whose many works this is the last.' 
His interpretation of it did, however, in terms of his views on 
fellowship. For example, in 1865 George Dowie of Edinburgh was 
castigated by a leading British ChristBdelphian, after pressure 
from Thomas, because of Dowie's views on a personal devil. 
However, it_was the view of Norrie (Early History. ii. 93) 
that such views bad been well-known to exist from the 1850s, 
and bad been combatted, although, until 1864-5, it had never 
been suggested 'that such a belief invalidated the faith of the_ 
person who held it'. (Norrie, op. cit., ii. 93). 
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look at his situation, btit, having decided, the die was cast. 

Whilst it is true that 1847 was a watershed for Thomas when 

viewed overall, his spiritual evolution between 1832 and 1847 was 

not synchronised throughout the gamut of doctrines, but developed 

piecemeal doctrine by doctrine. In the case of, for example, the 

mortality of man as against the immortality of the soul, •his mind 

began to be made up from a very early date - soon after 1830. 1 In 

the case of God manifestation, on the other hand, his mind was 

still being made up well after 1847, after, indeed, his meeting 

with Dr. de Lara and the Christian Jews a decade later. A whole 

spectrum of other doctrines was clarified at dates ranging over the 

period 1832-1847. 

1847 galvanised Thomas into doctrinal, if not social, isolation 

from the Campbellites because, as a result of the J.B. Jones critic­

ism2 , his growing doctrinal independence and his notion of the 

invalidity of immersion not based on a 'good confession' were forced 

together starkly, so that he felt himself not on the same doctrinal 

foundation as most Campbellites and, hence, not 1 in fellO\oiship' with 

them. 

{b) BIBLICAL IllSPIRATION 

Higher Criticism had, in general, influenced religious belief 

concerning the inspiration of the Bible much more on the Continent 

than it had in Britain, by the-mid-nineteenth century.3 Where such 

views had taken root in Britain they bad been ably attacked 

See p. 58 below. 
See pp. 13-14 above. 
Owen Chadwick made the point in his The Victorian Church, 
(London 1970), p. 530 'Germany entered the phase •.• [of] lax 
doctrines of inspiration .•. in the history of ideas nearly 
half a century earlier than England.' W. Neil, in The Cambridge 
History of the Bible, ed. S.L. Greenslade (Cambridge 1963), p. 280, 
commented 'in a strict sense higher criticism did not become a 
live issue in England until the second half of the nineteenth 
century. 1 



by churchmen such as Bishop J.J. Blunt. 1 In his Undesigned Coincid­

!!!.£!,! he set out to show that a variety of Biblical conundra and 

apparent contradictions could be resolved in such a way as to demon­

strate the guiding hand of God working behind the scenes to produce 

a fundamentally united story in the writings of different people 

living in different places and at different times. Blunt summarised 
his views in these words: 

'On the whole, it is surely a striking fact, and one 
that could scarcely happen in any continuous fable, how­
ever cunningly devised, that annals written by so many 
hands, embracing so many generations of men, relating to 
60many different states of society, abounding in super­
natural incidents throughout, when brought to this same 
touchstone of truth, undesignedness, should still not 
flinch from it; and surely the character of a history, 
like the character of an individual, when attested by 
vouchers, not of one family, or of one place, or of one 
date only, but by such as speak to it under various 
relations, in different situations1 and at divers periods 
of time, can scarcely deceive us.•Z 

John Thomas was a fervent believer in the Word of God as a 

totally inspired phenomenon. Using the same touchstone as Blunt of 

'undesignedness' as the indicator of truth, Thomas 1 s confidence i.n 

the veracity of verbal inspiration was so great that he used the 

technique of 'comparing Scripture with Sc~ipture' to produce an 

overall doctrinal pattern, believing that the selectivity of 

approach of the Reformation from Luther to Campbell, in their 

interpretation of the Scriptures, was the origin of their doctrinal 

downfall. Thomas came to feel that I Thessalonians v. 21 and Matthew 

xxiii. 9 had been significantly amended by Campbell,3 whilst 

Luther's dismissal of the Epistle of James as a 'Gospel of straw' 

was anathema to Thomas 1 s approach of reverent and whole-hearted 

1. John James Blunt (1?94-1855) studied at St. John's College, 
Cambridge from 1812, becoming a fellow in 1816, a Wort's 
travelling bachelor in 1818 and Lady Margaret professor of 
divinity in May 1839. Blunt•& ideas about what. he called 
'undesigned coincidences• were applied in various series of 
lectures and sermons at the University of Cambridge in 182?, 
1831 and 1832, each of which was subsequently published. These 
were ultimately encapsulated in a combined volume of 365 pages 
simply entitled Undesigned Coincidences, ( London 1847), 
in which his view of Biblical inerrancy was examined as applied· 
to most of the books of the Bible. 

2. Blunt, Undesigned Coincidences, PP• 3-4. 
3. See p. 8 above. 
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respect for Bible inspiration. His criticisms of the practice of 

these clerics were the more biting because, he felt, their initial 

theory had been so good: 

'The legends of this new sect(scotch Baptistism) .•. were 
11 Prove all things, and hold fast to that which is good; 11 

and, on the obverse of its medal, "Style no man on earth 
your Father; for he alone is your Father who is in heaven, 
and all ye are brethren. Assume not the title of Rabbi; 
for ye have only one Teacher; neither assume the title of 
Leader; for ye have only one Leader, the Messiah. 11 The 
sentiment of these precepts is admirable and •.. would 
have led the disciples of these reformers into the very 
Holy City itself.'~ 

The Reformers, however, had fallen short: 'Scotch Baptistism ••• 

afterwards refused to practise [its principles)., 2 Thomas deter­

mined that he was not going to make the same mistakes himself. His 

labours in the effort of 'proving all things' involved familiar­

ising himself with large segments of history. He was well versed in 

the early Christian Fathers and in Revd. E.B. Elliott3 and Gibbon, 

as well as in much ancient history - and modern history, too. where 

it seemed to him relevant to Bible prophecy. The mastery of the 

Bible in its original languages of Hebrew, Aramaic4 , and Greek was 

also on Thomas's list of priorities, as was the acquisition of the 

knowledge of the means whereby, he believed, the Church had 

1. Thomas, Eureka, ii. 663. 
2. Thomas, Eii'r'eka, ii. 663. 
3. Edward Bishop Elliott (1793-1875) graduated from Trinity 

College, Cambridge, 1816, being elected to a fellowship in 
1817. He was the incumbent of Tuxford, Notts., from 1824, and 
of st. Mark's, Brighton, from 1849-75. He was a member of the 
evangelical school, active in the discharge of his clerical 
duties, and was an advocate of missionary enterprise. Be was 
especially interested in the study of prophecy. His main work, 
Horae Apocalypticae or a Commentari on the AEocalypse Critical 
and Historical, appeared in 1844. ir James tephen, in bis 
essay on the 'Clapham Sect 1

, referred to Elliott's three volume 
study as a 'book of profound learning, singular ingenuity, and 
almost bewitching interest.• It went through five editions, and 
was abridged more than once. Elliott's interpretation agreed 
generally with protestant commentators who identified the Papal 
power with Antichrist, and expected the establishment of the 
Millenium before the end of the nineteenth century. Its pub­
lication led to controversies with Dr. R.S. Candlish, Dr. Keith 
and others. Most of Elliott's works bore upon the interpretation 
of prophecy. They included The uestion 'What is the Beast?~ 
Answered (1838) and Vindiciae Horariae 1 , which were letters 
written to Dr. Keith, and a study of Dean Alford's views on the 
Apocalypse called Apocalypsis Alfordiana (1865). 

4. Dan. ii,4 - vii.28; Ezra iv.8 - vi.18 and Jer. x.11 are in Aramaic. 
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polluted the sense of the original concepts from the Old and New 

Testaments by overlaying them with pagan ideas from Gentile lang­

uages. His views on the meaning of 'the Church' were illuminating 

in this regard: 

'In the rendering of the original before us I 
have not translated the word ekkA,71oi«i, ekk.lesiai, but 
simply transferred it. It is generally rendered 
churches; but this word does not express the idea of 
ecclesia. Church is a corruption of Kupio:kE kuriak.e, 
which signifies "pertaining to a lord". The Anglo­
Saxons took the first and last syllables of the Greek 
word, as~, which they spelled~• but which 
is more obviously shown in the Scotch kirke; both of 
which are equivalent to the modern English Chur-cb. 
"Something pertaining to a lord" is the etymologJ.cal 
signification of the word; and, although, in a cert­
ain sense, an ecclesia is something pertaining to a 
lord, and that lord the Lord of heaven and earth, yet 
the ideas of property and lordship are not contained 
in the word ecclesia. This is one reason why in this 
exposition of the Apocalypse we reject the word 
~ as the representative of ecclesia. •1 

In this, Thomas appears to have been correct. The Oxford English 

Dictionary in its etymology of 'Church', whilst commenting that 'the 

ulterior derivation has been keenly disputed', adds that •there is now 

a general agreement among scholars in referring it to the-Greek word 

Ki.ipio.K6v, properly adj(ective) "of the 10rd, dominicum, dominical 11 

(f ~omJ 1< vpios lord) ••• •2 

With this punctilious approach in mind, Thomas was going to 

'search the Scriptures with the teachableness of a little child' 

sure that his 'labour would not be in vain'; after all, 'all 

scripture given by inspiration of God is also profitable fo~ teach­

ing, for conviction, for correction, for instruction in rigbteous­

ness.'3 Not only so, but any other person who came to the Scriptures 

must have this attitude, if they were to learn anything: •to the 

Bible, then, all must come at last if they would be truly wise in 

spiritual things.• 4 Even a professional training in theology was no 

1. Thomas, Eureka , i. 119. 
2. The Compact'"l:aition of the Oxford English Dictionary. (Oxford 

1971), p. 411. 
3. Thomas, Elpia Israel, P• 5. 
4. Thomas, Elpis Israel, p. 2. 
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substitute for genuine learning acquired by this child-like humility 
obtained by meditation on the Word: 

'This is a great truth which few of the sons of 
men have learned to appreciate according to its im­
portance. A man may be a theologian profoundly skilled 
in all questions of 11di vini ty11 ••• : he may be able to 
speak all the languages of the nations ••• and be able 
to solve all mysteries, - but ••. if he know not the 
true meaning of the Bible, he seemeth only to be wise, 
while he is, in fact, a foo1.•1 

There was no such thing in Christianity as a •mystery': 'an 

intelligible mystery characterises the once bidden wisdom of God, 

and becomes the subject matter of an enlightened faitb. 12 Thus, 

there were no esoteric barriers to •true knowledge'. It was simply 

a question of developing a sufficiently humble attitude to absorb 

as a babe at its mother's breast, and of finding the time to suckle. 

In the world around, 'unintelligible mystery (was] the ultima ratio 

for all difficulties which [were] insoluble by the symbols of 

ecclesiastical communities.• However, this was foolishness because 

'no one has any right to set up his own ignorance as the limit of 
what God has revealed. 13 

Catholics were regarded as very low on the scale of aptitude 
for Biblical instruction: 'The bible and papery are as mutually 
hostile as the light of the sun and the thick darkness of Egypt 

that might be felt.• 4 However, Protestantism, which prided itself 

on the 'Bible~• as its slogan~ made a nonsense of these claims 

by human constructs like the Book of Common Prayer and the Thirty­

nine Articles. In short, 'the word of man has silenced the word of 

God in their midst; and religion bas degenerated into a profess­

ional commodity sold for cash according to the taste which most 

prevails in the soul markets of the world. 16 

The only alternative to this spiritual squalor was to turn to 

the Bible 'as to 11a light shining . .J,.n a dark place 11 ', because 'if 

they speak not according to THIS WORD, it is because there is no 

1. Thomas, ElJ2iS Israel, PP• 2-3. 
2. Thomas, ElE:s Israel, p. 3. 
3. Thomas, ElEiB Israel, PP• 3-4. 
4. Thomas, El12is Israel, P• 5. 
5. Thomas, ElJ2is Israel, P• 6. 
6. Thomas, ElJ2iS Israel, p. 7. 
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light in them. 11 The Bereans were commended when they subjected 

even the teaching of the apostles to the detailed scrutiny of the 

Word. 'If then not even the preaching of an apostle was credited 

unaccompanied by scriptural investigation, is it not infinitely 

more incumbent on us that we should bring to a like test the 

opinions and precepts of the uninspired and fallible theologists 

of our day1 12 

Thomas was, of course, incorrect in assessing all Protestants 

as claiming the 'Bible alone' as their touchstone. Many of them 
regarded the Holy Spirit guiding church leaders, individually or 

in conclave, as being equally important. However, Thomas's views 
on the efficacy of Bible study pure and simple became a legacy to 
Christadelphians throughout their history: despite the academic 

prowess of some, worldly education in general and theological 

training in particular have been regarded with suspicion as being 

of doubtful value. Nevertheless, it ought to be stressed that 

Thomas was not adopting a Unitarian type of rationalism. In bis 

view, both the Word and the Spirit were contained in the Bible. -

after all, Scripture was given by inspiration of God. The Spirit 

was mediated through the Word of God taken as a whole, interpret­
ing the individual words; thus the Bible was a huge, interlocking 
mechanism, itself excluding wrong interpretations because, taken 

whole, it interpreted itself. Where Protestant denominations erred 

was to be partitive in their acceptance of the Bible: faiths devel­

oped from partiality - lli faith was a derivative of full accept­
ance of the Word of God. This view of the nature of the Bible, the 

Holy Spirit's working and the method of interpreting the Scriptures 

resulted in Christadelphians eschewing development into a purely 

rationalistic literary and philosophical society; their deV.otions 

and_ emotions were very much tied in to the Bible, but they!!!!'.! 

present, even if very evidently not sentimentality. 

1. Isaiah viii. 20, cited Thomas, Elpis Israel, P• 5. 
2. Thomas, Elpis Israel, p. 5. 
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(c) THE NATURE OF GOD 

Tbomas's understanding of the nature of God did not 1 in the 

first place, seem in any way unorthodox; nor was it, initially at 

least, central to his religious radicalism. His understanding of 

the Gospel centred on God's co~enant with Abraham1 and the full 

inspiration of the Bible; but these concepts led him, at a tangent, 

to the issue of the Godhead, because the Abrahamic covenant obliged 

him to consider the nature of the 'seed' who was promised and the 

Hope set before mankind (nuely of being 'partakers of the divine 

nature 12 ), and his views on inspiration caused him to consider with 

punctilious awe passages from the Old Testament which, in his view, 

orthodoxy simply ignored.3 However, by 1848, all this had led him 

to devote a m~re six out of 410 pages of his Elpis Israel to a 

consideration-of God-manifestation. Later, in response to stimuli 
in his environment, he was to devote over sixty pages of Eureka to 

this subject and, later still, to write an entire book, Phanerosis, 4 

on the topic• 

In 1857, in New York, a series of meetings was arranged by a 

group known as the 'Christian Jews', who were seeking to bring 

their fellow Jews to Christian belief. Some of the Jews in the 

audience were capable protagonists of Judaism, One of these, a 

Dr. de Lara, scornfully enquired which of the sects really repres­

ented the Christians - was it Roman Catholics, Protestants, Unit­

arians or Trinitarians? He was, evidently, sufficiently formidable 

to carry the audience with him by asking a series of pointed 

questions. However, Dr, Thomas, who had been invited to the meet­

ings, was allowed to interpose remarks in the questions'session 

and, to the annoyance of the organisers, was listened to, by the 

Jews, with respect. Thomas was used to speaking for an hour or 

more, and the Christian Jews felt that the only way to rid them­

selves of this troublesOme m!Ul was to introduce a rule that speak­

ers, in the discusSiOn s8s.Sion, should limit speeches to five 
-,,:' .. ·, 

,. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Referred to in detail on p. 52 below. 
II Peter i ■ }-4. 
Some of these passages are referred to in Appendix F. 
The subject matter of Pbaneroeis originally appeared as 
series of articles in The Herald of the Kin~dom and A~e 
Come (1857-1859), and first appeared in boo form on5 
'IB09. 

a 
to 
Oct. 
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minutes. This muzzled Thomas only to the extent of encouraging 

him to organise meetings of his own with the Jews. Exact details 

of this controversy were recorded by Roberts 1, who concluded, sig­
nificantly, that these events led Thomas 'to study the Scriptural 
teaching about God more deeply than before. His ideas on the sub­
ject became more developed and his teaching more definite, as a 
comparison of what is said in Elpis Israel and in his later works 

shows clearly. 1 2 

Put simply, Thomas's post-1857 views on theology were that 

God's name - the tetragrammaton .!!!!!!! - meant 'I will be whom (or 

what) I will be 1 and that, implicit in this name, was the concept 

of God-manifestation. Thus, Jesus Christ was 1very God', 'the 

fellow and equal of the deity• and 'God made flesh', but so also, 

in particular circumstances 1 were angels, and even human beings. It 

was not, therefore, the diversity of the concepts involved in 'The 

Trinity' which worried Thomas, but rather their restriction. In his 

view God either had been or would be manifest through mor_e than 

Jesus Christ - 'one Deity in a countless multitude revealed in the 

memorial. name'; 'the Godhead is the homogeneous fountain of the 

Deity; these other gods are the many streams which form this fount­

ain flow. The springhead of Deity is one, not many; the streams as 

numerous as the orbs of the universe, in wbich a manifestation of 

Deity may have hitherto occurred. 1 3 

Such a radical departure from conventional Christianity needs 

setting in its proper theological framework. The name of God, said 

Thomas, was based on two uses of the future tense of the Hebrew 

verb 'to be', eyeb, and a utility relative pronoun,~• The 

latter could mean 'who' in both masculine and feminine, singular 

and plural contexts. Thus,~ was a contraction from eyeh asher 

eyeh and this phrase meant 'I will be whom I will be 1 • The convent­

ional King James translation of Exodus iii. 14, 'I am that I am', 

1. See Roberts, Life Dr, T., pp. 206-?, 
2. Roberts, Life Dr. T., p. 20?. 
3. Thomas, Phanerosis, (centenary edn., S. Australia 1969), p. 77. 
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Thomas regarded as simply wrong; 

version, of "Y~•~h~w~•~h~E~l~o~h~im0• c (1 I who 

as scandalous •
1 

The 

and the 

will be 

translation, in the 1611 

mighty ones', in his view) 

understanding of this would, he thought, be 
helpful with a whole series of Bible passages such as I Corinthians 

xv. 28i Ephesians iv. 6; John xvii. 6,20-23; Psalm lxxxii. 6
1 

in 

all of which God had manifested or would manifest himself- through 

human beings other than Jesus Christ. 

However, despite the strength of his views about God being 

manifest through a variety of means, a special place was still 

reserved to Jesus as God's son via the operation of the Holy Spirit 

upon the virgin Mary. Be was 'the ~ in chief', 'the Head of the 

Body', 'the fellow and equal of the Deity', 'God made flesh'. 'The 

Father', said Dr. Thomas, 'was one~' and Jesus was aDother; so 

that in this unity there were developed two, who, in the Hebrew 

plural are termed~-• Jesus was a unique combination of flesh 

and spirit. It was necessary that Jesus should be divine, said 

Thomas, so as to condemn flesh. Because Jesus was morally perfect, 

he should not die. Yet, because he was clothed upon with 'filthy 

flesh', he had to die. This showed up the flesh for the weak, poor 

material it was - 'bis flesh was like our flesh, in all its points, 

- weak, emotional, and unclean. •2 A further reason for the import­
ance of spirit in Jesus Christ's make-up was Psalm xlix. 6-9 - for 
no flesh was able, of itself, to ransom other flesh. This, for 

Thomas, imported none of the dualism of Plato: Jesus was wholly 

good. Yet, because he was a fleshly being, he bore in his nature 

the potential to sin which all men carried. This potential was 

discarded when, after the resurrection, Jesus 1 s body was immortal­
ised. It was also necessary that Jesus should be flesh because, 

firstly, in the promises made to Abraham, Abraham's own 'seed' was 

described as conferring blessings upon all. In these statements in 

Genesis xii. 3 1 xviii. 18, xx. 18, and the like, God's Spirit, in 

Tbomas's view, 'in effect said, I shall become flesh and blood. 13 

1. This is usually translated in the King James version as 'LORD 
God'. 

2. Thomas, ~. i. 106. 
3. Thomas, ~. i. 276. 
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Secondly, Jesus Christ's life was designed as an exemplar for 

Christians. It bad, therefore, to be lived out within all the 

limitations of the human frame. 1 A Captain (of Salvation] ••• 

whose nature was primarily consubstantial with the Deity, could 

not be touched with the feeling of their infirmitiea. 11 Thirdly, 

divine sanction had decreed that propitiation - the offering of 

acceptable sacrifices to God - must be sealed with blood, to 

indicate an attitude, on the part of the supplicant offerer, of 

empathy with the victim: what was really required was the indiv­

idual's blood to be shed for his own sin. This principle could 

only be given effect in Christ if Christ's life really was bound 

up in, and could be ended by the loss of, human blood. Thomas 

said: 

'The sin-covering efficacy of the Yahweh-Hame 
depended upon the person bearing it being a flesh 
and blood Messiah; for 11without the shedding of 
blood there is no remission. 11 The Spirit plainly 
testifies this in the prophets and apostles. In 
Leviticus xvii.11, he saith, "I have given the 
blood to you upon the altar for a covering upon 
your souls, for the blood itself shall £.2.!!!_ the 
soul. 11 The reason given for blood being thus used 
is "because the soul of the flesh is in the very 
blood. 11 The soul, nephesh, or life i,e; in the blood 
••• Bence, a bloodless man could not, upon the 
principles of the divine law, be a covering for 
sin. He must have real blood in his vein~ contain­
ing life, as in redeeming flesh and blood nature 
from death, be had to give the same sort of life 
for the life to be redeemed.,Z. 

The means by which Jesus Christ was created as an amalgam of flesh 

and spirit did not pose problems for Thomas on the spiritual plane 

- it was only one part of a whole scheme of events by which all 

faithful Christians would be 'partakers of the divine nature, hav­

ing escaped the corruption that is in the world through lust. 13 

On the biological level, Thomas was rather less definite. He said, 

'Spirit acted upon the nervous system of Mary .•• it operated 

1. Thomas, Eureka, i. 107. 
2. Thomas, Eiireii'a, i. 278. 
3. II Peter~as expounded in Thomas,~, pp. 105-6. 
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germinatively upon the contents of Mary's ovarium; and caused an 

ovum, or 11eeed of the woman" to be deposited in her womb. 11 If 

Thomas's medical training led him to explore further the biolog~cal 

possibilities for Christology of, for instance, Sir Richard Owen's 

recent discovery of parthenogenesis, he gave no indication in his 

writings. 

The concept of Jesus being flesh and yet being the manifest­

ation of God helped Thomas with various knotty Biblical conundra. 2 

For example, be concluded that his view explained the following 
problems of identification: 

'The prophetic YAHWEH ELOHIH styles himself "the 
First and the Last", so doth the symbolical Son oTiiian; 
~ says he is the only~' Paul speaking of the 
Rock terms it Christ; YAHWEH styles himself King of 
Israel, Christ Jesus cails7iimself the same; YAHWEH 
declares that be is a saviour, and that there is none 
beside him: the Word made flesh was called Jesus, 
because he should save his people, or be their saviour 
- 111, I, YAHWEH, and there is no saviour beside me. 11 

Isaiah xliii.11.,3 

Another problem which the close identification between 'the Name', 

Jesus and God explained was in a sequence of parallel passages in 

the Gospels, where those who give up all were described as doing 

so 'for my name's sake', Matthew xix.29; 'for my sake and the 
gospel's', Mark x.29; 'for the kingdom of God's sake', Luke xviii. 

29. Further examples included John iii.11, where Jesus had said 'I 

say unto thee, we speak that we do know, and testify that we have 

seen; and ye receive not our witness.' Of this Thomas said 'Here was 

plural manifestation in UNITY. Thie is abundantly evinced in all the 

New Testament. Hence, on another occasion, Jesus said to the Jews, 
111 and the Father are one" - one what? We are, in the words of Moses, 
"One ~11. ,4 

In Phanerosis 1 Thomas, having summarised his views, made the 

following conclusion: 

1. Thomas, Eureka, i. 276. 
2. Four of tii'emost substantial exegetical problems for which 

Thomae offered solutions are referred to in Appendix F. 
3. Thomas, Eureka, i. 112-3. 
4. Thomas, Eureka, i. 102. 
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'These things have been demonstrated: much rubbish 
has been cleared away. Trinitarianism and Unitarianism 
have both received a quietus. There are not three Gods 
in the Godhead; nor are there but three in manifest­
ation: nevertheless, the Father is God, and Jesus is 
God; and we may add, so are all the brethren of Jesus 
gods; and "a multitude which no man can number. 11 11 

These views threw up a whole range of questions - bow could Christ­

ians be •sons' of God, as compared with Jesus Christ? how could 

Jesus Christ, as a finite manifestation of God, be the 'beginning of 

the creation of God'? bow were passages such as 'a body bast thou 

prepared me' to be understood? but, perhaps above all, if the con­

cept of God enshrined in the Trinity formulation was so wrong, how 

did it become established initially2 

in 

as 

In tackling the last of these issues, Thomae left hie readers 

no doubt as to where he stood 

a Bible doctrine. 2 He said: 

on the rectitude of the Trinity 

'The Deity, then, in a multitude is a conspicuous 
element of apostolic, as well as of Old Testament 
teaching •.. one Deity in a countless multitude 
revealed in the memorial name, and expounded in the 
mystery of godliness •.• Holy Spirit is an emanation 
-from God I s eubstance, intensely radiating and all 
pervading; and that, when focalized under the fiat 
of bis will, things and persons witbqut limit, as 
to nu.iD.ber or nature, are produced. 

'This multitudinous manifestation of the one 
Deity - one in many and many in one, by his spirit -
was proclaimed to the Hebrew nation in the formula 
of Deuteronomy vi.4, 11Hear, 0 Israel, ~ our 
ELOHIM ie the ONE YAHWEH; 11 that is 11He who shall be 
oiir""lKghty Ones istbeOne who shall be.'", 

In contrast, he believed, the Quicum9ue Vult, or Athanasian Creed, 

was entirely misguided on this iesue: 
'It is not "One God in three Gods, 11 and 11Three 

Gods in One". The knowledge of the mystery of god­
liness was lost sight of by the Babel-builders ot 
the third and fourth centuries; who, as a substitute, 
invented the Athanasian conceit of three persons in 
the Divine Essence, cofternal and coiqual. They 
bound up the Father, Jesus Christ, and the Holy 
Ghost, three distinct persons, into one person, or 
body; and called the fiction 11 the Triune God. 11 They 

1. Thomas, Phanerosis, P• 77. 
2. He described both Trinitarians and Arians as 'apostates •.• 

of corrupt minds.' See Eureka, ii. 326. 
3. Thomas,~' i. 100.---



did not perceive that the Deity was but one person, 
and one substance, peculiar to himself. One Deity 
and not three. , 1 

Be cited a pronouncement of the Catholic Church against those who 
disbelieved in the Trinity: 

'But the Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church anath­
ematizes those who say, that there was a time when the 
Son of God was not, and that he was not before he was 
begotten; and that he was made from that which did not 
exist; or who assert that he is of other substance or 
essence than the Father; or that he was created, or is 
susceptible of change. 1 2 

Be described this as the utterance of 'the rattling skeleton en­

throned in the temple of the Imperial Mother of the Man of Sin. 1 3 

There could be no doubt of Thomas 1 s hostility to the concept 

or the Trinity. Be assessed the entrance of this erroneous view as 

being due to the desire for 'court favour', 'philosophy and vain 

deceit', 'the inspiration of what the Greeks called wisdom and 

logic. 1 Be went on to instance historical occasions when, he felt, 

political pressures bad bent theological principles, quoting from 

Dr. G. Campbe114 , Edward Gibbon and Am.mi.anus Marcellinus5 , amongst 

others. In this welter of corruption, Thomas found instances where, 

to him, the doctrine of the Trinity was directly involved. In 

366 A.D., ·he said, there was a contest over the succession to the 

Papal See (or 'throne of blasphemy', as he described it). This was 

1. Thomas, Eureka, i. p. 100. 
2. Thomas, Eii"r'eka, ii. p. 326. 
3. Thomas, Eureka, ii. p. 326. 
4. George Camji'iiei'l (1719-1796) was p,rofessor of divinity in Mari­

chal College, Aberdeen from 1771. His Lectures on Ecclesiastical 
History 1 published posthumously in 1800, which was largely a 
defence of Presbyterianism, was the main work of his on the 
issue Thomas was raising at this point. 

5. Ammianus Marcellinus {c. 325-391) was a Greek whose history of 
_the Roman empire Rerum Gestarum Libri XXXI, originally in thirty­
one books, was rediscovered by the Renaissance scholar Poggio in 
1414. The first thirteen volumes of Marcellinus's history, cover­
ing the period 96 A.D. to 353 A.D. were not found by Poggio. The 
last eighteen volumes provided a detailed study of Rome from 
353-378 A.D. Marcellinus's analysis of the weaknesses of the 
Roman empire anticipated and explained its fall which occurred 
twenty years after his death. Whilst Marcellinus•s rhetorical 
style is to the distaste of subsequent scholars, his complet.eness 
and objectivity have been generally applauded. 



between Da.masus1 and Ursicinus2 , and was unresolved for some while -

each 'protagonist' being supported by a group within the Church. 

Their quarrel was taken to such lengths 'that great numbers on 

either side were killed ••• no fewer than a hundred and thirty-seven 

persons having been put to death in the very 11 temple of God" 

itself1 13 With the ascent to the Imperial throne of Theodosius the 

Great (3?9-395), the Damasus-faction received great support. Theo­

dosius, first, addressed a letter to the divided Catholics of Con­
stantinople, and told them that: 

111 it was bis pleasure that all his subjects should 
be of the same profession as Damasus, Bishop of Rome, 
and Peter, bishop of Alexandria; that their church 
alone should be denominated • 11Catholic1" who wor­
shipped the divine Trinity as equal in honour, and 
that those who were of another opinion should be 
deemed heretics, be regarded as infamous, and sub­
ject to other punishments. 111 It-

Other instances of pressure on non-Trinitarians about this time 

included the 1 expulsion of all from Constantinople who would not 

subscribe to the Nicene confession of faith;'5 the issue of edicts 

against these heretics, preventing them from assembling indoors, 

then 'in fields or villages 16 ; the forbidding of heretics to worship, 

preach, ordain bishops, or presbyters; the banishment of heretics; 

the rendering infamous of some heretics and the removal of common 

citizens' rights from others - whilst the burning of copies of the 

Scriptures simply restricted access to the truth of those ignorant 

but child-like believers who remained. 

Thus, in Thomas's view, the sole reason for the establishment 

of the Trinity as a Christian doctrine was political manipulation 

within the Church hierarchy, coupled with the savage repression of 

recalcitrant congregations. This led him, in expounding Revelation 

xiii.3, to describe the Trinity as 'the theology of the Satan •.• 

1. St. Damasus I, 366-384 A.D~ 
2. Antipope 1 366-7 A.D. 
3. Thomas, Eureka, iii. 225. 
4. Thomas, Eureka, iii. 225. 
5. Thomas, Eureka, iii. 226. 
6. Thomas, Eureka, iii~ 226. 



their father, the Devil, his Son Antichrist, and the Ghost of the 

Flesh. These are their 11HoJ.y Trinity" in whom they delight, and 
after whom they go wondering. 11 

Thomas's notion of the nature of God, which had been only 

tangential to bis understanding of the Gospel in 1848, became, by 

the time his views bad matured fully, a central plank in bis con­

cept of Christianity. It was, perhaps, the most distinctive of all 

his views, and was largely responsible for the separation of 

Cbristadelpbians from mainstream Christianity. 

(d) THE NATUilE OF MAN. THE NATURE OF SIN, AND THE DEVIL 

The mortality of man and the nature of sin were early hetero­

doxies in John Tbomas's catalogue of beliefs. In 1830 an article 

bad appeared in The Lancet entitled 'The Materiality of Man, the 

Immortality of the Soul, and the Vital Principle 1 •
2 The contention 

of this essay bad been that, in addition to differences of degree 

of mental prowess, man also differed from the animal kingdom in 

that be bad attached to him 'a principle termed the soul' which 

started into consciousness at death. Dr. Thomas wrote a reply which 

appeared in The Lancet in 1830. Here, he argued, from I Corinthians 

xv, that human animal matter lay dormant after death awaiting, like 

a seed hoping for the Spring, the germination Resurrection would 

provide when new living beings would arise. He concluded that the 

existence in man of part of God's essence seemed a 'very fallacious 

notion' .3 

Dr. Thomas was an eclectic of historical data and a piecemeal 

theoretician and his views on this issue, as on many others, later 

developed a fuJ.ly-fledged plumage that the nascent chick belied.4 

Nevertheless, this view was distinct from those of many of his 

contemporaries who would certainly have considered their views 

orthodox, and who would have agreed with Laurence Sterne that 'I 

1. Thomas, Eureka, i. 238. 
2. This inforcat:l.on is only in the 1st edn. of Life Dr. T., P• 6. 
3. Roberts, Life Dr. T., p. 5. 
4. Dr. Thomas himself made this point in Roberts, Life Dr. T. p. 6. 
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am positive I have a soul; nor can all the books with which 

materialists have pestered the world ever convince me of the con­
trary.' 

Four years later, Thomas was in America and editing~ 

Apostolic Advocate. In the number for October 1834, he issued his 

34 poignant questions to the Campbellite Establishment. 1 Of the 

points he raised, a sizeable proportion related to this very issue. 

The whole gamut of topics under this rubric was covered in hie 

questions. These topics included: What distinguished Man's nature 

within the Animal Kingdom? What was the nature of Man before The 

Fall? Was Man 'naturally' 1mmortal? Could Platonism be squared with 

the Gospel? At what point was immortality conferred by God? How did 

the instant-translation-to-heaven (or bell) -at-death idea fit in 

with that of the Resurrection a.nd the Day of Judgement? 

In 1837, Thomas debated the issue 'The popular doctrines of 

immortality, heaven, hell, election and kindred topics: are they 

scriptural1 12 with a Presbyterian clergyman, John S. Watt, at 1 The 

Fork' meeting house in Lunenburg, Virginia. The debate lasted from 

1-5 August and, despite bad weather, was said to be heard by •a 

most exemplary, patient, and listening multitude 1 •
3 The length of 

the debate (the edited version ran to some 150 pages) indicated 

the number and profundity of inter-related divergences from ortho­

doxy which Thomas had, by this point, developed on this topic. The 

Sunday after the debate, Dr. Thomas spoke at the same venue 'for 

between three and four hours 14 on an exposition of John iii regard­

ing 'Eternal Life'. 

The fact that Thomas•s pronouncements on the issues of the 

mortality of man and hamartiology occupied a less prominent pos­

ition in subsequent controversial documentation - such as the 

'Thirty questions' of 1846 and the •Confession, Abjuration and 

Declaration' of 184? - could not be attributed to the fact that he 

1. For details see Appendix A. 
2. Edited by Roberts, the debate appeared in print in 18?2 under 

the title The Apostacy Unveiled, (Birmingham 1872). 
3. Roberts, Life Dr. T., P• 147. 
4. Roberts, Life Dr. T., p. 147. 
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had come to regard these issues as either otiose or dubious, 

because later works such as Elpis Israel (1848-9) and~ 

(1861-1869) contain statements which were emphatic both to the 

importance and clarity of these matters. It was rather that, by 

the late 1830s, Thomas's mind bad become so assured on these 

topics that, from a controversial point of view, they then con­

stituted what to him was a 1dead letter' - and he turned his 

attention to other areas of thought where certitude was still a 

slippery object. 

In 1837, Thomas wrote a pamphlet, 1 which provided a prlcis 

of the lecture on 'Eternal Life' delivered after the J.S. Watt 

debate in Virginia. This, in turn, he summarised into six clear 
statements: 

1 1. In relation to life and death there are three 
classes of mankind; first the true believers or 
heirs of eternal life; second, the unbelievers or 
rejecters of the truth, who are the heirs of the res­
urrection to suffer a fiery punishment which will 
end in eternal death, and therefore, be an eternal 
punishment; and, third, the descendants of Adam, not 
yet placed under law, together with those who are 
physically incompetent of belief or obedience, and 
whose lot is consummated in death eternal, and un­
disturbed by future life or suffering. 
2. Eternal life being a matter of promise, it is 

bestowed only on those who can prove that the pro­
mise was made to them: in other words, a man to 
become immortal, must establish his identity as one 
of the heirs of the will concerning the Christ. 
3. Jesus must come again; and Abraham, Isaac, and 

Jacob, and others, must rise from the dead in order 
to realize the things promised to them in the will. 
4. Immortality is not an hereditary constituent of 

human. nature, but a free and gracious gift of God 
superadded thereto; and laid up with Jesus Christ, as 
treasure in heaven, to be bestowed at his appearing. 
5. Eternal life is conferred only on those who con­

form to certain fixed conditions, namely, obedience 
to the Gospel preached by the Apostles, and a contin­
uance in well-doing. 

6. Salvation, as a whole, is deliverance from sin 
and eternal.-deatb. 11 

1. This was reprinted in Phanerosis and Other Writings, ed. 
J. Carter, and published by The Christadelphian (Birmingham 
1954), pp. 125-139. 

2. Phanerosis and Other Writings, ed. J. Carter, pp. 138-9. 
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Nineteen years later, Thomas produced volume two of~­
This contained a statement of his views on this .issue which 

diverged only in its more lyrical format from the Virginia lecture· 

of 1837. He said: 

'Immortality is neither innate nor disembodied. 
"The Deity only hath it, 11 Paul says; and be only be­
stows it upon obedient believers of the truth as it 
is in the Jesus he preached; and that bestowal is upon 
men and women bodily existing; and by clothing their 
bodies with incorruptibility and deathlessness after 
resurrection from among the dead. This is what the 
scripture teaches in opposition to the mythologies of 
the ancient and modern worlds. If 11tbe simplicity 
which is in Christ" had not been departed from, there 
would have been no catholic and protestant daemonial­
!2.•' 'l 

Thomas spent more time on expounding his understanding of the 

Biblical concept of 1 the soul' than on any other in the theological 

area adjacent to sin and mortality. In his exegesis regarding the 
fifth seal in the Apocalypse2 , he devoted ten pages to the elucid­

ation of the 'souls under the altar' in verse nine, most of which 

was concentrated upon the theological clarification of the concept 
of souls in general.rather than to the historical analysis of those 

particular souls. He began by explaining that the Be brew 'It' !J ~ 
(Nephesh), which was used in Genesis chapter one to describe the 

'living creatures' that the waters brought forth abundantly (v.20), 

the fish {v.21), the land creatures (v.24) and every creature 

(v.30)3, was the very same word translated by King James I's trans. 

lators as 'soul' when it related to mankind, as in, for example, 

Genesis ii.7, xii.13. Thomas bolstered up this postulated equivalence 

in mortality between mankind and animalkind by an array of Scriptural 
citations such as Psalm xlix.12,20, Ecclesiastes iii.18, Psalm 

lxxviii.39, as well as by detailed linguistic and contextual argu­

ments from the early chapters of Genesis. Analysing I Corinthians 

xv.44-45 brought him to the conclusion that the 'Spiritual end' to 

which man was called involved the bestowal of a further 'spiritual' 

1. Thomas, Eureka, ii. 496. 
2. Revelation vi.9-11. 
3. The phrase 'every beast of the earth ••• wherein there is life' 

(v.30) was, according to Thomas, literally 'soul of life'. 
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body.
1 

A number of Biblical passages led Thomas to the conclusion 

that immortality came not only as a bestowal2 upon the undeserving 

but also as a reward for 1 patient continuance in well doing'.3 

Thus, immortality was highly conditional and not at all inherent 

in man, in Thomas's view. The rest of this section on the fifth 

seal was taken up with three points. First of all, in the exposit­

ion of a dozen or so passages from the New Testament, he strove to 

explain that, whilst the Resurrection-Body was certainly a differ­

ent sort of body from its mortal predecessor, it would still be 

recognisably that of the individual who had died, both in the case 

of the Lord Jesus Christ and in that of his followers. Responsible 

followers of Jesus, such as Judas Iscariot, who had 'sowed to his 

flesh' would, af'ter the Judgemept, 

"'reap corruption of the flesh" - to "receive through 
the body according to what be had done 11 ; and as this 
was bad he will, through the body he acquires in the 
future, receive 11 bad 11

, or, corruption. The body of 
life, then, named Judas, as a type of bis class, re­
mains perishable, and "when cast into outer darkness", 
reaps all the evil of which it is susceptible.'~ 

Secondly, Thomas summarised his conclusions about souls. Thirdly, 

he argued that 'soul' was a very suitable description for the part 

of a Christian offered in sacrifice upon an altar5, and brought 

historical examples from Paul, Ignatius and Polycarp, where they 

chose this very metaphor in pre-execution speeches. 

In so far as sin was concerned, Thomas was clear that man 

produced sin , and that God, in response, produced evil.' One of 

the evils God brought upon man was mortality. Be believed that the 

words translated 'sin' were used in various senses in the Bible. 

1. This was 'spiritual' only in terms of its energy-source. It was 
material in substance,· on the pattern of Jesus Christ's 'handle 
me and see.' 

2. Citing II Peter i.4. 
3. A.V. translation of Romans ii.7. 
4. Thomas, Eureka, ii. 241. 
5. Since, fro'm""iiis linguistic argument about 'Nepbesh 1

1
1 soul 1 was 

a shorthand term for •~ife-principle'; since the 'life is in 
the blood 1 (Lev. xvii.11); and since blood was poured beneath 
the altar (Exodus xxix.12); •soul' was a suitable term to use 
in Rev. vi.9. 

6. In Elpis Israel P• 113, Thomas quoted from Isaiah xlv.7 and 
Amos iii.6 to illustrate this point. He waa uaing 'evil' in the 
sense of 'punishment 1 ; be was not imputin·g a Platonic-style 
dualism to God's nature. 



First, they meant 'the transgression of law'; secondt they referred 

to the evil which God brought upon man's nature, because of man's 

transgression, and which brings disease, death and decay; third, 

they connoted man himself: 'Inasmuch as this evil principle per­

vades every part of the flesh, the animal nature is styled "sinful 

flesh 11 , that is, flesh full of sin; so that !!E_, in the sacred 

style, came to stand for the substance called man.• 1 Again, later, 

he states, 'Sin, I say, is a synonym for human--;;ture. 12 The con­

necting link in Thomas 1 s mind between the first of these definitions 

of 'sin' on the one band,and the second and third definitions on 

the other, he made overt when he said: 'Sin in the flesh is heredit­

ary; and entailed upon mankind as the consequence of Adam's vio­

lation of the Eden law •.. Adam and Eve committed it; and their post­

erity are suffering the consequence of it. 1 3 In view of these 

beliefs, Thomas was content to explain the 'filthy garments' worn 

by Joshua, the son of Josedech, in Zechariah iii.3-5, as being 'the 

Human Nature, which the Word of the Deity was clothed with in His 

flesh-manifestation.• 4 

Thomas rejected alternative notions of the after-life which 

were introduced by the Ecclesiastical Establishment aa being 'the 

philosophizings of Sin's flesh', 'the unenlightened thinking of 

Sin's flesh', 1 the conceit of an inborn ghost 1 , the product or a 

'serpentine philosopher, whose pious lucubrations "deceive the 

whole world" 1 , and concluded 'the life purchased by Jesus for his 

brethren has no affinity with such a fiction. He purchased life for 

dead bodies; not happiness for immortal ghosts.,5 

He discountenanced the Immortality of, the Soul not only on the 

grounds that it represented a corruption of the first century truth, 

brought into the church by compromises with pagan philosophers, but 

also because it led to a misconception about the nature of Jesus 

Christ and his sacrifice. It led Gnostics, in his view, 

1. Thomas, Elpis Israel, p. 113. At this point, Thomas cited Rom. 
vii.1?-18 in support of his belief. 

2. Thomas, Elpis Israel, P• 114. 
3. Thomas, Elpis Israel, p. 115. 
4. Thomas, Eureka I iii. 648. 
5. Thomas , Eureka, i. 36? 008. 
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'to affirm ••• that the real Son of the Deity was the 
11Immortal Soul" that tabernacled in the body 1 which 
body was nothing else than the son of Joseph and Mary, 
consequently, that the Son of the Deity had no real 
humanity. That it was the son of Joseph who died on 
the cross, was buried, and rose again, while the Son 
of God being immortal, did not, and could pot, die 
upon the cross, but only appeared to die. 11 

The idea of the immortality of the soul bad led the Gnosties 

into further trouble, be contended, when they tried to account for 

the Resurrection. Gnostics, of either branch (ascetic or self­

indulgent), minimised the significance of material objects. Know­

ledge per se was exalted - and a mystical form of it at that. Con­

sequently, the Resurrection of a material body was an irritant to 

Gnostic theologians. They therefore limited the Resurrection to that 

of the 'dead saints• after the Lord Jesus Christ arose on the third 

day.2 This, said Thomas, was the background to statements by the 

Apostle Paul, such as those contained in I Corinthians xv.12, and 

II Timothy ii.18, where Paul disputed the notions that 'there is no 

resurrection of dead ones• and 'the resurrection is past already. 1 3 

Thus, in relation to the mortality of man, Thomas's viewpoint 

was not merely that the idea of the immortality of the soul was 

wrong in itself but that to embrace it was to require modification 

of all other adjacent doctrines, thereby breaking out of the clear 

Biblical mould provided by the ipaissima verba of Scripture into 

a complex alternative of idea-shapes which would be more acceptable 

to the pliability requirements of the philosophers. 

Similarly, with the notion of 'Original sin•. This idea led 

tO the view that Jesus Christ bad not come in the flesh - 'the 

germ ~hich in after ages was fully developed into the Antichrist• 4 

- but via a non-Biblical 'immaculate conception'; 

'The immaculate nature of Jesus, however, in­
volved 11 the Fathers11 and their "Father of the 
Fathera 11 - TTQT']f na."TEfW'V in the necessity of 
transforming the mother of Jesus into an immaculate 
virgin-goddess - immaculate in her conception, and 
therefore not of the common flesh of Jewish nature. 

1. Thomas, Eureka, i. 202. 
2. Matthew 'iivrr:52-3. 
3. Thomas's translation of these two passages, from~ i. 201. 
4. Thomas,~' ii. 624. 



The Deity of the Apostacy was bound to decree this 
to avoid the inconvenient questions, "Who can bring 
a clean thing out of an unclean?" - Job xiv.4; and 
11How can be be clean that is born of woman?" - xxv.4. 
Job says, 11Not one 11 can do this. But this paragon of 
patience knew nothing of the Popet Be undertook to 
accomplish Job 1 s impossibility; for nothing is 
impossible with the Great Blasphemer of the Deity of 
the Bea vent! ... Bis magic wand, "thus I decree 11

1 
transforms all lies into divine truths, and the 
grossest absurdities into the sublimest and most 
adorable mysteries.•1 

Thomas, for his part, did not intend to be snared .by such 

traps. Instead of modifying each inconvenient Biblical teaching 

in terms of philosophy, common sense, received ecclesiastical 

opinion, western culture or any other principle, Thomas intended 

to discard not only every doctrine, but every idea, phrase, word, 

habit or precept, no matter how dearly held or deeply cherished, 

which did not correspond in toto with verbatim cross-checking 

against a gamut of Scriptural passages. In consequence of this, 

adopting what were to him pristine Biblical views on the nature of 

man involved him in the discarding of received ideas on other 

issues - sin, hell, the grave, the Devil, the nature of Jesus Christ, 

the baptism of infants. 

Expositions of many Biblical paesag~s were adduced to demon­

strate that the~ of the New Testament was a •concealed or 

unseen place 12 , and~ in the Old Testament a place where the 
body was, for the time prior to the Judgement, destroyed. Ideas of 

torture and torment were 'the old mythology of the beathen. 13 These 

views rang true with the views on the nature of man he had unearthed 

from Psalm xlix and Ecclesiastes ix, and, on the principle of 'com­

paring Scripture with Scripture' were mutually corroborative. 

The orthodox devil, similarly, was discarded, along with 'an 

eternal hell of fire and brimstone' as being an 'old heathen' con­

cept.4 A major argument he used was that from Hebrews ii.14, of 

the destruction of the devil via the crucifixion. He said: 

1. Thomas, ~. ii. 624-5. 
2. Thomas, ~. ii. 188, 
3. Thomas, ~. 11, 189. 
4. Thomas, ~. i. 245, 
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'-How comes it that the sririt laid hold upon 
death-stricken and corruptib e flesh and blood 1 which 
is so weak and frail, called "the Seed of Abraham", 
that through its death he might deBtroy so mighty and 
powerful a Devil? ... 

'The Spirit clothed himself with weakness and 
corruption - in other words, 11Sin's flesh's identity" 
- that he might destroy the Diabolos. It is manifest 
from this the diabolos must be of the same nature as 
that which the Spirit assumed; for the supposition 
that he assumed human nature to destroy a being of 
angelic nature, or of some other more powerful, is 
palpably absurd. The Diabolos is something., then, 
pertaining to flesh and blood; and the Spirit or 
Logos became flesh and blood to destroy it ..• 

'In Romans v.12 he says 11Death by sin"••• [but) 
there was a time after the creation was finished 
when there was nothing in the world but what was 
11 very good"••• Man is, therefore, older than sin, and, 
consequently, older than the Diabolos. Man introduced 
it into the world; and not an iJDIDortal devil, nor God. 
Neither God, then, nor such a devil was the author of 
sin; but the authorship was constituted of the 
sophistry of the serpent believed and experimented by 
the Man, male and female ••• 

'But why doth Paul style Sin 8i~o~or? The answer 
to this question will be found in the definition of 
the word. Diabolos is derived from&ia~a"X>t~, diaballo 
••• that which crosses, or causes to cross over, or 
falls over. DIABOLOS is therefore a very fit and 
proper word by which to designate the law of sin and 
death, or sin's flesh ••. To obey, was to maintain 
the position in which he was originally placed; to 
disobey, to cross over the line forbidden. But "be 
was drawn away, and enticed by bis own lusts. 111 The 
narrative of Nosesl proves this. The man was enticed 
of his own lust to croSs over the line, or to disobey 
the law; so that his own lust is the Diabolos. Thus, 
etymology and doctrine agreeing, our definition must 
be correct. 1 3 , 

Other arguments were set out, relating to both the term 'Devil' 

and its mainly Old Testament equivalent 'Satan', where linguistic, 

inter-text expositional and contextual criteria were used to 

derive similar conclusions. Interesting examples Thomas referred 

to4 included those where 1'01Zlt1(Satan) was used to describe an angel 

1. Be was alluding here to James i.14. 
2. He was referring here to Genesis iii, 
3. Thomas, Eureka, i. 246-249. 
4. Thomas, Eureka, iii. 63-67. 
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acting under instructions from God and even of~ himselr. 1 

Thus, to Thomas, man was responsible for sin. Men inherited 

sin-stricken bodies from Adam, and were 'sinners• in that sense; 

they committed additional sins of their own. The 'devil' was a 

Biblical metaphor describing this. The punishments .for sin were 

evils sent from God - disease, decline and ultimately decay in 

'hell' or the grave. The exact punishment the grave involved was 

total unconsciousness for ever and the disintegration of the body -

the total and permanent obliteration of the person and personality 

of sinners. 'Souls' were simply 'lives'. Immortality was available 

to man, but not inherently or as of right; it was made available 

to individuals who pleased God, by resurrection to a new spirit­

body after the Judgement at the return of Jesus Christ to set up 

the Kingdom of God on the earth. 

(e) BAPTISM BY THE IMMERSION OF ADULT BELIEVERS 

As with the mortality of man, the total immersion of believing 

adults was a principle whi~h had been with Thomas tor a very long 

time. His conversion to the idea took place in 1832, and resulted 

in his own immersion the same night in the Miami Canal.2 'Infant 

sprinkling', Thomas felt, was foolish. The idea of an •original 

sin' which could be negatived by an early christening was totally 

misconceived because: 

'if original sin, which is in fact sin in the flesh, 
were neutralised, then all "baptismally regenerated" 
babes ought to live for ever, as Adam would have done 
had be eaten of the Tree of Life after he had sinned. 
But they die; which is a proof that the 11regeneration 11 

does not "cure their souls"; and is, therefore, mere 
theological quackery.•3 _ 

Thomas, by 1834, had come to the conclusion that, of itself, 

adult immersion was no better than infant sprinkling: 

1. The relevant passages were II Sam. xxiv.1 compared with the 
parallel record in I Chron. xxi.1. 

2. See p. 6 above. 
3. Thomas, Elpis Israel, P• 115. 
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'the subjects of any baptism not predicated upon the 
0 good confession", are not entitled to the spiritual 
blessings consequent on the 11 one baptism 11 ••• every 
immersed person who is not immersed on 11 the good con­
fession" is not founded upon THE ROCK i and con­
sequently forms no part of the Church of Christ. 1 1 

The 'good confession' referred to above·was the statement of faith 

by a suppliant: 'before immersion can be scripturally recognized 

as the 11 one baptism 11
, the subject thereof must be possessed of the 

"one faith11
.•

2
The complexity of such a statement of faith accept­

able to Dr. Thomas ensured that the band of Christians who would 

follow Christ with him, would be a very small one, because the path 
he pointed out was a very narrow one. 

Much ot Thomas's writing on this subject is taken up with the 

historical analysis of how, why and when the rite of adult baptism 

ot the first century came to be replaced by the christening of 

infants. He took great pleasure, apparently, in quoting from Revd. 

E.B. Elliott's views about the introduction of christening, which 

were themselves intended to censure the Roman Catholic Church, and 

then adding that Elliott was 'himself a baby sprinkler and signer 

ot the cross upon their unsealed and unsealable foreheads. 13 He 

brought quotations from Ignatius' epistles to illustrate that even 

during Trajan's rule, around 107 A.D., adult immersion was still 

the rule in the church.4 

As tar as infant fatalities were concerned, Dr. Thomas was 

prepared to concede that such babies were beyond the hope of the 

Gospel, as, indeed, were imbeciles and pagans, such as Hindus and 

Chinese • .5 This point o.f view was not accepted by all Thomas' s 

followers. Roberts, for example, took an agnostic view about what 

God would or would not do with those who, for one reason or another, 

had 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

not come within the ambit of the Gospel during this life. 

In the wake of the Gorham Judgement of 18.506 , Thomas, in 

Thomas, Eureka, ii. 666. 
Thomas, Eureka, ii. 666. 
Thomas, Eureka, ii. 294. 
Thomas, Eureka, ii. 225. 
Thomas, Eureka, ii. 296. 
George C:--G'orJiam (1?87~18,57) disputed with Bishop Phillpotts in 
1847 over the appointment of a curate. The disagreement, cortcern­
ing the curate's views on the timing of an individual's spiritual 
regeneration, was ultimately referred to the judicial committee of 
the privy council, who found for Gorham, to tfie annoyance of the 
bishop. This celebrated spiritual-cum-legal wrangle was labelled 
'the Gorham Controversy•. 



response to what he understood to be local interest in Plymouth, 

(then in the Exeter diocese), produced a leaflet entitled 'Clerical 

Theol9gy Unscriptural or the Wisdom of the Clergy Proved to be 

l&.lll'• This took the form of a Socratic dialogue between Boanerges 

(the representative of 'The Truth') and Heresian (an example of a 

bemused nominal member of the ecclesiastical establishment). The 

conversation ranged over the definition of 'Church' (both Biblical 

and contemporary), the nature of faith_and the nature of baptism. 

It was written after a train journey from Devenport on which Dr. 

Thomas had struck up a conversation with a clergyman on these issues. 

In terms of the doctrine of adult immersion, this pamphlet, without 

adding substantially to the main principles outlined above, added a 

lot of detail, because of the nature of its format. For instance, 

Thomas explained both the reference to 'born of water' and 'born of 

the spirit 1 in John chapter three, and the reason why one type of 

rebirth preceded the other. Bis explanation of the first point 

involved the citation of James i.18 and I Peter i.22-25 and con­

cluded that the spirit begets children of God by the word of God. 

This was bis 'good confession 1 required of believers prior to bap­

tism. 1 However, be was then faced with the difficulty that, in con­

versation with Nicodemus in John chapter .three, the Lord Jesus 

Christ bad prescribed baptism by water first,before baptism by the 

spirit - whereas, in Thomas's view, the chronology of these two 

events was reversed. He explained this difficulty in the following 

way: 'In the word no one is recognised as born of the Spirit of God 

until be is born of water, seeing that no child can be born of its 

father until it is born of its mother. 12 Thomas, then, entered the 

lists neither for the 'prevenient grace' of Gorham3 nor the bap­

tismal regeneration' of Bi.shop Phillpotts~ but as being against both 

of these and for the regeneration of a particular type of individual 

(namely, one whose mind was 'born of the Spirit') by a particular 

type of baptism (namely, adult immersion, or 'birth of water 1). 

4. 

Thomas, Eureka, ii. 666. 
Thomas 1 Clerical Theola~ Unscriitural, P• 41. 
Gorham s hi.gh CalVi.liiBC View W 6 tnac aivine grace was not of 
necessity given in baptism, nor in conversion, but that it 
might be conferred before baptism, in baptism, or at a later 
period of life. 
Phillpotts took the view, shared by the high church, that di­
vine grace was contingent upon baptism. 
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Therefore, his conclusion was not for the clerical establishment or 
the radical Gorham, but against both: 'In conclusion, then, O 

Reader, fear not the clergy, neither regard them, but turn thou 

from their darkness to the light that shines forth from the Word of 
God. 11 

(f) ECCLESIAL ORGANISATION 

In terms of ecclesiastical polity, Thomas was a spiritual 

anarchist - he was for no organisat~on at all except in so far as 

common submission to an agreed code of existence (in the shape of 

the Scriptures) would produce a harmonious working together along 

parallel lines towards a common goal {the preaching of the Gospel 

now and the Kingdom of God ultimately). Indeed, this was what was 

wrong, he believed, with the followers of Alexander Campbell. He, 

himself, on more than one occasion, declined the offer of security 

as resident pastor of a sizeable congregation. 2 To become tied 

spiritually because of the need to make a living would, in his 

view, have been to sell bis birthright for a mess of pottage.3 He 

was not even interested in the degree of organisation required in 

bestowing upon 'his' followers a name at all - let alone that they 

should take his own name.4 In Clerical Theology Unscriptural, 

Heresian (the Churchman) asks Boanerges 'If then you be neither 

Greek, Roman, Protestant, churchman, nor dissenter, pray what are 

you, Boanerges, for I should like to know? 1 The reply Boanerges 

makes well expresses Thomas's viewpoint 1Ask those men and women, 

whose names you will !ind in the sixteenth of Romans, what they 

were; and whatever answer they give I am willing to abide by.•5 

In the Preface to Clerical Theology Unscriptural be added a further 

1. Thomas, Clerical Theology Unscriptural, Preface p. v. 
2. See p.12 above. 
}. See p.12 above. 
4. They were, despite his feelings, referred to as Thomasites at 

times. It was only under the duress of war, and to relieve 
needless anguish, that the term 1 Christade.lphians 1 was coined. 
See p.}9-40 above. • 

5. Romans xvi is replete with greetings from the Apostle Paul to 
small 'church groups' meeting, apparently, within domestic 
households. This, Thomas felt, was the New Testament pattern of 
Christian living and worship. It was, therefore the right pattern 
for all time. Cathedrals and other trappings were tinsel - and 
dangerous tinsel at that. 
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point. 'Fear not the Clergy', he admonished bis readers, 'and 

deliver yourself from the power of Satan incarnate in the hier­

archies of t~e world. 1 Hierarchies as such, then, were unhealthy, 

in Tbomas's view. In shunning such he became an anarchist. Iron­

ically, in his choice of Robert Roberts as the brother to lead the 

dissemination of information between ecclesias in Britain, Thomas 

selected an individual who was an adept organiser and whose very 

flair in that regard was to add fuel to the fires of controversy 
in the decades following 1864. 1 

In a pamphlet written in 1851, entitled How to Search the 

Scriptures, Thomas devoted two passages to church organisation -

section VIII entitled 'Fellowship' and a further passage called 
1Assembly 1

•
2 There was no mention in these pages of the desirability 

of any human organisation at all. The first paragraph consisted in 

an exhortation to sanctification and separation from the world, and 

its churches; the second was a call to edify the body of believers. 

Implicit in this was the notion that, if doctrinal and expositional 

standards were up to a desirable level, church politics would take 

care or themselves as a matter of mere course. There were hints in 

scattered surviving records that John Thomas agreed, in the cases 

of certain British ecclesias, to the establishment of ecclesial 

officers. It was not clear in these cases whether Thomas felt that 

particular ecclesial problems obliged specific remedies, or, even, 

whether the initiative in these cases was his. There was no suggest­

ion, in bis own writings, of any desire to prescribe the establish-

ment of hierarchies, however few the levels in the hierarchy 

officers.3 

and 

however apparently innocuous the 

Remarks suggestive of total 
powers of 

antipathy towards a numerical 

analysis of conversions occurred in Thomas's correspondence with 

Alexander Campbeil from 1847. In this he said: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

The year Roberts began editing The Ambassador. 
Thomas, How to Search the Scrirtures, (Birmingham 1931), PP• 12-14. 
Evans in '100 Yrs.', TC, xcv. 1958), 162, stated that the 
Aberdeen ecclesia appointed elders and deacons (but not, 
apparently, bishops). Evans added that 'they were not encouraged 
in this idea.• Neither, however, did it appear that they were 
censured. 
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1Do you not know, my dear sir, that at 11 tbe com­
pletion of the appointed times, 11 the ancient gospel 
will have very few believers, and that because of 
this unbelief, the Gentiles will be broken off and 
Israel grafted in again? You and your co-labourers, 
like David, are numbering your forces, and vaunting 
yourselves in your 250,000; you are planning enter­
prises and forming schemes, by which you promise 
yourselves vast results ..• the Lord is coming upon 
you as a thief; and if he finds you •.. building up 
colleges for generations to come, and are yourself 
not rich toward God, you need not expect 11a :e,ortion 
of the inheritance of the saints in light. 111 1 

Christadelphians have not been traditionally, and still tend 

not to be, keepers of statistics about themselves2 ; in the 1850s 

Baptised Believers avoided Friendly and Assurance Societies3, and 

interest in investing in schemes with a distant date of maturity 
has never been intense. 

With this theological backcloth, Thomas was very scathing 

about bishops. Whereas, in New Testament times, any saints in the ecc­

le.sia could have been bishops 'which means 11overseera 1114 , Ignatius 

and his contemporaries had elevated 'one man in each congregation ••• 

above all the other elders of the presbytery, who, in proportion as 

as be was aggrandized, were diminished, and caused to assume the 

position of his inferiors.,5 This, Thomas said, 'laid the foundation 

of martyrolatry, episcopal usurpation and lordship, the invalidity 

of 

as 

ordinances ministered by an unofficial brother, and of matrimony 

a "sacrament of the church. 1116 Thomas regarded bishops as being 

guilty of 'luxury•, 'voluptuousness', •vanity', 'arrogance', 

'ambition', 'contention', 'discord' and 'many other vices that cast 

an undeserved reproach upon the holy religion of which they were 

the unworthy professors and ministers.• 7 Moreover, he felt that 

these views spread like a corrupting cancer through the hierarchy. 

1. See Appendix E, paragraph 3. 
2. The only national statistics for the Christadelphian community 

are those which individuals with an interest in the subject 
have painstakingly compiled. 

3. See Norrie, Early History, i. 256-7. 
4. Thomas, Eureka, i. 433. 
5. Thomas, Eureka, i. 433. 
6. Thomas, Eii"r'eka, i. 433. 
7. J.L. Mosheim, cited in Thomas,~' iii. 211. 
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,Bishops lined their pockets, became tainted by political power 
and developed into materialists: 

'Presbyters followed the bishops' example, neg­
lected their duties, and abandoned themselves to the 
indolence and delicacy of an effeminate and luxurious 
life. Deacons imitated their euperiors, and the 
effects of a corrupt ambition we{e spread through 
every rank of the Sacred Order.' 

Thus, both because it clashed with Old Testament and New Testa­

ment theory, and because in practice it had evil consequences in 

the Early Church and in the 'Scotto-Campbellite' denomination, 

Thomas shunned hierarchies of even the mildest sort, avoided even 

the establishment of a bureaucracy or secretariat and would have 

dispensed with the adoption of a name for his 'Baptised Believers', 

'Bible Christians' or 'Thomasites', but for the coming of the Amer­
ican Civil War. 

( g) THE KIHGDOH OF GOD 

Thomas's views on this issue are suPdivisible into five inter­
related subsections: 

(i) In a series of promises to the Patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac and 

Jacob2 , and to David3, God contracted to provide good things which 

were extensible to all mankind, the ultimate fulfilment of which 
was still future to Tbomas•s day. 

(ii) These promises were linked together in the person of, and, in 

the ultimate sense were triggered off by, Jesus Christ. 4 

(iii) The same promises were made available to those baptised into 
Christ.5 

(iv) The most large-scale of these future promises was the establish­

ment upon earth of a political kingdom - a theocracy - presided over 

by Jesus Christ, centred on Zion, worldwide as to its hinterland, 

peopled by a ruling class of immortal saints from all ages of 

history and by a ruled class of mortals to be judged at the end of 

1. Thomas, Eureka, iii. 211. 
2. Genesis xiii.14-17 et seg. 
3. II Samuel vii. 
4. Luke i.30-33° 
5. Galatians iii.9,14,16,27-29. 
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the Millenium. 

(v) The political cataclysms involved in producing this Kingdom 

of God would be preceded end foreshadowed by political earthquakes, 

the nature of which was revealed to Bible students through the 

medium of Bible prophecy - the most notable of all being the restor­

ation to Israel of the Jewish people after an exile of almost 2,000 

years, begun by Hadrian's Decree in A.D. 135. 1 

Despite the radical differences between Cbristadelphians and 

other Christian groups on a wide variety of doctrinal topics, this 

issue certainly contributed to the distinctive Judaeo-Christian 

flavour of the beliefs of John Thomas. Some of the early Bible 

Christian or Thomasite groups, indeed, described their earliest 

meeting places not as churches or ecclesias at all, but as 'syn­

agogues'; a part of the early Ambassador and Cbristadelphian mag­

azines was given over to a section entitled 'The Jews and their 

Affairs'; schemes were begun for collections of finances and cloth­

ing for Jewish poor - particularly those wishing, under the Monte­

fiore and other schemes, to settle in Israel; the very Thomian 

concept of Biblical inspiration turned the understanding of Hebrew 

(and Greek) into a prerequisite for the Bible student; and, thus, 

the pages of Tbomas's publications, as those of the Ambassador and 

Christadelphian, became as littered with Hebrew script as one could 

have expected of a magazine intended mainly for English speaking 

Jews. 2 All this, coupled with a non-Trinitarian theology, combined 

together to give a very Jewish tint to the theological complexion 

of Thomas's writings and, later, of Christadelphia.3 

There was a noticeable development over the period 1835-184? 

in Thomas•s views about the Salvation offered in the New Testament 

being rooted in the promises God made to the Old Testament worthies 

- little existed in the 134 Questions' of 1835,4 a considerable 

amount was. present in the 'Thirty Points' of 1846,5 and a plethora 

1. Tbomas 1 s tirst reference to this new Kingdom of Israel was in 
bis book Elpis Israel, first published in 1848. 

2. The Jerusalem Foat, Israel's current leading English language 
newspaper, bas about the same proportion of Hebrew and English 
as Thomas 1 s products. 

3. Assessments of Thomae'a linguistic skills can be found in 
Appendix G. 

4. See Appendix A. 
5. See Appendix B. 
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had developed by the time of the 'Confession, Abjuration and 

Declaration' in 1847. 1 

In all, Thomas counted divine promises made not only to Abrabamt 

Isaac, Jacob and David, but also to Noah, Israel in Egypt, Moses, 

Israel in Canaan under Joshua, the Prophets, and John the Baptist. 

This selfsame seque_nce of promises, under New Testament terminology, 

was referred to, said Thomas, as the Gospel. Thus, promises made, 

through Christ, to the Apostles and the Infant Ecclesia were exactly 

congruent with promises made to the Early (Jewish) Fathers. In cor­

roberation, Thomas referred to the argument of the Apostle Paul in 

Galatians iii.8 where be spoke of the 'gospel preached before unto 

Abraham' and Galatians iii.29 where he added 'if ye be Christ's, 

then are ye Abraham's seed, and heirs according to the promise.• 

In detail, the promises to Abraham (and his •seed') included 

that he would father a nation2 ; the universality of blessings via 

Abrahami the resurrection of Abraham to inherit the national terri• 

tory of Israe14 • The promises to the Israelites in Egypt included 

a Messiah from the house of Judab.5 The promises to Moses included 

a repeat of the promise to Abraham of territory6 ; the resurrection 

of the dead.7 This again, Thomas believed, was described in the 

Bible as 'The Gospel', and cited Hebrews i~.2 as his supporting 

text. Promises to Joshua involved a repetition of the territorial 
promise (originally made to Abraham) in Deuteronomy and Joshua. 8 

That the promises to Abraham were to have greater fulfilment than 

that initially provided by the conquest of Canaan by Israel under 

Joshua was made clear in a further series of promises to David, 

said Thomas. Paraphrasing Hebrews iii and iv~ he stated 1 Paul says 

Joshua did not give them rest, therefore there remains a Sabbatism 

to Joshua, Caleb etc. Where is this rest? In the Holy Land, when 

1. See Appendix C. 
2. Genesis xiii.16. 
3• Genesis xxvi.4. 
4. Genesis xiii.14-17 and Acts vii.5. 
5. Genesis xlix.10. 
6. Exodus iii.6-8 and vi.4. 
7. Exodus iii.6 as interpreted in Luke xx.37 by Jesus Christ. 
8. Deuteronomy xxxi.23 and Joshua i.11 and xxi.43. 
9. Original source Psalm xcv.?-11. 
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it shall be constituted a heavenly country or paradise.• 1 Having 

referred to a whole array of Biblical quotations, Thomas concluded: 

'This same gospel of the Rest which was preached to 
Abraham is amplified throughout all the prophets ••• 
[it) was preached by John the Baptist, by Jesus, and 
by bis apostles, before the day of Pentecost •.. [and 
it) was preached by the Twelve, and by Paul, after 
the day of Pentecost. 11 

Part of the distinctiveness of Thomas•s view of theology was 

hie interpretation of prophecy in relation to the Kingdom of God. 

Thomas eaw a continuity between the history of the past, as an en­

actment of God's will revealed through prophets such as Daniel and 

the Apostle John, and the events in contemporary history, which 

were also spoken about in detail in Bible prophecies. 

Whilst theologians have always examined the outworkings of 

Bible prophecy, and whilst, in the nineteenth century, a group of 

theologians like Dr. Grattan Guinness3, Revd. E.B. Elliott4 and Dr. 

Faber5 had made their mark as expounders of latter-day prophecy, 

Tbomas's contribution was that he linked together a number of items 

of prophetic interpretation which others at beat had only considered 

as discreet items. These were, first, that the future of Bible 

prophecy's fulfilment was neither vague nor distant in his ex­

position6 ; second, that be pointed out, as early as 1848, the need, 

according to Bible prophecy, for the establishment in Palestine of 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 
5. 
6, 

The 'Confession, Abjuration and Declaration' - see Appendix C. 
The 'Confession, Abjuration and Declaration' • see Appendix C. 
Author of The Approachin~_End of the Age, (1879) and Light 
for the Last Days, (1886 • 
Author of Horae Apocalypticae, (1844) - see footnote on P• 46. 
Author of A Dissertation on the Prophecies, (1807)• 
Thomas produced Anatolia (analysing the position of Turkey, 
Russia and the European powers from the Bible prophecy stand­
point) at the time of the Crimean War in July 1854; The 
Destiny of the United States, (1860); The Roman Question or 
The Fall of the Papacy in 1867; and The Destiny of the British 
Empire as Revealed in the Scriptures in 1871. 
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a latter-day state of Israel1 ; and, third, that each of these 

elements was linked to the setting of the stage for the return of 

Jesus Christ to set up the Kingdom of God on earth. 

(h) THOMAS 1S THEOLOGY CONTil:ASTED WITH CONTEMPORARY BAPTIST VIEWS 

In an attempt to devise a yardstick by which to measure the 

degree of variance of Thomas's beliefs from those of the ecclesiast­

ical establishment, a credal formulation has been selected, made by 

a group as near as possible within Christendom to ex-Campbellite 

Thomas and at a time as near as possible to the maturation period 

of Thomas 1 e views. This is the 'Declaratory Statement• adopted by 

the Baptist Union Assembly on 23 April 1888. 

About this same time, within the Baptist Church, there had been 

the expession of some doubt as to whether the churches were answer­

ing the theological challenge of the contemporary spirit of inquiry. 

The most thoughtful Baptists of the day, men like Alexander McLaren 

and Hugh Stowell Brown 1 believed that rationalism, by its textual 

criticism 'which assumes a variety of forms each of which is a sub­

tle intellectual enemy of Christianity', belittled and degraded 

orthodox doctrines of God and man, when th~ real 'province of reason 

[wasl to inquire into the authenticity of Revelation, and when this 

(had been) established, the same faculty [dictated) implicit sub­

mission to its contents. Thus to believe [was) the perfection of 

1. See Thomas, Elpis Israel, ch. VI. Michael J. Pragai, now Director 
of the Israel Universities Study Group for Middle Eastern Affairs 
and sometime Israeli Special Counsellor on Christian Affairs in 
the U.S.A., is the author of an unpublished MS. on the Christian 
approach to the restoration of Jews to Israel. He commented in 
a -letter to the author of this thesis that 'I have been able 
to trace the Christian approach to the Restoration ••• back to 
the sixteenth century.• Whilst Pragai wrote nothing to detract 
from Tbomas•s own significance as a signpost to the direction 
of Israel in Bible prophecy, be added 'There were ••• numerous 
Christian groups, let alone individuals, who precede John Thomas 
by several generations and whose activities regarding the 
Restoration of the Jews to their former fatherland is well 
documented.' 
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reason.
11 

'The result', it has been contended, •was an essentially 

empirical religion, governed in all aspects by the need to win con­

verts. This preoccupation ••. swept aside the distracting problems 

of contemporary scholarship, secular or religious, and it insisted 

on total submission to the Bible and its gospel. 12 It was this 

background which produced the 'Declaratory Statement' below. 

DECLARATORY STATEMENT 

ADOPrED BY THE BAPTIST UNION ASSEMBLY 
23 April 1888 

'Whilst expressly disavowing and disallowing any 
power to control belief or restrict inquiry, yet in 
view of the uneasiness produced in the churches by 
recent discussions, and to show our agreement with 
one another, and with our fellow Christians on the 
great truths of the Gospel, the Council deem it right 
to say that: 

(a) Baptised in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost, we have avowed repent~ 
ance towards God and faith in the Lord Jesus Christ 
- the very elements of a new life; as in the Lord's 
Supper we avow our union with one another, while 
partaking of the symbol of the Body of our Lord, 
broken for us, and of the Blood shed for the 
remission of sins. The Union, therefore, is an as­
sociation of churches and ministers, professing not 
only to believe the facts and doctrines of the Gos­
pel, but to have undergone the spiritual change 
expressed or implied in them. This change is the 
fundamental principle of our church life. 
(b) The following facts and doctrines are commonly 
believed by the Churches of the Union; 

1. The Divine Inspiration and Authority of the 
Holy Scriptures as the sµpreme and sufficient rule 
of our faith and practice: and the right and duty 
of individual judgment in the interpretation of it. 

2. The fallen and sinful state of man. 
3. The Deity, the Incarnation, the Resurrection 

of the Lord Jesus Christ, and His Sacrificial and 
Mediatorial Work. 

4. Justification by Faith - a faith that works by 
love and produces holiness. 

5. The Work of the Holy Spirit in the conversion 
of s_inners, and in the sanctification of all who 

1. C.L., L. & C.A, 1878, p.16, cited J. Lea, 'The Baptists in 
Lanes. 1837~87 1 , (Liverpool Univ. Ph.D. thesis 1970) P• 58. 

2. J. Lea, op, cit., p. 67. 



79 

believe. 
6. The Resurrection; the Judgment at the Last 

Day, according to the words of our Lord in Matt­
hew xxv,46.1 

1. It should be stated, as an historical fact, that 
there have been brethren in the Union, working cor­
dially with it, who, whilst reverently bowing to the 
authority of Holy Scripture, and rejecting dogmas of 
Purgatory and Universalism, have not held the common 
interpretation of these words of our Lord.• 1 

A whole range of radical differences between this 'Declaratory 

Statement• and the views of John Thomas is at once apparent. These 

divergences resolve themselves into two types - differences of 

direction and differences of substantive detail. 

In terms of direction, the 'Declaratory Statement• is far 

simpler than anything Thomas would have felt ready to agree to. It 

may be that the main thrust of Baptist policy was to keep together 

a body of believers, as cohesively as possible, and with the maximum 

of sanctification which the cohering of a large number of different 

individuals allowed. Thus, the simplicity of the 'Declaratory State­

ment' could derive from the desire to fix as high a common factor 

of belief as possible upon a situation where only a low threshold 

of unanimity was possible. One commentator noted that the desire to 

evangelise 'produced a toleration of differences in an attempt to 

remove obstacles to co-operation in proselytism.• 2 Thomas, on the 

other band, had, as a result of hie experiences as a Bible student, 

made up his mind, by 1847 1 that controversy, dissension, strife and 

division were unpleasant inevitabilities of life 'in the truth', 

and that the urgent direction to take was that of Truth. Such 

unanimity as was possible, in given historical circumstances, Would 

follow, without the attempt by ecclesiastical politicians to 

engineer its existence artificially. If there was a distinction, 

for Thomas, between essential and discretionary doctrines, he showed 

no predilection for seeking it out and developing a casuistry based 

1. E.A. Payne, The Baptist Union, A Short History, (London 1959), 
p. 271. 

2. J, Lea, 'The Baptists in Lanes. 1837-8?', p. 67. 
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upon its finer points. 1 

Detailed differences between Thomas and the Baptists were 

enormous. First, Thomas held that the key to the correct convey-

ance to the individual of the benefits of the inspiration of the 

Bible was not 1 individual judgement in the interpretation of it', 

but rather that the Scriptures themselves contained their own in­

fallible cross-checking dialectic, or, as he put it in~ 

Search the Scriptures, 'the interpretation of spiritual things by 

spiritual words. 12 Sensitivity about the Bible's own divine self­

consistency and against any judicious analysis of the Bible by any 

human commentator remained a hallmark of Christadelphian thinking.3 

Second, whilst reference was made to the Resurrection and the 

'Judgment at the Last Day•, there was no allusion in the 'Declaratory 

Statement' to the establishment of the Kingdom of God. Thomas, by 

contrast, had such detailed and definite views on this topic that h~ 

felt prepared to offer evidence to show that the site for the Final 

Judgement wo_uld he in Sinait4 To Thomas, the 'things concerning the 

Kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ'5 were the core of. the 

Gospel. Third, and related to the previous difference, no mention 
was made in the 'Declaratory Statement' of Biblical prophecy - in 

particular in so far as it related to the establishment of a latter­

day Israel, prior to Messiah's return. Thomas, on the other band, 

felt that these things were an 'earnest' of the fact that the King­

dom was at the very door. Fourth, no definition of baptism was 

offered. On this point, Thomas was ultra-thorough. Immersion was 

essential - but, of itself, inadequate. Even 'intelligent immersion' 

was to be hedged about very particularly with the closest of 

1. Thomas conceded in theory that some limitation on expositional 
nicety was necessary: 'Some may be prompted to inquire 1 

11Is it 
necessary to understand all the details of resurrection and judg­
ment to possess the faith which justifies?'* In reply, I would say, 
if it were necessary, there would scarcely be fo\lrid in this 
generation a corporal's guard of justified believers.' W. Norrie, 
Early History, ii. 103. In practice, Thomas was disinclined to­
wards the adoption of any credal formulation. Seep. 147 below. 

2. Thomas, How to Search the Scriptures, p. 15. 
3. It was one of the two central planks in the so-called 'Jot and 

Tittle' controversy which split the movement in 1885. Seep. 258. 
4. Thomas's evidence was cited from Isaiah lxiii. 
5. Acts viii.12. 
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definitions to avoid error - since that would lead to an abortive 
rebirth, to unforgiven sins, to an unavailing sacrificial Lamb of 

God. Fifth, besides baptism there was reference in the Statement 

to a new life and to spiritual change. Such terms would have been 

far too loose for Thomas's liking, since he was extremely em­

phatic about the order and nature of events surrounding the re­

birth of the Christian child of God, and would have been distrust­

ful of anything less than a full exposition. SiXth, the term 
1 churcb' was employed in the Statement, with no attempt at 

definition in terms either of New Testament usage, or the Reform­

ation. Thomae felt this was a matter involving a great need for 

punctiliousness and scruple. Seventh, whilst the Declaratory 

Statement, by citing Matthew :xxv.46, alluded to the pun~shment of 

the wicked, no definition was suggested as to what 'everlasting 

punishment• might mean in terms of length, nature or location. 

For Thomas, the need to involve Bible linguistics at such a point, 
in definition of 1 Sheol 1 , 'Gehenna', 'Hades' and 'Tartarus', and 

carefully to compare passages together, was·paramount. Eighth, 

apart from one reference to the 'Deity and the Incarnation •.• of 

the Lord Jesus Christ' no detailed reference to the nature of the 

Godhead was made in the Statement - no reference to coeternity or 

coequality of the Persons of the Trinity. John Thomas's criticism 

would have been that many people of different theological per­

suasions would have found this Statement acceptable, as far as it 

went. He himself referred to the deity of Cbrist. 1 Thomas, in 

contradistinction to what his opponents contended, did not object 

to the Trinity because it was complicated. He objected to it 

because it was not, in bis view, Biblical. Indeed, his own view of 

God-manifestation in a multitude was, itself, rather complex. 

It would, no doubt, have been contended by proponents of the 

Dec1aratory Statement that such a brief document was not the place 

for thorough exegesis. That would have been Thomas•s objection to 

the very existence of such a document. He himself fought against 

1. Thomas,~, vol. i. Here Thomas used phrases such as 'Since 
his ascension, he is consubstantial with Deity 1 (p. 105), and 
1 the Deity and the name of Jesus Anointed' (p. 109). 
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any distillation of Biblical teaching. 1 When, after his death, 

Christadelphians did produce a Statement of Faith it was, by com­

parison with the Baptist Declaratory Statement, very detailed. It 

contained forty-six general principles, encapsulated into a 

•system of Rules', incorporating thirty-eight rules. 2 

John Thomas was a pioneer, a discoverer. Whilst, in later 

life, he did involve himself in polemics within the Christadelphian 

community, these were distasteful to him. What appealed to him was 

to wriggle free of what be considered the mental shackles imposed 

by orthodoxy, so he could soar high in the spiritual etherea and 

see vistas, within the Bible, of God's past, present and future 

plans. The end-product of all this effort was the development of 

a theology which, whilst it overlapped at various points with 

elements of received theological opinion, was not eclectically 

derived, claimed a self-consistency developed purely from Bible 

study and was in its main thrusts radically different from con­

temporary Christian thought. 

1. 
2. 

See P• 147, ch. IV, below. 
See Roberts, Guide to the Formation and Conduct of Ecclesias, 
(Birmingham 1883). The general principles were outlined on pp. 
3-38; the system of rules drawn up on pp. 39-44. Appendix I 
of this thesis gives details of Roberts 1 s system of rules. 



CHAPTER III 

HISTORY OF T"rlE CHRISTADELPHIANS 1 1864-1884 

(a) 1864-1868: ROBERT ROBERTS'S AUTHORITY BEGAN TO BECOME APPARENT 

Robert Roberts set about hie task of editorship with zeal and 

fervour. The whole of the first edition and much of the subsequent 

Ambassador and Christadelphian magazines during the next decade 

were written by him. The first Ambassador, issued in July 1864, 

contained Roberta's first instalment of the first biography of 

John Thomas. Further instalments of this work appeared erratically 

over the next few years. The project was reshaped later, so that, 

by 1873, the first edition of Dr. Thomas: His Life and Work had 

been completed. Roberts was noted by his brethren for bis vigour; 1 

his application to ecclesial arrangements in Birmingham was im­

mediate upon his arrival and energetic; 2 simultaneously, he was 

engaged in controversy with the Aberdeen Campbelli tes. Neverthe­

less, Roberts's efficiency and zeal appeared to have an abrasive 

aspect to it; 3 in 1864, he wrote of his 'strained relations with 

1. W. Norrie, in his Early History. ii. 62, praised Roberts for 
his organisational skills as displayed in Birmingham, and, 
p. 193, in Halifax. On P• 65 1 Norrie cited laudatory words of 
George Dowie from The Messenger regarding Roberta's impact on 
Birmingham. 

2. Evans, '100 Yrs.', TC, xcvi (1959), 255. 
3. J.H. Chamberlin, whOwas later to become an antagonist of 

Roberts, described Roberts•s performance in a debate saying 
'Brother Roberts succeeded in checking his characteristic ar­
dour just in time. 1 !£, xxi (1684), 308. 
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Dr. Thomas 1
;
1 

on other occasions, members of his family expressed 
reservations about his temperament. 2 

During 1865 Roberts poured, if anything, more energy than ever 

into The Ambassador, which included the most outstanding items of 

local and national news, such as the discovery of a Rabbi.in Shef­

field who believed that Jesus Christ was the 1'~essiah, 3 and reports 

from overseas, too, resulting from a scouring of news agency 

material and international editions of journals. As a result, it 

was decided by Roberts, in October, to enlarge the size of the 

magazine. One of the items in the new,larger magazine was the dis­

appointing news that, in order to meet printers' deadlines with 

volume two of Eureka, Dr. Thomas was to delay his promised third 

visit. This news did not, however, disappoint everyone. Amongst 

the brethren not disappointed was George Dewie of Edinburgh.4 It 

was with Dewie and his followers that Roberta's energies were 

chiefly concerned from 1866 for several years. Possibly the Dowie­

ites would have been happy with an editor who was less pro-Thomas 

than Robert Roberts proved to be. 

Much of 1866 was taken up by controversy for Robert Roberts, 

mostly in Scotland and Wales. In April, discussions were arranged 

with the Edinburgh ecclesia, where George Dewie's supporters were 

strong, on the issue of the immortality of the soul. These dis­

cussions took place on 8 and 15 April and on 6 May. The outcome 

was that the Birmingham ecclesia withdrew-5 from those who taught 

heresy in Scotland. In the meantime, Roberts was busy elsewhere 

debating, on 10 and 11 April with Revd. R.C. Nightingale, a 

1. These words formed the title of ch. XXI, pp. 158-166, of 
Roberta's autobiography. The 1917 edition, with an appendix 
by C.C. Walker, was entitled Robert Roberts - An Autobiography, 
(Birmingham, 1917), (hereafter MDAHW). The original edition was 
entitled My Days and My Ways. 

2. W. Norrie, who was Roberta's brother-in-law, described, in bis 
Early History, ii. 184-5, Roberta's relationship with John 
Wilson of Halifax as follows: 1 he was one of many brethren 
who were victimised because of their "disagreement in important 
principles11 with Robert Roberts. In the particular 11principle" 
in which the two differed, I was convinced that Robert was in 
the right, but I was equally confident that this disagreemint 
did not warrant the cruel treatment to which be was subjected 
on that account.' 

3. The Ambassador, ii, (1865), 243. 
4. For details of Dewie's views see ch. VI below. 
5. See Glossary. 



minister of the Free Churcht on the subject 'Has man an immortal 

soul?' In July, Roberts organised a national fraternal, one pre­

dictable outcome of which was a clash with Dowie. Later, in Novem­

ber 1866 1 Roberts toured Scotland, visiting Aberdeen, Beith and 

Edinburgh, and countering the message being propounded by the 

Dowieites. Meanwhile, in Swansea and Mumbles, a furore had been 

stirred up by the departure from the nonconformist fold of the 

Revd. Clement1 and by a series of lectures delivered by Roberts 

himself. This so incensed the local ministry that seven counter­

lectures were delivered by a number of reverend gentlemen2 , prin­

cipally Baptists and IndependentsG However, a challenge to Mr. D. 

Evans to debate the issues involved in the pages of either 1a.! 
Ambassador or The Baptist Magazine was turned down.3 

In Birmingham, the Catholic Apostolic Church (Irvingites) 

had been busy. Lectures had been given in the Town Hall warning 

the 'Christian men of Birmingham' to prepare for the coming of 

Jesus Christ. So many thousands of people turned up for the first 

of these meetings that even the overflow rooms were quite insuffi­

cient. Roberts, who was present, seized the opportunity and, pro­

curing a chair, began to address those disappointed crowds unable 

to get into the Town Hall on the topic of" the Second Coming. To­

wards the end of his talk, opponents caused crowd pressure to un­

seat him from his chair. Unabashed, Roberts resolved to hire the 

Town Hall himself, and between '1,500 and 1,800 14 people who .had 

been unable to listen to the Irvingites heard Roberts in March 

,. See ch. I above, pp. 35-36. 
2. The wording of the original advertisement was a little unclear, 

but those involved seemed to include Revd. C. Short, H.A., 
Revd. S. Davies Of Swansea, Revd. R. Warner 'late of Bristol 
College', Revd. J. Evans of Newton, Mr. w. Evans, and Mr. D. 
Evans 'late of Mumbles' but currently a student at the Bap-
tist college, Pontypool. TC, iii. (1866), 21-25, 47-51, 148-
153. -

3. For details see The Ambassador, iii. (1866), pp. 21ft, 4?ff, 
148rr. 

4. Roberts,~, p. 228. 
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1866.
1 

It is clear from this episode that the issue of the Second 

Coming was of such interest that even a small and relatively un­

known group such as Christadelphians could attract attention with 

it. 

In 1867, the Dowieites made forays southwards effective enough 

to cause some brethren at Huddersfield to leave the ranks of the 

orthodox and join George Dewie! There were demands for a fourth 

edition of the Twelve Lectures 2 , but funds were lacking. The 

number of ecclesias was increasing rapidly, but there was no com­

monly accepted credal formulation3 - the Twelve Lectures were used 

as a basis for interviewing baptismal candidates in some, but not 

all, areas.4 The Dealtry heres,-5 continued to rumble on. 6 Pres­

sures of material upon the limited space within The Ambassador 
occurred again. 

Against this backcloth of discontent and difficulty, Roberts 1 s' 

efforts were prodigious in taking the battle to the enemy: a tour 

of Scotland was undertaken by the editor in January and February, 

striking at the main trouble-spots of Dowieism;7 with the help of 
8 J.J. Andrew's appeals in The Ambassador, money was raised and a 

fourth edition of the Twelve Lectures publishedj A Declaration of 

the First Principles of the Oracles of the Deity9, published at 

1. 

2. 

:; . 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

8. 
9. 

A transcript of Roberta's talk appeared in The Ambassador, iii 
(1866), 68-72, 110-113, 141-148, 165-171. 
The first edition of Roberts 1 s Twelve Lectures was published 
in 1862 in Huddersfield. It was eventually extended, in a 
sixth edition, to eighteen lectures and retitled Christendom 
Astray, (Birmingham 1883), (hereafter referred to as_£!}. 
A small number of ecclesial rules had been produced by Dr. 
Thomas, but these re~ained unpublished until their posthumous 
production in If_, ix (1872), 150-151. See Appendix L. 
Evans, 1 100 Yrs.', TC, xcvi (1959), 30-31. 
See ch. VI below. -
See The Ambassador, v (1868), 44-52 and 80-85. 
The tour included the towns of Edinburgh, Aberdeen, Beith, 
Galashiels, Edinburgh (again), Turriff and Wishaw. See ru_ 
Ambassador, iv (1867), 4-7, 42, 312-314. 
See The Ambassador, iv (1867), 131-132. 
The Declaration was produced anonymously at the beginning of 
1862. For details of its rather unusual history see Roberts, 
~ ch. XXXIV. 



the beginning of the year, put an end to credal speculations; 

Mr. Dealtry's views were countered by articles from the editor 

in The Ambassador; and, in October, the magazine was again en­

larged. What is more, towards the end or the year, Roberts under­

took a second tour of ecclesias, this time in north-eastern Eng­

land. 

1868 could be said to be the year of integration within the 

Christadelphian movement. Roberts himself made tours - one at 

Easter to the South-West, and another in August and September 

which included the Midlands, London, the West Riding and Scotland. 1 

Other stalwarts made tours, too, and wrote up reports of their 

journeyings which appeared in The Ambassador, as had the notes of 

the editor, previously. 2 By 1868, Roberts was the clear, de facto 

leader of Christadelphians in Britain, because of his position as 

editor or the widest circulation magazine within Christadelphia, 

his pastora1 care of his brethren throughout the land and his 

efforts to defend the Gospel,as be understood it, both within and 

without his brotherhood. 

(b) 1869-1871: THE SWANSONG OF JOHN THOHAS 

Despite Roberta's growing ascendancy in practical matters, 

Christadelphianism in 1869 was still very much the bearer of Dr. 

Thomas's inte1lectual stamp - previous articles of his were re­

printed in The Christadelphian3 ; letters from 'The Doctor' to 

Roberts were printed in full4 ; earlier exchanges between Thomas 

and leaders of other British denominations were reminisced over5; 
his tours of America were reported in detail for the benefit of 

2. 

4. 
5. 

This was followed by a third and final tour by Roberts at the 
turn of the year, when London, Scarborough, Whitby and Leeds 
were among the places visited. See !£1 vi {1869), 52-5?. 
For example, Brother Ellis whose reported tour appeared in 
The Ambassador, v (1868), 292-294. 
They formed leading articles in this magazine in the months 
of March, Apr"il 1 May, June, August, September, October, Nov­
ember and December in 1869. 
TC, vi (1869), 40-52, 65-78, 93-109. 
TC, vi (1869), 155-7, regarding a printed debate dating from 
W62 between Thomas and a clergyman in the Daily Express; .2,E• 
cit. pp. 188-195 1 concerning. Thomas and the Campbellite 
Vader Walter Scott, dating from 1841 and 1847. 



88 

British members
1

; several lectures of his were written up by mem­

bers of the congregations who heard them2; his final (1869) visit 

to Britain - including his reply to The Cambrian newspaper which 

had criticised his lecture in Swansea3 - was written up in con­

siderable detail
4

; bis proposed removal to reside near Birmingham 

in his last years was dwelt upon thoughtfully5; whilst~ was 

already being paraphrased for those members who found the original 
hard going. 6 

However, it would be incorrect to conclude that other brethren 

were idle or ineffective. Roberts engaged in a series of debates 

throughout the year7 , and endeavoured to tempt into confrontation 

with him the Revd. David King, leader of the Campbellites in 

Britain8, and Mr. Bowes of Wishaw, editor of The Promoter9, who 

had actually issued the challenge initially, but developed diffi­

dence as time went by. F.R. Shuttleworth replied, by lecture, to 

1. TC, vi (1869), 195-9. 
2. TC, vi (1869), 217-24, 319-25, 355-62. 
3. TC, vi (1869), 283-9, 369-76. Thomas's lecture, at Brother 

Clement's (former) chapel was advertised on the 'chapel' 
noticeboard and by leaflet as follows: 'Zion Chapel, Mumbles, 
THE PEOPLE DECEIVED BY THE CLERGYt A warning from the Word of 
God by the Christadelphians. 11Why will ye die? 11 lectures by 
DR.- THOMAS, of the United States, Author of Elpis Israel &c 
and ROBERT ROBERTS of Birmingham, Editor of The Ambassador 
&c.• See TC, vi (1869), 269. 

4. TC, vi (1U9), 199-203, 236-40, 265-75, 307-10, 338-43. 
5. 'i'c, vi C1869J, 343-5. 
6. This project was undertaken by Brother J.J. Andrew. Details 

were recorded in TC, vi (1869), 252-5. 
7. Revd. J Campbell Ile vi (1869), 122-3, six nights during 9-19 

March, 1869)1 Mr. T.° Knight (TC, vi (1869), 346-7, 382-3, 1-3 
November, 1869). -

8. Although Roberts referred to David King in this way, there was 
no such official position within Campbellism. However, it was 
the case that Mr. King was editor of The Bible Advocate 
magazine from 1847 and of The Bri tisb Hillenial Harbinger from 
1862, that he was president of the Campbellites on three 
occasions - 1870-71, 1874-75 and 1878-79, and that he produced 
five conference papers, in 1873, 1876, 1877, 1883 and 1892 -
which was more than any other Campbellite in the period 1872-

! 1969. See D.M. Thompson, Let Sects and Parties Fall, (Birming­
ham 1980), Appendices I and II. Mr. King could, therefore, 
have been regarded as a major leader of Campbellite opinion. 
See p. 131 below. 

9. !£, vi (1869), 86-88, 144-147, 205-208. 



the Quakers of Whitby, who bad opposed the views of Christadelph­

ians. 1 J.J. Andrew, besides paraphrasing~, eng~ged in a two­

night debate on 13 and 14 January 1869 with Revd. John Campbell M.A., 

in Camden Town, on the immortality of the aoul
2

, and in written 

polemics with another prea·cher on the same issue. 3 Other efforts 

of pen and vocal chord w;re made by J.J. Bishop, Edward Turney4 

and other young men, later to become notables in Christadelpbian 

circles. 
A statistical survey, published in The Cbristadelphian in July 

1869~ indicated that, in the whole five year period since I!!!, 
Ambassador bad begun in July 1864, only thirty-two individuals had 

left the movement because of self-exclusion, ejection or death. In 

that period, the report continued, 647 adults had been baptised. 

One possible indication from these statistics - particularly 

the low figure for deaths - is that a large percentage of the 

baptisms were of younger people. Roberts himself was only just 

thirty years of age by July 1869. This picture would certainly 

correspond with that presented by the brethren in their magazine -

a generation-gap appearing to exist between Roberts and his peers 

on the one hand, and Dr. Thomas on the other, Thomas being sixty­

four in 1869 and only a year or so away from a severe attack of 

peritonitis from which he never properly recovered, 6 In the late 

1860s, perhaps partly because of this age difference, Dr. Thomas 

commanded a unique degree of respect, even reverence, within 

Christadelphianism. Energetic strides towards maturity were being 

made by a number of younger brethren, led by Roberts. One of 

these young men, Edward Turney, made sufficient st'rides to attract 

the excitement and complaint of Dr. Wordsworth, the Bishop ot 

Lincoln. However, in an exchange of views in the pages o! :!'.!!.! 

4. 
5. 
6. 

!£, vi (1869), 14-18'; 78082. 
!£, vi (1869), 141-3, 174-9. 
TC, vi (1869), 165-70. The 'preacher' in question maintained 
liis anonymity because soon afterwards he became a Christadel­
phian. 
See PP• 92-103 below for details of Turney•s career. 
!£, •i (1869),,214. 
He died Qn

1
s

7
March 1871, but be was never a well man from the. 

autumn oi' ~ O". 
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Nottingham Journal, Turney gained the support of a number of cor­
respondents, including the Journal's editor. 1 

John Thomas visited Britain for the third, and last, of his 

tours in August 1869, staying until May 1870. His itinerary was 

exhaustive, as his spiritual travels in the U.S.A. were wont to 

be.
2 

Roberts was a great admirer of Thomas 1s exegesis, witness the 

fact that not a month went by whilst Roberts was editor of~ 

Christadelphian, except in very exceptional circumstances, when an 

essay by Thomas was not the leading article, but he was also 

buoyed up by Tbomas's evident enthusiasm. Thus Roberts devoted 

even more of his time to playing the part of visiting lecturer 

than he bad in 1868 - four months of the year being given over to 
lecture-tours.3 

For all this, Roberts did not relax his vigilant scrutiny of 

the religious press, or the diligence of his defence of the Christ­

adelphian understanding of Christianity. Recent controversy with 

George Dowie may have made him even more careful to scrutinise such 

recondite literature as The Rainbow.4 In the midst of Thomas's 

visit, in November 1869, Roberts found time to deal with a mis­

apprehension of the Christadelphian view of the nature of man by 

The Rainbow's W. Maude, writing to the editor of The Rainbow5 to 

correct this mistake immediately. On 14, 15 and 16 June, Robert 

Roberts gave three lectures on a range of Christadelphian doc­

trines to several hundred people, including 'several clergymen 16 

in the then 'principal public building16 of Derby, the Lecture 

Hall, Wardwick. 

1. TC, vi (1869), 335-8. 
2. See ch. I, pp. 15,36-39. On his return to the U.S.A. in the 

summer of 1870, Thomas at once launched himself on a five­
week lecture-tour of the northern states of the Union. For a 
report of this see!£, vii (1870), 299-301. 

3. In his 'Midsummer tour' in July and August, Roberts visited 
Nottingham, Grantham, Birmingham, Leicester, Weston-super-Mare, 
Mumbles, Devonport, Droitwich, Tewkesbury and Bridgnorth. In 
his 'Autumn tour' in October and November, be visited London, 
Dorchester, Scarborough, Whitby, Liverpool, Leeds, Hudders­
field, Halifax I Elland I Sowerby Bridge, Manchester, Sale and 
Altrincham. Details are given in TC, vii (1870), 275-81, 302-5, 
340-4 and 369-74. -

4. For details of this magazine1s; activities see ch. VI, p. 239. 
5. William Leask D.D. - seep. 240n below. 
6. From the report in!,£, vii ~1870) 1 218-9, 
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Much excitement was generated in Christadelphian circles by 

a correspondence between Dr. Thomas and a number of correspondents 

in The Rock1 on the scriptural basis or Christadelphian beliefs; 

by the baptism, reported in February, of Mr. James Martin: 

'a young man {27 years of age) who, for several 
years, has taken a leading part in connection with 
the Circus (Baptist) Chapel, Bradford Street, Bir­
mingham, and who occasionally filled pulpits in 
various parts of Birmingham, and being zealous, 
preached nearly every Sunday somewhere - if not in 
a pulpit, then in the market place. When the truth 
found him, Mr. Martin had nearly decided to enter 
the ministry, and, with this view, had disposed of 
a thriving business, and commenced the preliminary 
studies which were to fit him for entering Mr. 
Spurgeon's college, London.,2 

and by the reported existence of some Jews believing in certain 

parts of the Gospel as understood by Cbristadelphians.3 

1871 was another busy year for Roberts. Although the winter 

tour of Nottingham, Dorchester, Edinburgh, Dalkeitb, Ayton, Leith 

and Cupar in January and February was not as lengthy as the tours 

of other years, it was made up for by the expenditure of energy in 

many different directions. The death of John Thomas in March in­

volved a hastily rearranged programme to incorporate a journey to 

the U.S.A. for Tbomas's offi_Cial burial in Greenwood Cemetery4 , on 

30 April. 

Thomas's death spurred Roberta's zeal in certain respects -

only he, of the old team of consultants, remained. Thbmas's status 

within the movement was perpetuated by the decision of Roberts to 

expand 'lhe Christadelphian magazine yet again for the specific, 

stated purpose5 of reprinting.·articles written by Thomas in pre­

vious publications such·as The Apostolic Advocate, The Investigator, 

The Herald of the Future Age and The Herald of the Kingdom and Age 

1. 

2. 

4. 

The exchange of correspOridence involving Dr. Thomas in The Rock 
was reproduced in TC, vii (18?0), 72-76. 
TC, vii (1870), 47-53, was devoted to this young man's biog­
ra'phy. 
TC, vii (1870), 151, where an article entitled 'The Jews not 
Entirely Faithless' reported the existence of Jews who believed 
'Israel Restored' prophecies. 
Thomas was temporarily buried in the Jersey City Cemetery, until 
brethren Roberts and Bosher were able to arrive from England. 
Roberts himself, 27 years later, was buried in the very same 
grave as his mentor. 
!£, viii (1871), 263-4. 
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to Come. Roberts issued a prospectus for a completely new magazine, 

for children.
1 

He continued to act as a monitor and collector of 

ecclesial information from all parts of Britain - reports of 

Christadelpbian activities mentioned in The Bristol Daily Post2 , 

The Baptist Record3 , The Cambrian4 , The Dundee Advertiser5 , the 

People's Journa16, were all carefully recorded in The Cbristadelph­

!.!!!,, as were reports from overseas such as the stated agreement 

with the views of Dr. Thomas of a U.S. rabbi on the issues of the 

return of the Jews to Zion and of a Messiah to the Jews7 , and a 

review by an Australian newspaper, The St. Kilda Advertiser, of 

Dr. Thomas's Odology. 8 Roberts also wrote a 36 page booklet called 

Everlasting Funishmen; not Eternal Torments as a reply to three 

letters by the Revd. Dr. J. Angus, president of the Baptist College, 

London, in The Christian World; and, following an encounter between 

a brother who had been a Jew by religion - a certain Segfried 

Gratz - and a practising Jew called Joel Honaet 1 Roberts engaged 

in bis longest debate so far - a three-night exchange in October 

with Mr. Louis Stern on the issue of the Messiabship of Jesus 

Christ.9 

(c) 1871-18?4: ROBERTS AND THE RENUJICIATIONISTS 

Following the conversion in 1870 of the Baptist local preacher 

James Martin, further excitement was generated by the printing in 

The Cbrista"delphian by Roberts of correspondence between an ex-

!2_, viii (1871), 264. 
TC, viii (1871), 285-6. 
TC, viii C1871J, 287. 
TC, viii C1871J, 385-6. 
TC, viii (1871), 91-4. 
TC, viii (1871), 91-4. 
TC, Tiii (1871), 226-7. 
TC, viii (1871), 392. 
This debate, entitled 'Was Jesus of Nazareth the Messiah?', was 
written up in a booklet of 61 pages. Roberts's opinion of de-
bating was high - for example, although he doubted Thomas's 
rhetorical skill (see l1DAl1W pp 1.54-7), he serialised in ~• 
viii (18?1) 1 the whole of a debate between Dr. Thomas and a 
Presbyterian minister which had taken place thirty-four years 
previously. 
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Methodist lay preacher and Edward Turney, who lived in Nottingham. 1 

Turney, in years to come, proved a formidable opponent in debate 

and was, for a time, a great asset to the Christadelphian movement. 

In the early 1870s 1 Turney was lecturing enthusiastically on be­

half of the Christadelphians 1 in South Wales, on the hope of 

Christians, and offering £50 reward to anyone who could prove from 

the Bible that Christians went to heaven. A lively correspondence 

ensued I in part of which Turney complained: 1 "An Observer" again 

manifests a lively concern about the £50. Some of your readers may 

begin to think be is more concerned about the cash than about the 

logic of his statements. 12 Huch of ·these exchanges of view was 

written up in The Christadelphian. 

Towards the end of 1871, the main ecclesia (by size, and by 

the fact that that the magazine editor was one of its arranging 

brothers3 and leading lights) moved from the Athenaeum rooms to 

the Temperance Hall in Birmingham.4 It was Roberts who delivered 

the exhortation at the breaking of bread and the lecture at the 

evening service on the first Sunday in the new room. 

In the winter of 1871 and on into 1872, Roberts's mixture was 

much as before - lengthy tours from October to December 1871 inc­

luding Liverpool, Sale, Barrow, Cumnock, Beith, Paisley, Glasgow, 

Wishaw, Grantham, Banff, New Pi.tsligo, Aberdeen, Dundee, Edinburgh, 

Newcastle-on-Tyne, Hanchester, Halifax, Keighley, Manchester 

(again), Stretford, Liverpool (again); detailed reports of matters 

of spiritual concern from Britain and around the world including 

The Daily Telegraph5, The Boston Traveller6, The Dunedin Ti.mes7 , 
The English Independent and The llew York Herald? Reports were 

1. TC, v111 (1871), 313ff., 342ff. The date of Edward Turney•s 
baptism is not known, but he was referred to in the very first 
issue of The Ambassador,(July 1864), as a brother giving lec­
tures in the Nottingham ecclesia. 

2. TC, viii (1871), 389. 
3, See Glossary. 
4. It remained there for many years. 
5. TC, ix (1872), 22-8. 
6. TC, ix (1872), 63. 
7, TC, ix (1872), 46-7. 
8. TC, ix (1872), 558-9. 
9. TC, ix (1872) 1 25-6, 



printed, too, of a number of controversies - a vicar who, having 

slanged Christadelphianism publicly from the pulpit, avoided a 

public debate with Edward Turney1; a Dundee schoolteacher who was 

thrown out of her job simply on the grounds of her religion, and 

who suffered similar religious discrimination from the Stoke-upon­

Trent School Board, and the bigoted publicity accorded tO Christ­

adelphians by 1a London correspondent of The Dundee Advertiser' as 

a result of this2. A large number of citations from Dr. Thomas•s 

writings continued to be made, including previously published, 

unpublished and private papers. 

Further 1 tea-meetings 1 and fraternals were arranged, for 

Roberts was keen on these, including a national fraternal gathering 

in the Athenaeum to which 34 British and one American ecclesia sent 

1. TC, ix (1872), 74-5. 
2. In the Spring of 1872, a lady named Fraser, who held the post 

of principal teacher at a Dundee school, made application to 
the Stoke-upon-Trent School Board for a previously advertised 
vacant.teaching post in a British school. Her motives for doing 
this were that her appointment in Scotland had been made on 
the basis of her attendance at the Independent Chapel and that, 
after her appointment, she had become a Christadelphian and 
therefore felt obliged in conscience to resign her post. Her 
application to Stoke caused the Clerk of the Board to send 
her a letter enquiring for more detail concerning her religious 
status. On receipt of her answer., her application to the 
British school was turned down. Further correspondence in The 
Dundee Advertiser ensued. An anonymous correspondent wrote: 
'This said lady, the public are aware, holds the important 
situation of principal teacher in the female department of the 
Industrial Schools. What I want to say is, Why have the direct­
ors of these schools appointed and given sole religious charge 
of children to one who can neither teach them to seek heaven 
nor admonish them to avoid hell? believing, as she does, that 
there is no celestial abode for our spirits when they leave 
their present tabernacles, and no eternal punishment ... I am, 
Sir, A LIBERAL SUBSCRIBER TO THE DiDUSTlUAL SCHOOLS.' Roberts, 
in his editorial in TC, ix (1872), commented: 'This letter bas 
produced its intendedfruit. Lord Kinnaird, who takes the 
leading part in connection with the institution,_ ~lled upon 
Sister Fraser, and told her she must resign. She Wtis after­
wards called on by other members of the directorate, who ex­
pressed their regret at the necessity for her resignation ... 
She is a sufferer for conscience sake. 1 The source of• both 
these quotations is!£, ix (1872), 227. 
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delegates.
1 

As with the previous national fraternal in 18662 , an 

occasion was provided for the sowing of tares amongst the wheat 

seeds. On this occasion, it was a heresy to which all ecclesias 

gave a lot of attention over the next few years - Renunciationism.3 

Towards the end of the year, on 22 November, Roberts 1 s four 

year old son, John Thomas Roberts, died. Understanding sympathy 

was natural enough amongst a closely-knit spiritual community even 

in those days of relatively high infant mortality rates. This em­

pathy was compounded into sorrow by the news, later in the same 

month, that Roberts 1 s two year old daughter had died of the same 
disease. However, one obituary4 , one article and thirteen letters 

of sorrow5 , in a community which was largely agreed that effort 

on behalf of the dead was wasted, indicated the prominence of 

Roberts and the esteem in which the Christadelphian community held 

him after Thomas's death. 

As early as 1866 Roberts had felt orthodox Christadelphia bad 

the intellectual beating of the Dowieites: 

'As to the Dowieites, it is not to be wondered 
at that they should be full of bad feeling and evil 
speaking. They have no answer to our case against 
them on the meriis, and so they indulge in personal 
disparagements.' 

By 1873, Roberts could interpret his seven-week tour of Scotland 

as follows: 

'We go about because we are asked to do so, 
and because we are thus furnished with a larger 
field for the scattering of the good seed. The 
pleasure·of the brethren is not to be disregard-
ed. 17 • 

8 In an extensive report of this tour , on which Roberts visited 

Portobello, Edinburgh, Gti.lashiels, Paxton South Mains, Ayton 

1. An account of.the proceedings was published in !2,, viii (1871), 
385-459. 

·2. When George Dowie bad confronted Roberts. 
3. This name was developed because, in an exhortation in Notting­

ham, Turney, one of its main protagonists, 'renounced 1 the 
doctrines regarding the nature of Christ which he had previous­
ly believed in. 

4. TC, ix (1872), 574. 
5. TC, x (1873), 11-19. 
6 •. Fo°berts, MDAMW, p. 288. 
7. TC, x (1873),164. 
8. See ,'.f'.£, X (1873), 164-170, 206-213• 



and Eyemoutb, Newburgh, Tranent, Cupar, Dundee, Aberdeen, Turriff, 

Balfaton, New Pitsligo, Wishaw, Glasgow, Paisley, Beith and Gal­

ston, the name of George Dowie was hardly mentioned at all, except 

for a number of occasions at Tranent in February where Dowie 

turned up in person to lectures by Roberts on the n-ature of the 

after-life. Thus this extensive tour could be seen as confirming 

the control of Christadelphian orthodoxy, as vested in Roberta's 

person, over the Scots ecclesias, despite Dewie's attempts to 
rock the boat. 

However, this leak in the plumbing had only just been plugged 

when Renunciationi-sm, based in Nottingham and piloted by Edward 

Turney and David Handley, began to burst forth. In his book !h!_ 

SaCrifice of Christ 1, written in 1873, Turney quoted from a letter 

written by Handley to Roberts in 1871 which, he said, was 1 Clearly 

accepted by the Editor (R.R.) after he bad six months to consider 

the matter. 12 In this letter Handley summarised his position as 

follows: 

'Here, I think, we see the Wisdom of God in 
Redemption, a Body in OUR NATUREi a LIFE INDEPEND­
ENT of our Race; The LIFE of the Flesh is GIVEN for 
the Life of the World; here is what men of business 
call twenty shillings in the pound. But again I say, 
there could be No Virtue in the GIVING up of His LIFE 
if He was a MERE man, or if He had DERIVED His Life 
in any way from the SEED of Adam, for All who DERIVED 
Life from Adam, LOST it, for in him Al.l Sinned. But 
Christ in Our Flesh could suffer the Penalty, and 
then REDEEH His brethren, for He had never Forfeited 
Bis Life by personal transgression; and His Life being 
independent of the Race, He could GIVE it for a RANSOM. 
To me this appears Clear, while No man could GIVE to 
God a Ransom for bis BROTHER, the Son of God, who was 
Bone of Our Bone, and Flesh of Our Flesh, could, having 
the Price of REDEHPTION in His own POWER. 

1 You will see from these few lines, what I wish 
to convey to the brethren. If you think the matter 
worthy of insertion in the CHRISTADELPHIAN, 

1. This book was transcribed from a very long lecture delivered 
on Thursday 28 August 1873 in the Temperance Hall, Birmingham. 

2. E. Turney, The Sacrifice of Christ, (Halesowen, 1873), P• 2 
of the cover. 
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use it, if not, refuse it. My house all join in 
,love to thee, and to thy house, and the household 
of faith. 

Farewell, 
D. HANDLEY 1 1 Maldon. 1 

Whether or not Robert Roberts accepted or even tolerated 

this view in 1871, he acted against it with speed and resolution 

in 1873. He delivered a sixteen thousand word lecture in reply 

to it the evening following Turney's lecture, and, during the five 

months July to ~ovember 1873, reprinted in The Christadelphian2 

many letters from ecclesias throughout the country supporting his 

position. In the August issue of the magazine, remarks made on 

this subject by Dr. Thomas in nine separate publications3 were 

cited by Roberts to bolster his own position, in October, he pub­

lished a series of 85 objections to the Renunciationists' views4 ; 

in the 48-page long October issue there was scarcely a page which 

did not .allude to the folly of Edward Turney•s views - even Dr. 

Thomas was not given space in print in that issue - a fact for 

which Robert Roberts apologised: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 
5. 

'For the first time since the death of Dr. 
Thomas, we appear without a contriPution from his 
pen. This is not the reSult of intention, but of a 
demand upon our space, which six months ago we 
little anticipated could arise •.. We continue in 
this number of the Christadelphian the fight for 
the truth, inaugurated in previous numbers. Thanks 
be to God, necessity will not call for much fur­
ther exertion. The battle, at first a treacherous 
and successful surprise from within the camp, is 
fast turning into the rout of the cover-loving foe, 
whose overthrow will more than ever strengthen the 
standard of King Truth, though attended with pre-· 
sent pain and disadvantage. We deplore the mischief 
to them and to the truth; but the bitterness of 
death is past. We have learnt that evil is some­
times the most powerful agency of good •.• •5 

Turney, The Sacrifice of Christ, P• 3 of the cover. 
See:!'.£, x (1873), 331, 358-9, 392-7, 454-60, 468, 476-7, ·526-7. 
See TC, x (1873), 360-365. This list included information· from 
corre8pondence between Dr. Thomas and various individuals. 
See TC, x (1873), 460-468. 
:!'.£, :xc1s73J, 433-4. 



How speedy this rout would be Turney had no means of knowing, 

but Roberta had clearly decided, after seven years of combatting 

Dowieism, that the long grind of national tours, persuading 

eccleaias at the individual member level was too exhausting. He 

now appealed over the heads of the 'managing brethren' to the mem­
bers by post: 

'I find it necessary to address you from the 
retirement forced on me by the weakness of this sin­
stricke'n body ••• This is no matter for the managing 
brethren, whose duties are confined to the superin­
tendence of the working affairs of the ecclesia as 
established on the truth. They have no jurisdiction 
in questions affecting the constitution of the 
ecclesia itself ••• Nor is this a matter to be dealt 
with under the law of offences between brother and 
brother ••• My request is, that if you agree with me, 
you will sign and return the declaration which you 
will find at the end of this letter. Addressed to 
me at the Athenaeum Rooms it will reach me in my 
retirement: and on my return, I will ask you to 
meet me at the Athenaeum Rooms, on Thursday night, 
October 30th, that our united declaration may be 
promulgated, and that we may take such further steps 
as the new situation will call for; after which it 
will be necessary to redraw ecclesia roll, that we 
may know1who thereafter constitute the Birmingham 
ecclesia on the basis unadulterated truth. 1 2 

Roberts's 'declaration' on the 'Clean Flesh 1 or Renunciationist 

heresy was as follows: 

2. 

'Those who do not join in this act will remain 
in fellowship with those who deny the truth, apd will 
disconnect themselves trom those who may unite in 
stepping aside from a connection which bas become a 
fountain of every evil work. Please then, if you 
think well so to do, sign and return (not later than 
Sunday, October 26th, addressed to me at the Athen­
aeum Rooms, Temple Row), the Declaration on the back 
of this sheet. ROBERT ROBERTS. 
Tuesday, Oct. 14tb 1 1873. 

While the letter quoted above was addressed to 'the Brethren 
and Sisters of the Lord Jesus Christ {collectively and indi- • 
vidually) assembling in Temperance Hall, Temple St., Birming­
ham', it was printed in its entirety in The Christadelpbian, 
and thus circulated nationally so that the ecclesies would 
know the new basis of fellowship and be able to write 
agreeing resolutions for printing in The Christadelphian ~t 
a later date - a course of action which many ecclesias under­
took in time for insertion in the December magazine. 
!9_, X (1873), 526. 
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DECLARATION 

'I do not agree with the doctrine concerning 
Christ which has emanated from Nottingham, in the 
Tract entitled "Thirty-two Questions" and otherwise, 
within the last three months. On the contrary, I 
believe that Jesus, i.n the days of his flesh, was a 
manifestation of God, in the mortal nature of David, 
and, therefore, inheriting, in his flesh, equally 
with ourselves, the mortal effects of descent from 
Adam, from which, by the Father 1 s power, be was him­
self delivered by obedience, death, and resurrection; 
and is now the deliverer of all who truly come to 
God by him. I hereby withdraw from all who do not 
believe this.~ 1 

By this action, Roberts established a precedent for 

dealing with doctrinal dissidence. As be indicated at the begin­

ning of his letter in the November Christadelphian, it was a 

course of action forced upon him by pressure of work on a mortal 

frame. These pressures built up on future occasions - notably in 

1885, when he adopted a similar tactic in dealing with Robert Aah-
2 croft and the 'Partial Inspiration' controversy. However, stirring 

deep in the sensitivities of Roberta's brethren was the impression 

that this type of action was altogether too summary and abrupt 

amongst a congregation of brethren. In 1885, many Christadelphians 

reacted to a repetition of Roberta's conduct of 1873 by forming 

an entirely new sub-sect, known as the 'Suffolk Street fellow­

ship'. By 1931 1 a new Christadelphian magazine, known as ru 
Testimonyt was started, with- a number of items of editorial policy 

differentiating it from contemporary Christadelphian practice. 

Amongst these was a distaste for personality issues and the like: 

'The Character of the Magazine. All the articles 
will bear upon the Bible, although viewed from dif­
ferent angles. All useless controversy and matters 
of doubtful import will be excluded, but assistance 
of a constructive character will at all times be 
welcomed.'' 

1. TC, x (1873), 526. 
2. See ch. V below. 
3. The Testimony, i (1931), Foreword. 
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At the same time, The Testimony shunned the system developed by 

The Christadelphian of a single editor and established an edi­

torial board of six
1

, with a decidedly democratic flavour to 
their composition: 

'The Editorial side. It has not been found de­
sirable to entrust the work to a single editor ••• 
Each sectional editor, in addition to his own con­
tribution, will exercise oversight over those sub­
mitted by other contributors.• 

By 1931, readers of The Christadelphian had become used to 

an entrenched, conservative hierarchy - for Roberts {Editor 1864-

1898) was replaced by C.C. Walker, whose editorship continued 

until 1937, and who remained as an assistant editor until Septem­

ber 1939. By 1931, the editor of The Christadelphian, although 

officially in support of the new Testimony magazine, was, as an 

open secret, quite against it. The rumour spread that this new 

magazine was far too 'liberal'. 

In the perspective of their own history, Cbristadelphians 

came to regard the powers of the magazine editor as too enormous 

for comfort. Hindsight makes easy fools of earnest endeavours: 

Roberts had been given a co-ordinating job to do, and had done it 

well. Like many able and conscientious men, be found it hard to 

delegate. Under enormous pressure, he bad responded not by letting 

go of the reins, but by gripping them so tightly that the horse's 

mouth felt chafed. 

Despite all the theological altercations whirlpooling around 

him, Roberts maintained a remarkably high standard of quality and 

activity in The Christadelphian: information on the 'signs of the 

times' was collated from newspapers all over the world; interest­

ing archaeological information regarding the veracity of the 

Bible was reported from the latest 1 digs 1 in the Middle East; 3 

1. The Christadelpbian, in 1937, adopted a committee system, too. 
The committee consisted of nine members, who were appointees 
of the editor. This was extended to twelve after the reunion 
between the Suffolk St. and Temperance Hall fellowships in 1957. 

2. Inside back cover of The Testimony, vol. i, no. 1 {Jan. 1931). 
3. One example was the reported existence amongst Assyrian docu­

ments, found in Iraq by George Smith, secretary of the British 
Museum, of an account of the Flood. See!£, x (1873), 74-5. 
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interesting material was culled from non-Christadelphian theo­

logians1; debates and newspaper correspondence took place on an 

active scale and were carefully reported. 2 However, this variety 

of information in the magazine was mainly produced in the first 

half of the year, before the Turney affair broke; it is much less 

true that the magazine provided diverse fare after July or AuguSt. 

1874 was a quiet, reflective year at the Christadelphian 

Office. Roberts, himself~ appeared to ruminate: he wrote no bo6ks, 

engaged in no debates. When, in February, the North British Da.d.ly. 

Mai13 , in its series 'Orthodox Glasgow', examined Christadelpl:i.iad­

ism and found it teaching 'many doctrines which are common to 

every Christian church, such, for instance, as the Inspirati~n df 
Old and New Testaments, the Incarnation, the Resurrection, t~~ 

necessity of faith and virtue, and many othera 1 ,
4 neither Roberts 

nor any other of the brethren challenged this analysis - as they 

did on a number of other such occasions.5 The Editor merely con­

tented himself with reprinting the article in The Christadelphian 

and adding a few corrective comments in parentheses, even thoUgh, 

in Roberta's view, 'there is a mixture of truth and error, b~Ving 

a grotesque appearance to those who know the matter attempted to 

be written about. 16 

Roberts withdrew, in fact, into a defensive posture to be 

repeated at other occasions of internal crisis7 - he reprinted 

many articles by Dr. Thomas, a large number of which had a bearing 

upon the fundamental bone of current contention - namely, .the 

nature of Jesus Christ. Outright he said: 'to the charge o·f hold­

ing "that the knowledge of Scripture in the writings of Dr. Thomas 

has reached a finality 11 we plead guilty. 18 Thus, whilst it is true 

1. For example, Dr. Arnold, of Illinois, writing in the Baptist 
Examiner and Chronicle, in the series 'The Main Currents of 
Modern Scepticism', TC, x (1873), 107-112. 

2. For example, TC, x (18'73), 119-125, 158-60, 160-164. 
3. Cited TC, xi TT874), 58-60, 
4, TC, xil1874), 59, 
5. See especially section (i) entitled 1 1880-1884: the emergence 

of a denomination 1
1 part IV, PP• 127-135 below. 

6. TC, xi (1874), 58. 
7. Notably in 1885 - see ch. V below. 
8. !£, xi (1874), 408. 
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that 'Roberts never ceased to invoke the Doctor's name or to 

defend it. For Roberts, Thomas was the mouthpiece of God's will', 1 

it was also true that at certain junctures this truth was held 

tacitly by Roberts and at others given extremely overt and em­

phatic expression. 2 What is more, many of the other articles in 

the 1874 Christadelphian concerned the nature of Jesus Christ. 

Ecclesial resolutions, supporting the editor's policy, were re­

printed in the magazine. There was, reflected in the pages of ru, 
Christadelphian, an anxiety which went far deeper than such a 

situation would normally create. Christadelphianism in the 1840s 

and 1850s had proved itself able to sustain a breadth of debate -

not so by the 1870s. Whether at least some of the apparent con­

fidence and adept defensiveness of the Gospel they had found re­

sulted from e feeling of unease and uncertainty amongst some early 

brethren, so that when a notable brother placed his finger on a 

weak spot, this uncertainty was transformed into a frenzy of self­

justification, or whether much of the sharpness was simply a re­

action to Roberta's organisational methods, is a matter of some 
doubt. 

It has been estimated that 118 ecclesias in Britain survived 

the fracture over Renunciationism.3 Whatever the effects of 

,. 

2. 

B.R. Wilson, 'Social Aspects of Religious Sects: A Study of 
some Contemporary Groups in Great Britain, with special ref­
erence to a Midland City', (London Univ. Ph.D. thesis 1955), 
ii. 979. 
For example, in July 1873, when Renunciationism was first 
being tackled by Roberts in TC, x {1873), 314-23, in an article 
'The Sacrifice of Christ', heimmediately added 'Dr. Thomas•s 
mind on the subject' to his own comments {TC, x (1873), 323-4). 
The fact that the quotation from Thomas which Roberts cited 
came from 'a private letter to a friend' illustrates his 
anxiety to have Thomas's authority behind him. It is also true 
that for all his protestations of support for Thomas, Roberts 
went into much more detail credally than Thomas was happy to do. 
Norrie, in his Early History, ii, (see Table 2 p.29 above), indic­
ated that the number of ecclesias in Britain before 1861 was 
39. The official records from The Ambassador and TC, i-x (1864-
73), referred to the establishment of 55 further e'cclesias by 
1873, giving a total of 94 ecclesiaa by 1873. If 118 survived 
Renunciationism, there is clearly a shortfall in the figures. 
Whether this was the result of the gap in the records bet~een 
1861 and 1864, or because of the incompleteness of the records 
kept, ie unclear. TC, vi (1869), 214, did indicate that the 
Intelligence figure's were incomplete. However, it is very like­
ly indeed that the 118 surviving ecclesias represented an over­
whelming majority. 
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Renunciationism measured nationally, its effect on the Nottingham 

ecclesia, where Turney was best known, was devastatingo 1 

The crisis raised by Turney and Handley was such a conscience­

searcher for Cbristadelphia that Roberts reprinted extracts from 

an article written in The Rainbow2, by Revd. w. Penrose, in Octo­

ber 1871, in order to expose what he believed were the worst ex­

cesses of 'high Calvinism13 regarding the fleshly nature of Jesus 

Christ.4 

(d) 1875: A YEAR OF MIDDLE-EASTER!! ENCOURAGEJ.!ENT FOR THE CHRIST­

ADELPHIANS 

If 1874 seemed a negative and gloomily introspective year for 

Christadelphia, as reflected in the magazine, 1875 portended worse -

not only did the Renunciationist heresy rumble on threateningly,5 
6 

a number of writers attempt to demolish the teachings of the 

Christadelphians, and Dowieism rear its head against orthodox 

Christadelphianism7, but also conscription became a serious issue 

1. 

6. 

Up until 1873, the Nottingham Ecclesia's record of immersions 
was second to no other ecclesia in Britain, including Birmi.ng­
ham~ In 1872, Nottingham baptised 53 individuals into the 
Chriatadelphian faith - over a quarter of the national total. 
In 1873, the number had sunk to 23 baptisms (under ten per cent 
of the total); in 1874, it was ten (under five per cent); and 
it never recovered its former eminence. 
This was a unique citation for either The Ambassador or TC. 
Roberta's term for Penrose'a views, see TC, xi (1874), 497. 
See TC, xi (1874), 497-504. -
A number of private letters were printed in the April 1875 
Christadelphian (xii), 169-73, all anti-Renunciationist, whilst 
substantia~ extracts were printed, in the July issue, pp. 301-4, 
from a pamphlet written by Brother Hawkins in answer to a 
'Clean Flesh' circular. 
These included a monthly periodical, The Antimaterialist; a 160 
page work, Life and Immortality: the Scripture Doctrine briefly 
considered in relation to the Current Errors of the Annihila­
tionists, by F.W. Grant (TC, ix (1872), ?8-Bo); and a 62 page 
tract by Mr. Gavett entitled Christadelphians not Christians 
(see TC, xii (1875) 1 19-21) from British writers; and Certain 
Christ'adelphian Doctrines compared with Scripture by the Ameri­
can A.B. MaGruder (Baltimore, Ind., U.S.A.). The last was con­
sidered the best by the Dowieites who circulated copies in 
Edinburgh and Nottingham in particular. They were particularly 
keen on this pamphlet because it was directed towards estab­
lishing the vulnerability of Dr. Thomas - a favourite ploy of 
the Dowieite community. 
See !Q., xii ( 1875), 251-62. 
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for Christadelphians in Britain for the first time. 1 What is more, 

despite a concerted use of Roberts•s journalistic skill in produc­

ing a racy article on prophecy and the Palestine issue, the Daily 

Telegraph proved unwilling to print even one of the 4,000 words be 

sent them on the subject. 

However, despite all this, and despite 'the distaste over 

Renunciationism and its aftermath, the skies began to brighten 

because of events in the Middle East - and the Moses Hontefiore 

scheme to fund Jewish settlement in Palestine. At a time when the 

British national subscription to the Montefiore 'Testimonal' fund 

amounted to only £5,000, the fiscally poor, small Cbristadelphian 

community donated over £100. Roberta's letter, setting out the 

reasons why such a small denomination should provide such a re­

latively large sum, was eventually published by the Jewish Chron­

~, in a shorter version, and with the last sentence2 excised. 

Throughout 1875, there was an average of more than two arti­

cles per month on the establishment of 'Israel' in the Middle East. 

Roberta's full journalistic skill was brought to bear, as the media 

were combed for the slightest scrap of information on the topic -

quotations were printed from a lecture by George St. Clair,3 the 

Jewish Chronicle, the Morning Post, the Volks Zeitung (a Berlin 

journal), the Israelite, the Vessillo Israelitico (a Buenos Aries 

paper), the Pall Mall Gazette, the~' the Akhbar 1 Journal de 

1 1Algerie, the Allgemeine Zeitung. the Educatore Israelita, the 

Times, the Israelit, the Liverpool Daily Post, the Liverpool Daily 

~, the minutes of the Board of Jewish Deputies, Babazeletb, 

1. 

2. 

3, 

This had been a central problem for the Baptised Believers in 
the American Civil War, which led to the adoption of the name 
Christadelphian (see P• 40 above). The legality of conscien­
tious objection was not a settled issue for Chrisiadelphians 
in Britain for a very long time. As late as World War I, it 
led tQ ugly scenes - one man, Robert Fox, of Heckmondwike, was 
flogged on a parade ground for his views; another, Walter Lord, 
of Elland, was marched through the streets of Halifax before a 
military band, because of his objections to fighting in the 
armed forces. 
This read, 'Need I add that they (the contributors) believe 
that Jesus of Nazareth is he (the Messiah)?' Roberts commented, 
'The Jews persevere in their stubborn cry, "We will not have 
this man to reign over us. 111 TC, xii (1875), 423. 
Sir George St. Clair, M.P., ('1790-1868), was a noted traveller 
and writer who produced voluminous copy, both for the press 
and in pamphlets. 
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Notes and Queries, the Quarterly Statement, the Univers Israelite, 

the Allgemeine Zeitung des Judenthums, the Kolniscbe Zeitung, the 

Jewish Messenger, the Echo, the Boston Independent, the~, the 

Echo de l'Orient, the Daily Telegraph, the Judische Presse, the 

Sydney Empire, the Daily News, Birmingham Morning News, the Journal 

de Bucarest, the Standard, the Bohemia, Fraser's Magazine, Pictorial 

~' the Athenaeum, the Moscow Gazette, the~' the American 

Israelite, Heine's Recollections of Boerne, the Famille de Jacob, 

the Morning Advertiser, the Liverpool l1ercury, the ~, the ~ 

~' Corriere Israelitico, Sunday Times, the Levant Herald, the 

European Review, the Handbook for Palestine, the Atlanta News, the 

Hebrew Leader, the Telegraph of New Russia, the Inquirer, the 

Gardener's Chronicle, the Magid and the Lebanon. Besides indicating 

the tremendous industry and dedication of Roberts as an editor, this 

analysis of the Middle Eastern scene from such a range of sources 

registered the fervour of Christadelphians for Israel re-established, 

which, to them, entailed the speedy return of their Lord from 

heaven, the establishment of the Kingdom in Zion, and, in time, the 

end of all their toils - most notably, at that moment, the problem 
of internecine strife. 

Thus, in 187?, an entirely happier atmosphere pervaded!!!! 

Christadelphian, and enthusiasm and joy spilled over into various 

associated fields of activity - and new series of articles began 

entitled 'The Bible True' and 'Bible-markingj and Hints to Bible 

Markers 1 • The first of these indicated positive reasons why Christ­

adelphiane could be assured that the source of their faith was in­

fallible, quoting from archaeology, the internal consistency of the 

Bible, history and prophecy, along with attacks on the 'vain and 

absurd and ruinous' notions of Darwin, Huxley and their followers. 1 

The second .showed how the individual believer could best achieve 

a proficient use of these intellectual weapons - both for attack 

1. TC, xii (1875) 1 312-3. TC conceived of the attack on the 
Chris'tian religion as being broadly-based, and so took to task 
not only the Darwinians but also such people as John Tyndall 
(1820-93), professor of natural philosophy at the Royal In­
stitute ~rom 1853 (!£, xii (1875), 411-12). 
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and defence. There was about this truculence, a joviality, coupled 

with determination, almost entirely lacking from the previous year's 
jaundiced assessment of 'life in the truth'. 

(e) 1876: A CHRISTADELPHIAN ANHUS MIRABILIS 

1876 was a veritable annus mirabilis for Christadelphians -

with many minor triumphs, and two major ones. The first major 

triumph was the series of debates which Robert Roberts contrived 

to stage-manage in June between himself and Charles Bradlaugh, the 

leading humanist in Britain and editor of The National Reformer. The 

correspondence between the two men1seemed to imply that Bradlaugh 

was avoiding the confrontation. However, this apparent evasiveness 

must be mollified by the fact that he had at this time been sen­

tenced to six months' imprisonment and a fine of £200 for his part 

in republishing, along with Mrs. Annie Besant, the pamphlet The 

Fruits of Philosophy, advocating birth control. 2 The six nights' 

marathon debate was conducted in two centres - Leicester and Bir­

mingham, on 13-15 and 20-22 June. One writer has said of Roberts 

that 'Despite the limited nature of his formal education, Roberts 

cannot be considered as anything other than an educated man., 3 

However, it was Charles Bradlaugh, on this occasion, who won the 

debating points, although he himself later paid tribute to Roberta's 

skill and conviction in debate.4 All this raised the issue of the 

worth of the cut and thrust of debate to the resolution of reli­

gious difficulties. Such debates, from 1876, ·tended to crop up in 

Roberta's diary less often. The second major triumph occurred the 

following month. Robert Ashcroft, a Congregationalist minister at 

Rock Ferry, near ~irkenbead, along with his wife Clara, was baptised 

1. This was printed in, for example, Ia the Bible Divine?, (London 
1876), a 161 page transcript of the debate, pp. i-viii of the 
Preface. See ch. IV below, p. 164, and Appendix K, 

2. Bradlaugh won his case, on appeal. 
3. B.R. Wilson, 'Social Aspects of Religious Sects ••• •, ii. 9?8. 
4. !£, xx (1883), 28. 
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into the Christadelphian faith. 1 This meant a lot to the Christ­

adelphians at the time2 - it was another indication that the hair­

splitting of Renunciationism was really behind them at last~ and 

that the Truth was once again victorious. As a result, almost half 

of the July issue of The Christadelphian was devoted to the detailed 

reporting of this encouraging news, which, in the form of the 'Ex­

tracts from the Diary of a Congregationalist Minister' series, was 

still thrilling Christadelpbians two and a half years later, when 

the final article was printed in the issue of the magazine for 

December 1878. Spiritual buoyancy was maintained by further suc­

cesses at home and abroad. The discovery that Presbyterians in the 

Troy district of New York had a faith very similar to the Christ­

adelphians' own3 , and a prolonged discussion of the detail_s of 

Christadelphian views in the pages of the Peterborough and Hunting-
4 

0d~o~•~•~h~i~r0 •~~s~•~•~n~d~•~r~d~•~•=d~P~•~•~•~r~b~o~r~o~u~g~h"'-~A~d~•~•~r~t~i~s~•~r0 formed two examples 
of contemporary excitement. 

{f) 1877: GLADSTONE 1 THE EASTERN QUESTION AND THE CHRISTADELPBIANS 

1877 began with the thrill of the news that the Christadelphian 

faith had been brought to the attention of Mr. Gladstone, then 

leader of the Opposition. By this time, Ch-ristadelphians responded 

to spiritual st:i.muli rather like a fast bowler on a hat-trick re­

acts to the sight of an incoming lower order batsman. Thus, when 

1. A number of other Congregationalists in this church followed 
Revd. Ashcroft, in addition to six members of his family. On the 
death of W.R. Yearsley in 1916, the following obituary was re­
corded: 'Our late Brother W.R. Yearsley, Birkenhead. Bro. W.R. 
Yearsley ... was one of the deacons in the Congregationalist 
Church at Rock Ferry, of which brother R. Ashcroft was pastor, 
prior to bis being baptised as a Christadelphian. He was led to 
the light of the Truth through his 11pastor 11 finding it; be was 
one of the most rigidly faithful brethren we ever met.• Christ­
adel}hian Year Book, ed. G.H. Denney and F.G.· Newnham, (Bristol 
1916 'p. 126. 

2. It also meant a lot to Ashcroft, who lost a living of £400 a 
year. In this personal discomfiture, the seeds of later trouble 
were, in part, stored up. 

3. TC, xiii (1876), 64ff. 
4, TC, xiii (1876), 142-3. 



108 

Gladstone produced a moderately favourable response 1 to Robert 

Roberta's Prophecy and the Eastern Question, J.J. Hadley, chief 

reporter on the Birmingham Post and a brother in whose conversion 

Roberts· had been instrumental, used the Central News Agency at 

Birmingham to telegraph the news of Gladstone's comments to the 

leading papers in the country.2 The 1nformat1on 1 that a. leading 

intellectual of the day and leader of Her Majesty's Opposition 

thought favourably of a little-known and apparently eccentric 

Christian denomination, was carried next day by, amongst others, 

the Birmingham Daily Post, the Standard, the Weekly Dispatch, the 

Liverpool Post, the Leeds Mercury, the Manchester Exchange, all the 

Glasgow newspapers, the Edinburgh Evening liews and the ~­

Further successes were scored when, as a result of the 12-14,000 

copies of Roberta's Prophecy and the Eastern Question circulated 

both as gifts and over bookstalls3 , several newspaper reviews 

appeared. These included the Jewish World, the Christian, the 

Christian Age, the Islington Gazette, the Rainbow and the E!!!!,­
borougb Advertiser. A favourable review appeared in the Stafford­

shire Sentinel, too, because 'the writer is a brother, employed in 

the literary department of the paper in which it appeared. 14 

1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

TC, xiv (1877), 336. 
The following was the text of Y.II'. Gladstone's reply: 'Dunster, 
24th Jan., 1877. Sir, Allow me to thank you for your tract, which 
I shall read with great interest; for I have been struck with the 
ap1,arent ground for belief that the state of the East may be 
treated of in that fie_ld where you have been labouring. Your 
faithful servant, W,E, Gladstone,' For this, additional replies, 
and their use by Roberts, see TC, xiv (1877), 121ff. 
See TC, xiv (1877), 336, for detailed figures about the manner 
of circulation of this pao.phlet. Also TC, xiv (1877), 430. 
TC, xiv (1877), 510. The writer of thiSpiece was J.W. Thirtle, 
who, according to Christadelphian records, had edited the 
Sentinel under previous management. The editorial staff at the 
Sentinel searched in their own archives, and published a piece 
in the Evening Sentinel on 12 July 1980 entitled 'Sentinel 
Mystery Man', to try and attract further information about 
Thirtle, but, according to Mr .. Bernard Sandall, the editor, 
could 'find nothing •.. about }lr. Thirtle. 1 The only reference, 
outside Christadelphian sources, to Thirtle 1 s tenure in office, 
is found in The Sentinel Story 1873-1973 1 (Stoke-on-Trent, 1973), 
PP• 37-38, which referred to Thirtle ultimately attaining 
1 nationcl eminence as a scholar and divine', but mentioned.him 
only as a sub-editor at the Sentinel. For the significance of 
the role of brethren who were journalists to early Christadelph­
ian history, see below pp. 143-4. 
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'ttwe have been favoured with a copy of this little 
book, the character of which is well expressed in the 
title. The author, who is not unknown among students 
of the prophetic Scriptures, seeks to show that the 
climax of the war now raging will be the conquest of 
Turkey by Russia. He argues that the clue to the whole 
theme, from a prophetical point of view, is the fact 
that the Holy Land, the geographical basis of divine 
work in the earth, is in the possession of the Turk, 
and anything affecting the Ottoman Empire must affect 
Palestine as part of its dominion. He argues that the 
Land of Promise, which has had a past history, has a 
future also, as is clear from the numerous settlements 
of Jews there of late years. He interprets the writ­
ings of Isaiah, Jeremiah, Daniel, Ezekiel, and other 
Hebrew prophets.as setting forth the speedy conquest 
of Turkey by Russia; the approaching revival of Jewish 
prosperity; an attempted aggression on the returned 
Jews by 1 Gog 1 or Russia; and the stepping in of 'Tar­
shiah' or Britain, who, for the protection of Jewish 
interests, goes to war with Russia. The scene is then 
changed by the reappearance on earth of the rejected 
king of the Jews, to whom not only Russia, but Britain 
and every other power, will have to yield. The Jews 
will then be gathered from all nations, and the Mill­
ennium will be inaugurated. The author believes that 
we are living in the time of the sixth vial of the 
Revelations. For particulars as to the price of the 
book, and the place whence it·may be obtained, we 
refer our readers to an advertisement in another co­
lumn. The book, which is nicely got uP, is worth 
reading, and is clearly the production of one who 
knows what he is writing about, and who treats a sub­
ject of all-absorbing interest in a sober and reason­
able manner." 
Staffordshire Sentin,el :·• 1 

(g) 1877-78: GLADSTONE 1 THE CHRISTADELPl!IANS AND MILITARY SERVICE 

In the same year as Gladstone's review of Roberta's booklet 

made the news columns of many local and some national newspapers, 

the former Premier described British Israelism as 'not only an error 

but 11almost a delusion 11 • 1 2 In the following year Gladstone agreed to 

present a petition to Parliament, on behalf of the Christadelphians, 

1. TC, xiv (1877), 510. 
2. !£, xiv (1877), 367. 



110 

requesting their exemption from military service on grounds of 
conscience. 1 

By now, orthodox Christadelphia bad shaken off its chrysalis 

of bitterness and distaste caused by internal strife with Dowieites 

and Renunciationists and used its new wings to soar to spiritual 

heights. This metamorphosis generated a change of heart on the part 

of the Renunciationists who, in December 1877 1 requested to be 

reunited with the central Christadelpbian fellowship. 2 The only 

meteorological phenomenon looking remotely like a cloud in 1877 was 

the quasi-professional cleric status accorded to Robert Ashcroft.3 

However, in 1877, there was only the faintest suggestion that all 

this port~nded anything other than a minor difficulty, and so 

orthodox Christadelphia was not only able to attract back the Renun­

ciationists , but also shrugged off the challenge of another heresy 

without too much difficulty. 4 

After the zeal and excitement of the previous few years, the 

decrease of external stimuli and satiation of internal spiritual 

drives provided a quiet, meditative backwater for the Christadelph­

ian movement in 1878. Only two events of any note occurred. One of 

these was the establishment of Young Men's Mutual Improvement 

Classes.5 These were invaluable in providing training for young men 

at public speaking, which, because of the limitations of state 

educational provision in the 18?0s, included the correction of 

language, grammar and pronunciation. The implementation of the other 

change,_ tb"e registration of Christadelpbians as conscientious ob-

1. See the 'Petition to the Imperial Parliament of Great Britain 
and Ireland', P• 111-112 below. 

2. TC, xiv (1877), 538-41. 
3. Regarding Aahcroft 1s parson-like status only one year after bis 

baptism, see the special arrangements made to finance his speak­
ing engagements by the Birmingham and other ecclesias. !Q, xiv 
(1877), 381. See ch. V below, PP• 199-204. 

4·. This was the No-Will heresy - see TC, xiv (1877), 130-7. The 
issues involved are examined in ch:-VI below, pp. 252-4. 

5. A very few Mutual Improvement Classes bad existed in the period 
prior to 1864, before Roberta's tenure in office as editor of!£.· 
See Norrie, Early History, i. 256-271. Roberts's Mutual Improve­
ment Classes of 1877-8 were organised on a national scale. 
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jectors - was deferred, although the preparatory spadework was 

completed. Roberts decided not to sign the petition or band it 

over to Gladstone for presentation in Parliament until a circum­

stance arose in which the brethren were actually directed to fight. 1 

For this reason, British Christadelphians were not granted official 

exemption from military service until World War I was upon them. 

The prepared text of this petition ran as follows: 
1
PETITION TO TliE IV.PERIAL PARLIAHENT OF GREAT BRITAIN 

AND IRELAND 1 

Pra ing the exem tion of the Petitioners (the Christ­
adelphians from Conscription for Military Service. 

SHEWETH, 
1.-That your petitioners are a body of religious peo­

ple known as the Christadelphians; who are looking for 
the early personal advent of Christ to set up a divine 
government over all the earth and to give an immortal 
nature to his friends who will be associated with him 
in the government. 

2.-That they are conscientiously opposed to the bear­
ing of arms, on the ground that the Bible, which they 
believe to be the word of God, commands them not to 
kill, nor even to be angry with their fellow men with­
out a cause; not to resist evil; to love their enemies; 
to bless them that curse them; to do good to them that 
hate them; to pray for those who deGpitefully use them 
and persecute them; and to do to men as they would that 
men should do to them. Consequently, your petitioners 
entertain the conviction that they are debarred from 
taking any part in the conflicts that arise between 
nations. They recognise and discharge the duty of sub­
mitting to the laws enacted by the governments, where 
these laws do not conflict with the laws delivered by 
the Deity to His servants in His Word; but where human 
laws conflict with those that are divine, they feel 
themselves compelled to follow the example of their 
brother Peter, who, before a judicial tribunal in such 
a case, declared he must obey God rather than men. 

3.-That in view of the troubled state of foreign 
affairs, your petitioners apprehend a possible resort 
to conscription for military service in the country, 
subject to the jurisdiction of your Honourable House. 

4.- That they, therefore, pray your Honourable House 
to grant them a legal exemption from military service, 
subject to such conditions as your Honourable House 
may think fit to impose. 

,. !£, xv (1878), 179. 
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5.-That conscientious objection to military ser­
vice has been a peculiarity of your petitioners since 
the beginning of their existence as a body, and is 
not an opinion professed to suit an apprehended emer­
gency. 

6.-That your petitioners have proof of this last 
allegation in their possession in the shape of writ­
ings current among them for many years, advocating· 
these principles; and, further, in the shape of docu­
ments, going to show that a similar petition was 
granted to their brethren in Richmond, Lunenburg and 
King William Cos., Va., and Jefferson County, Miss., 
by the Confederate Congress during the American Civil 
War of 1860-64, and was also presented by their bre­
thren in the Northern States to the United States 
Congress at the close of that struggle, when conscrip­
tion came into force. 

7.-That your petitioners are few in number, and for 
various reasons, are not likely to be rapidly increas­
ed. That the granting of their petition will, there­
fore, in no degree, embarass the military measures 
which your Honourable House may be called upon to take. 

8.-That your petitioners humbly beseech your Honour­
able House to grant their prayer, that they may live 
quiet and peaceable lives, in obedience to God, to 
whom they will pray for the guidance of your Honour­
able House in the conduct of public affairs.' 1 

(h) 1879: CHRISTADELPHIANIS!1 TRIUHPHANT 

1879, like 1876, was a year of notable successes for the Christ­

adelphian movement. In April 1879, Roberts clashed in debate with 

Edward Hine, leader of the British Israelites, in a three nights' 

debate at the Exeter Hall, London, on the subject 'Are Englishmen 

Israelites?' Previous to this, Hine had made capital out of Roberta's 

alleged refusal to debate with him. However, brethren of Roberts, 

again using newspapers, mainly local, to harry Hine with a variety 

of offers to take him at bis word, stirred an a.mount of interest in 

this contest.2 Finally, Roberts attended one of Hine•s lectures and, 

1. TC, xv (1878), 128-9. 
2. See TC, xv (1878), 310ff., 409ff., 457ff., and TC, xvi (1879), 

10ff7;° and 26ff. Mr Hine was 1 pursued' by Christii'delpbians 
(keen to engage him in debate with Robert Roberts) both in per­
son and in the columns of the Stockport Advertiser, the Warwick­
shire Observer, the Huddersfield Examiner, the Scarborough Weekly 
Post, the Halifax Courier and the Halifax Times. Wherever B1ne 
spoke and claimed that Roberts refused to debate with him, he 
was presented with the prompt offer of satisfaction on this point 
by a Cbristadelphian. 
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grasping the bull by the horns, stood up at the germane moment and 

declared himself.ready to answer Hine•s challenge positively. 1 The 

debate, on 21-23 April, was chaired by Lord William Lennox2 , and 

was followed up by Roberts on the succeeding Sunday in a lecture 

with an extremely long title3 , delivered at the Islington ecclesia's 

hall. The Banner of Israel, Jewish Chronicle, General Baptist Maga­

~, Staffordshire Advertiser, Walsall Free Press, Christian News, 

Sheffield News, West Central News, Gravesend Reporter and National 

~ were amongst the newspapers which reviewed either the debate 

or the lecture, or both. Without exception these credited Roberts 

with routing Hine. The General Baptist Magazine, commenting on 

Roberts 1 s lecture, said: 'its reasoning is masculine, its exegesis 

sound and reliable in the main, and its effect on Mr. Hine's posi­

tions sublimely destructive.' 4 Even the British Israelite organ, 

Banner of Israel, commented sadly: 

'It is a great pity that Mr. Hine undertook the 
matter at all. However he may be grounded in his sub­
ject, -he is no match for so perfect a debater as Mr. 
Roberts, who, much to his honour be it said, with his 
powers of argument, possesses also so wonderful a 
knowledge of his Bible. 15 

A series of three successful lectures.was held in the Birming­

ham Town Hall at the very end of 1878 - with Roberts lecturing and 

Ashcroft presiding on all three occasions. The smallest audience 

1. TC, xvi (1879), 170-3. 
2. Lord William Pitt Lennox (1799-1881). Lennox was the fourth son 

of Charles Lennox, the fourth duke of Richmond, and was educated 
at Westminster. After an army career, he became an M.P., repre­
senting King's Lynn from 1832-4. However, his main interests 
were in sport and literature. In 1858, be became editor of the 
Review newspaper. His third and final marriage was to the daugh­
·'t'er""o7 a clerical gentleman, Revd. Capel Molyn~ux. In later 
life, he often acted as a paid lecturer and was a fund of per­
sonal recollection~ concerning anecdotes about court and other 
celebrities. 

3. 'The true position of Britain in relation to Israel's coming 
Restoration, and the re-establishment of the Kingdom of David, 
in the hands of Christ, the Son of David (as well as the Son of 
God), in ascendancy over all nations for their blessedness and 
wellbeing. 1 

4. Cited in TC, xvi (1879), 319. 
5. !£, xvi (TI,79), 318. 
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numbered 3 9 500 1 of which only about one tenth were Christadelphians. 

A large a.mount of free literature was provided by the Christadel­

phians for the visitors on this occasion, including the special 

reprint of an article on the Christadelphians from a Dundee news­

paper. Such was the interest stirred up in Birmingham by_ these 

events that Lord Ceci11 , a prominent Plymouth Brother, protested at 

the use of the Town Hall by 'blasphemers of the Word of God 12 by 

means of placards displayed in Birmingham. The Christadelphian re­

sponse, far from being abashed at the eminence of their opponent, 

was to print and distribute four hundred posters and 20 1000 leaf­

lets answering Lord Cecil's points in great detail. The text of 

their leaflet read as follows: 

1 TO THE INHABITANTS OF BIRMINGHAM. 

- Lord Cecil and Another have extensively placarded 
Birmingham to the effect that the Christadelphians, 
to whom the Mayor has accorded the use of the Town 
Hall for three Sundays, are "Blasphemers of God's 
Word. 11 

This is to certify that Lord Cecil and his Friend 
are wrong in their allegations. The Christadelphians 
do not blaspheme the Word of God on any point. On the 
contrary, they believe the Bible to be the Word of 
God throughout, and show their conviction by reading 
it daily, and constantly labouring in a variety of 
ways to exhibit and commend its teachings to the con­
fidence of men. Those who attend their meetings (held 
every Sunday in the Temperance Hall, at 10.30 a.m. 
and 6.30 p.m.) 1 are well aware that the Christadelph­
ians love and revere the Bible, and appeal to it con­
stantly as the only access to the mind of God at pre­
sent on earth. 

Lord Cecil and hie Friend mistake opposition to 
their opinions on .the five points set forth, for op­
position to the Word of God itself. It is this oppo­
sition to human dogma, crystalized in the formulariee 
of a bygone age of ecclesiastical mystification, that 
Lord Cecil and his Friend miscall 11Blasphemy of the 
Word of God." 

The Christadelphians believe what the Scriptures 
teach on the five points categorised in the placard; 

1o Insufficient information was provided in The Christadelphian 
to identify the particular member of the Cecil family involved. 

2. !,£, xvi (1879), 42. 
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but this teaching differs from the definitions of 
Lord Cecil and bis Friend. 

1st.-The Bible does not speak about 11The Eternal 
Sonship of Christ. 11 2nd.-The Personality of the Holy 
Spirit. 3rd.-The Personality of the Devil. 4th.-Tbe 
Immortality of the Soul. 5th.-The Eternity of Punish­
ment. 

These are all forms of speech borrowed from the 
metaphysico-ecclesiasticism of an unscriptural age, 
and represent ideas of an equally unscriptural ori­
gin. 

The Christadelphians believe in:-

1ST. - THE BIBLE SON OF GOD. 
11 The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee (Mary), and 

the power of the Highest shall overshadow you; there­
fore also that holy thing which shall be born of thee 
shall be called the Son of God." - (Luke i. 35.) "Unto 
us a child is born: unto us a Son is given." - (Isaiah 
ix. 6.) 

This Son is God manifested in the flesh: "The Word 
was made flesh and dwelt among us. 11 - (John i. 14.) 
11God was manifested in the flesh. 11 

- (II Tim. iii. 16) 
110f my own self, I can do nothing: the Father who 
dwelleth in me, iie doeth the work. 11 - (John v. 30; xiv. 
10.) 

2ND. - THE BIBLE HOLY SPIRIT. 
11Thou (the Father) sendest forth_ Thy Spirit." -

(Psalms civ. 30.) 11It is not ye but ,the Spirit of your 
Father that speak.etb in you. 11 - (Matthew x. 20.) 
'ii'wiiitii'er shall I go from fhy Spirit, or whither shall 
I flee from Thy presence." - (Psa. cxxxix.?.) "Thou 
(the Father) testified against them by Thy Spirit in 
Thy prophets." - (Neh. ix. 30.) "There is but one God 
the Father, of whom are all things. 11 - (I Cor. viii. 6; 
Epb. iv. 6.) 11God anointed Jesus of Nazeretb with the 
Holy Spirit and with power. 11 - (Acts x. 38.) 

3RD. - THE BIBLE DEVIL. 
"Every man is tempted when he is drawn away of his 

own lust and enticed . 11 - (James i. 15.) 11Jesus took 
part of flesh and blood that through death be might 
destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the 
devil." - (Heb. ii. 14.) 11He put away sin by the sacri­
fice of himself." - (Heb. ix. 26.) 11Why hath Satan 
filled thine heart to lie unto the Holy Spirit? ••. Why 
have ye agreed together to tempt the Spirit of the 
Lord? 11 - (Acts v. 3,9.) 11Christ said unto Peter, '"Get 
thee behind me Satan."' - (Matthew xvi. 23.) "Jesus 
said to the disciples, 1110ne of you is a devil.'" -
(John vi. 70.) 
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4TH. - THE BIBLE IMHORTALITY. 
11God only hath immortality. 11 

- (I Tim. vi. 15.) 
11 By patient continuance in well doing, we must seek 
for glory, honour and immortality. 11 - (Romans ii. 7.) 
11Jesus who bath abolished death and hath brought life 
and immortality to life through the gospel." - (II Tim. 
i. 10.) 11This mortal must put on immortality. 11 - (I 
Cor • xv. 53.) "Now unto the king imr::ortal, invisible, 
the only wise God. 11 - (I Tim. i. 17.) 11 This is the pro­
mise which be hath promised us, even eternal life. 11 -

(John ii. 25.) 11They who are accounted worthy to obtain 
that world, shall not die any more." - (Luke xx. 35,36.) 

5TH. - THE BIBLE PUNISHMENT OF SIil. 

"The wages of sin is death." .. (Romans vi. 23.) 
11The wicked shall perish - into smoke shall they con­
sume away." - (Psalms xxxvii. 20.) "They shall be as 
though they had not been. 11 

- (Obad. xvi.) 11 Yet a little 
while and the wicked shall not be. 11 - (Psa. xxxvii. 10.) 
"The transgressors shall be destroyed together •11 -

(Psalms xxxvii. 34.) 11 They shall be punished with ever­
lasting destruction f'rom the presence of' the Lord. 11 

-

(II Thess. i. 8.) 11He shall perish for ever like his own 
dung: He shall fly away as a dream. 11 "The wicked is re­
served for the day of destruction." - (Job xxi. 30.) 
11 The day that cometh shall burn them up, and it shall 
leave them neither root nor branch. 11 

- (Mal. iv. 1.) 

Lord Cecil and his Friend have quoted passages that 
are not, when rightly understood, inconsistent with the 
foregoing quotations. They think otherwise, and doubt­
less imagine they are doing God service. The better plan 
would be for them, with the courage of their opinions, 
to come forward in public controversy, or put forward a 
competent Representative, in debate with whom ~!r. 
Roberts will undertake to show that the opposition to 
to the Word of God is (ignorantly we allow)· on the part 
of Lord Cecil and his Friend; and not on the part of 
the Christadelpbians, whose sole aim, at much personal 
disadvantage, is to exalt the Bible as God's Teacher 
and Imparter of life to the people, all of which is 
submitted with best wishes by 

THE CHRISTADELFBIAllS. 11 
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In answering corresjlondents to The ·christadelphian in Sept­

ember 1879, Roberts dealt with problems raised by one Joseph 

Chamberlin, 1 a Birmingham man and a Methodist minister•. 1 This 

same Revd. J.H. Chamberlin was baptised a Christadelphian in the 

Temperance Hall, Birmingham on 7 October 1882.2 In future and less 

happy times for the Cbristadelphian body, Chamberlin was to link. 

up with Ashcroft in The Expositor's attack on Inspiration. For the 

moment, the Christadelphian evangelising machine's cylinders were 

purring smoothly: Ashcroft was writing a series on 1 pulpit per­

plexities' (in which be explained why he and other ministers were 

so blind to the Truth as Christadelphians saw it); Thirtle3 was 

writing technical comments on points of Hebrew and Greek; Shuttle­

worth'a series 'Things New and Old' was going well, if sporadically; 

both A. Andrew and J.J. Andrew were adding useful contributions; 

Hine and Cecil lay vanquished; other reverends seemed interested 

in 'the Truth 1 ; and the death of Edward Turney on 18 Harch, by 

robbing Renunciationists of their greatest champion, only served to 

move more of them nearer to Christadelphian orthodoxy again.4 In 

fact, by 1879, Cbristadelphians were baptising twice as many con­

verts a year as they had been in the early seventies and almost 

ten times as many as when The Ambassador began in July 1864. Bap­

tism figures in excess of three hundred were recorded each year un­

til the Suffolk Street separation from Temperance Hall in 1885.5 

1. 
2. 

4. 

TC, xvi (1879), 424, 472. 
The correspondence relating to the history of Chamberlin's 
conversion is gathered together in 'Another Reverend Surrenders 
to the Truth, Resigns the Pulpit and its Emoluments and Em­
braces the Profession of the Faith', TC, xix (1882), 509-12. 
J.W. Thirtle, sometime editor of the s'taffordshire Sentinel 
daily newspaper, gave up his position over an issue of con­
science. He remained a Christadelphian from his baptism in the 
18?0s to c. 1885. For further details of Thirtle's career see 
below, pp. 127, 133, 223n. In Feb. 1885, Thirtle removed from 
Staffordshire to Torquay. From August 1885 1 Thirtle took over 
the running of The Truth from Robert Ashcroft. From that date, 
The Truth became much more critical than previously of Christ­
adelphian orthodoxy. No further mention was made of Thirtle in 
the 'Intelligence' section of The Christadelphian. 
By 1881 David Handley was writing to Roberts expressing his de-· 
sire 'to do what he can to repair the mischief' of Turney and 
himself in 1873. TC, xviii (1B81), 329-30. 
The peak figure, 1n 1884, was of 460 baptisms. 
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(i) 1880-1884: THE EMERGENCE OF A DENOMINATION 

I STATISTICS INDICATING A GROWING INTEREST IN THE VIEWS OF 
CHRISTADELPHIANS 

1880-1884, the period after Robert Roberta's verbal obliter­

ation of Mr. Hine and before September - October 1884, was the 

period of greatest Christadelphian success. At the end of this 

period, in autumn 1884, Roberts launched a scathing attack on 

J.H. Chamberlin, his doubts about Robert Ashcroft began to surface 

and 'Cbristadelphia 1 splintered into schismatic slivers. 

The success in ·the 1880-1884 period can be measured by various 

criteria - total number of adult immersions when set against deaths, 

witbdrawals and resignations, 1 non-Cbristadelphian attendances at 

public lectures, the numbers of books and booklets written, new 

periodicals and organisations started, the openness of The Christ­

adelphian to discuss the most controversial issues in detail, 2 the 

growth of a large number of able brethren to share in the work, 

(including, on 1 January 1883, the appointment of Robert Ashcroft 

as assistant editor of The Cbristadelphian), and the great amount 

of interest in all things Christadelphian demonstrated by other 

churchmen and by newspapers. 

A detailed analysis of baptismal figures is provided elsewbere;3 

it is sufficient here to reproduce the figures for the period 

1876-84 to illustrate the explosive growth in the Christadelphian 

body - see Table 3 below. Details of deaths, withdrawals, resig­

nations and returns to Christadelphianism from outside the organ­

isation are given separately in Table 4 b~low. 4 , 

1. See Glossary under 'withdrawal'. 
2. Later, when less sure of itself, the magazine became much less 

happy about the frank debating of the rights and wrongs of such 
matters within its pages. 

3. See ch. VII below. 
4. Source of figures for Tables 3 and 4: the 'Intelligence' sections 

in The Christadelphian magazine, volumes xiii-xxi. A detailed 
consideration of the reliability of these statistics is pro-
vided in ch. VII below, pp. 261-263. 
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TABLE 3 

YEAll TOTAL NO. OF BAPTIS}iS IN CHRIST- AS % OF TOTAL 
ADELPHIAN ECCLESIAS IN BRITAIN MEMBERSHIP 

1876 226 14% 
1877 272 15.4% 
1878 293 14.4% 
1879 325 13.9% 
1880 321 12.1% 
1881 347 11.6% 
1882 383 11.5% 
1883 422 11.4% 
1884 460 11.15% 

TABLE 4 

YEAR DEATBS WITHDRAWALS RESIGNATIONS llBTU!lNS TOTAL 

1876 12 9 3 6 -18 
1877 14 9 3 16 -10 
1878 9 9 2 7 -13 
1879 22 8 2 6 -26 
1880 16 6 0 0 -22 
1881 11 8 1 40 +20 
1882 22 22 6 28 -22 
1883 24 10 3 13 -24 
1884 24 12 3 8 -31 

OVERALL TOTAL -146 
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At Radstock, in August 1880, a Christadelphian of very ave­

rage esteem amongst his brethren as a speaker, a Hr. Chandler, was 

listened to by au~iences estimated as bein& between 400 and 500. 1 

The nuisance value to local orthodoxy was sufficient for the local 

incumbent, Revd. Robert Lawson, to produce an article attacking 

Christadelphianism. 2 A series of lectures given in Edinburgh by 

Robert Ashcroft attracted 600, 270, 250 and 500 visitors on four 

nights in the period 12-19 September 1880.3 Robert Roberts lectured 

for 1¾ hours in November in Nottingham to an audience which was 

swelled by good advertising to slightly over 2,000 in number.4 

In April 1881 The Christadelphian reprinted the text of that 

year's series of four Bir~ingham Town Hall lectures, delivered by 

Robert Ashcroft to an audience of four hundred brethren and sisters, 

seated in the orchestra seats and forming a choir and 3,000 visitors 

each night (not counting the 1many standing in the passages' and 

forming an overflow meeting outside). Indeed, The Christadelphian 

commented rather ruefully that, in the case of a political speech 

by John Bright, the central seats were removed so that 7,000-8,000 

people could crowd into the Town Hall. 

II PROLIFERATION Ai'ID DIVERSIFI CATI OH OF CHRISTADELPHIAN' 

PUBLISHING 

Books and booklets written in the period 1880-1884 were quite 

numerous. Roberts himself wrote more books in the five years 1880-

85 than in the previous twenty-seven since producing the~ 

Companion in 1853 at the age of fourteen. This was partly due to 

Ashcroft becoming assistant editor of The Christadelpbian on 1 

January 1883 1 so lightening the burden of magazine work on Roberts 

who had previously done all the editorial work bimself.5 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

See TC, xvii (1880), 380. 
See P. 130 below. 
!£, xvii (1880), 523. 
TC, xvii (1880) 1 571-2. 
This explanation for his greater freedom of time was put for­
ward by Roberts himself - see !.£1 xx (1883), 45. 
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F.R. Shuttleworth, F.G. Jannaway, J.W. Thirtle, J.J. Andrew, 

R. Ashcroft and A. Andrew were writing fairly prolifically and a 

number of other brethren, amongst them A.T. Jannaway, G.F. Thirtle, 

William Grant, J.J. Bishop, J.J. Hadley, Henry Sulley, Professor D. 

Evans, Dr. S.G. Hayes and Joseph Bland, were writing an appreciable 

number of magazine articles, leaflets and tracts of a minor lengtb. 1 

By February 1880 1 Ashcroft's contributions had become so regu­

lar and welcome in The Christadelphian that both he and Roberts 

felt obliged to offer an apology if a month went by with no word 

from him: 'Brother Ashcroft, of Birkenhead, intimating his inability 

to make the usual contribution to this number of the Christadelphian, 

explains that it is due to [ a proposed change .J , 2 

Young N.en's Mutual Improvement Classes were taken very serious­

ly, the example of the original Birmingham one being copied with the 

setting up of others in various towns throughout Britain, and the 

'top' speakers - J.J. Andrews, Robert Ashcroft and F.R. Shuttle­

worth - would go and deliver 'model' addresses to the assembled 

young men, the proceedings being written up in the subsequent 

month's Christadelphian. 

Having expanded both the format and number of pages in.'!!!.!, 

Christadelphian on many occasions during t&e previous sixteen years, 

Roberts did not seek to meet the ~equests, recorded in the Sept­

ember 1880 issue of the magazine, for further private and ecclesial 

information by providing an even larger magazine. Instead, he pro­

posed the establishment of a new, additiona1 magazine to be known 

as The Viisitor.3 A1though this particular project never developed, 

additional magazines both before and in the aftermath of the 1885 

Schism were produced - such as The Bible Lightstand (run by Shuttle­

worth) from 1884, The Investigator, The Expositor, The Aeon, lli 
~' The Glad Tidings, The Restitution, The Good News,~ 

Company, The Bible Exegetist and The Christadelphian 'Mutual' 

1. It is difficult to avoid the impression that B.R. Wilson under­
estimated the general educational level of Christadelpbians, 
particularly during the early days of the movement. 

2. This 'change' involved Robert Ashcroft's professional and fin­
ancial circumstances. For details see TC, xvii (1880), 81. 

3. This discussion was reported in!£, xvii (1880), 404-5. 
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Magazine. Ironically, it was the group of Christadelphians who 

separated from Roberts who produced a magazine with more pastoral 

information in it. They even adopted a title very similar to the 

one suggested, calling it The Fraternal Visitor. 1 Thus, pent up in 

the period 1880-1885 was a deal of enthusiasm for additional maga­

zines coupled with not a little journalistic skill. Thes·e, in turn, 

were symptoms of the confidence and spiritual positiveness then 

abundant. 

A new organisation, projected in April 18e2, was 'The Fellow­

Service League of Christadelphian Literature 1 • In sum, 1 the plan 

would be the formation of a league consisting first of those able 

to provide, and, secondly, of those able to use Christadelphian 

literature in the service of the truth. 12 

The baptism, on? October 1882, of the former clergyman J.H. 

Chamberlin, and his subsequent series in The Christadelphian en­

titled 'A Pulpit Besieged and Conquered by the Truth' were regarded 

by Roberts as 'thrilling and interesting1
•
3 Chamberlin's energies 

and abilities - be was a man of 35 years at the time of his bap­

tism - were soon enlisted within the galaxy of talented and arti­

culate brothers within Christadelphia at this time. 

Roberts associated his plans to restart The Children's Maga­

zine, which had lain dormant since 1872, with the arrival in Bir-
-- 4 
mingham of Robert Ashcroft. Roberts was indeed very busy. In 
October 1882, statistics became available regarding the speaking 

appointments of the editor of The Christadelphian. These revealed 

that, besides speaking every other week in Birmingham, Roberts 

spoke in some ecclesia every week on a variety of subjects, some, 

such as 'The Apostle Paul as a Writer', 'Paul in Court', 'Paul's 

Address to the Elders of Ephesus', being fairly advanced as 

vehicles for the presentation of the Gospel. Because the assistance 

from Ashcroft had not taken full effect by January 1883 1 Roberts 

1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 

Vol~ i, no. 1, of the monthly Fraternal Visitor was published 
in October 1885, after it became evident that The Truth, under 
Thirtle'e direction, was being hyper-critical of Christadelpbian 
tradition. This was in addition to the much shorter, but weekly, 
periodical1 witb a similar pastoral intention,which bad been 
issued from August 1883, entitled The Ecclesial Visitor. R~­
views of th@ latter were published in TC, xx ( 1883), 3/"1-3. 
TC, xix (18tl2), 16tl-70. -
Tt:", xix (1882), 493. 
TC, xix (1882), 518. 



123 

wrote to a correspondent who complained that he'd written to the 

editor 'some time ago' and received no reply, 'The enquiry referred 

to bas been lying in a pile of other letters, waiting leisure for 

notice - leisure difficult to get at in the ceaseless routine of 

imperative duties. 1 1 

III GUA..'q:DED ECUMENISM SHOWN BY CHRISTADELPHIANS 

Roberts was so confident and relaxed that he felt able, in 

this period, to open the pages of The Christadelphian to frank 

discussions of sensitive and potentially controversial issues. For 

example, a Christadelphian from Australia wrote to Roberts in 1881 

about 1 Ecclesial Organisation in the nineteenth century• suggesting 

that, instead of arranging brethren, presiding brethren and sec­

retaries, Christadelphians, if they were to simulate the first 

century ecclesias, ought to have elders, presbyters, deacons and 

bishops. Roberts took this brother's reply point by point explain­

ing painstakingly the differences between the first and nineteenth 

centuries in terms of the gifts of the Holy Spirit. 2 Another Christ­

adelphian wrote to Roberts in the following month, June 1881, claim­

ing that Roberta's analysis was wrong and that brethren did possess 

the gifts of the Holy &pirit in the nineteenth century, so that the 

Australian brother's inferences about the organisation of ecclesial 

offices were correct. Again, Roberts responded by neither denouncing 

the heresy or declaiming pontifically, but by reasoning, point by 

point, that the Scriptural foundation of the argument was mistaken. 

When, in September, the brother (whose identity Roberts concealed 
1under the last letters of his name L.M. not wishing to be in pub­

lic collision')3 wrote again, Roberts preserved his calmness in 

answering the points, whilst refusing the preferred compromise: 

'You believe in what you call "Ways of. Providence*', I would call it 

being "led of the Spirit". That being so, you would see that there 

is practical harmony between us. I prefer Scripture term~• 4 with 

1, TC, xx (1883), 33, 
2. However, early Baptised Believers had used 11ew Testament nomen­

clature in their naming of ecclesial offices. See Norrie, Efirly . 
Histor~, ii. 179-80; Aberdeen Ecclesial liinutes, 1844-74, s eets 
28, 10. ~obert Roberts was fully cognisant of these facts. 

3. TC, XV111 (1881), 269. 
4. TC, xviii (1881), 422. 
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this rejoinder: 

'The 11Ways of Providence 11 and being '*led of the 
Spirit" are totally distinct things. In the ways of 
his providence God brought Shishak, King of Egypt, 
and many other barbarians at different times, against 
Israel; if we are to say they were led of the Spirit, 
then we prove them 11 sons of God 11

1 for, 11as many as 
are led of the Spirit ff God, they are the sons of. 
God. 11 (Rom. xiii.14).1 

A similar issue was discussed, in equal detail, two years later, 

in November 1883 1 under the heading 'The Possession of the Holy 

Spirit - would it be a Guarantee of Salvation? 12 This was an im­

portant topic for Christadelphians, bearing directly as did on the 

nature and extent of Biblical Inspiration and the sympathy, direct­

ness and detail of the approaches made to the issue were indicative 
of great confidence on these matters. 

By this stage, euphoria within the Christadelphian body was 

such that Christadelphians were moving back almost to their status 

in the 1840s and 1850s where there had been a considerable overlap 

between the brethren and the sects around them. Demanding intell­

ectual topics were rigorously examined, non-Christadelphian authors 

were listened to, cited where it was considered useful, criticised 

where it was felt they were misguided. Instances of citation included: 

'What the Bible Really Teaches' by Professor F.W. Newman} In the 

1. TC, xviii (1881), 423. 
2. TC, xx (1883), 497-504. 
3. TC, xvii (1880) 1 8-11. Francis William Newman, 1805-1897, was 

the younger brother of Cardinal J.H. Newman. After a distin­
guished career at Oxford, be became a fellow of Balliol in 1826. 
When he graduated, the whole assembly rose to greet him - an 
almost unique distinction. He became a tutor in Dublin, where 
his religious experience was extended by meeting J.H. Darby and· 
attending nonconformist worship. He became an apostle of inter­
com.~union with all Protestants, and classics tutor in the un­
sectarian Bristol College, 1834-41. He became a professor at 
Manchester New College in 1840, and professor of Latin at Uni­
versity .College, London, from 1846-69. He was later made emeri­
tus professor. His great reputation was partly contributed to 
by his History of Hebrew Honarchy (184?) and The Soul (1849). 
Be was a controversial figure whose autobiographical account of 
the changes in his religious faith, entitled Phases of Faith 
(1850) 1 excited much debate. In 1876, he joined the British and 
Foreign Unitarian Association - an organisation of which he 
became vice-president three years later. From a Cbristadelphian 
viewpoint, Newman was suited academically and controversially 
for citation. 
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February 1880 issue of The Christadelphian, Thirtle reported on a 

'Prophetical Conference on the Coming of Christ' held in Liver­

pool. 1 In March 1880 1 F .G. Jannaway2 examined Mother Shipton' s 

prophecies from a Bible standpoint. 3 In June, an article on 

prophecy by Dr. Keith4 entitled 'Russia in the Latter Years' was 

reprinted from Sunday at Home.5 In August 1880, an extract from 

Professor Humpbry•s
6 

'Bede lecture' at Cambridge, on the limita­

tions of human knowledge was published.? Many Christadelphians were 

1. TC, xvii (1880), 73-4. 
2. Frank G. Jannaway (1860-1935), from a large Christadelpbian 

family, was one of the leading members of his brotherhood in 
the later nineteenth century. Although siding with Roberts in 
1885, he had himself been a contributor to Ashcroft's The Truth. 
However, Jannaway, then only 25, may not have fully appreciated 
the 'political' implications of that action. 

3. TC, xvii (1880), 126-32. 
4. Dr. Alexander Keith (1791-1880) was the son of Dr. George 

Skene Keith (1752-1823) the distinrruished scientist, historian 
and divine. Alexander, like his father, took bis doctorate in 
divinity at J•:arischal College, Aberdeen. In 1844, after almost 
thirty years' work for the Scots church in administrative and 
pastoral roles, he joined the free church secession in Scot­
land. His works on the fulfilment of prophecy were Sketch of 
the Evidence of Prophecy (1823)i Evidence of the Truth of the 
Christian Religion from the Fulfilment of Prophecy (1828) of 
which Dr. Chalmers said 1 It is recognised in our halls of 
theology as holding a high place in sacred literature, and it 
is found in almost every home and known as a household word 
throughout the land' (m!,!!, x. 1204); The Signs of the Times, 
Illustrated b the Fulfilment of Historical Predictions {1832); 

e an of srael accor in o e ovenant w1 Ara am with 
saac and with Jacob ; Te armony of Prop ecy 5 ; e 

Bistor and Destin of the World and of the Church accordin ~ 
Scripture 1 1 . He repeatedly turned down the moderatorship of 
the Free Church of Scotland for health reasons. 

5. Reprinted in TC, xvii (1880), 256-62. 
6. George Murray7iumphry (1820-1896) studied at St. Bartholemew 1 s, 

being made M.R.C.S. in 1841. He was a surgeon, and then, from 
1847 to 1866, deputy-professor of anatomy at Addenbrooke 1 s 
Hospital, Cambridge. His many academic honours and distinctions 
included M.D., F.R.C.S. 1 F.R.S., a knighthood, two professor­
ships and a professorial fellowship. In the opinion of D'Arcy 
Power, he 'became the most influential man in the University of 
Cambridge, and converted its insignificant medical school into 
one which is world-renowned.' - DNB, xxii. 884. 

7. !£, xvii (1880) 1 369. --



126 

excited by the reprinting in October of an advertisement from The 

Jewish Chronicle offering a salary of £200 per annum for a 'clergy­

man required to preach throughout the United Kingdom on the subject 

of the return of Israel to Palestine. 11 

In 1881 an article was reprinted from the Newark Daily Advert­

iser on 1 The Number of the Beast' •2 Starting in 1881 and.throughout 

this period, a large number of articles appeared in The Christadel­

phian written by Hr. Laurence Olipbant3 on the subject of the Jewish 

settlement of Palestine. At Thirtle's instigation, the magazine 

reprinted in March 1881 an extract from a textbook written by Mrs. 

Montefiore~ and intended for Jewish youth, on the Roman destruction 

of Jerusalem in AD 70.5 Professor Naclaren 1 s6 inaugural address on 

'The Inspired Character of the Bible 1 was reproduced in the April 

1881 issue of the magazine. 7 T. Walker's8 speech calling for a 

second Reformation was reproduced in detail in August 1882.9 

1. TC, xvii (1880) 1 462. 
2. TC, xviii (1881), 7-9· 
3. Laurence Oliphant (1829-1888) was a colourful character whose 

major occupations involved travelling the world and acting as 
secretary or advisor to such aristocrats as Lord Stratford de 
Redcliffe and Lord Elgin when on foreign tour of duty and act­
ing as war correspondent for The Times. He also plotted with 
Garibaldi. In the early 1880s he set up a community for Jewish 
immigrants at Haifa, where he spent most of the rest of his 
life. 

4. Hrs. Hontefiore was the wife of Sir Hoses Hontefiore {1784-
1885) 1 the well-known nineteenth century Jewish philanthropist, 
who visited Palestine on several occasions and obtained liberty 
of conscience for Jews in the Ottoman Empire (1840), Russia 
(1846) 1 Norocco (1864) and Moldavia (1867). 

5. TC, xviii (1881), 122-5. 
6. Insufficient information was provided in TC, xviii (1881), to 

identify Professor Maclaren. Dr. Alexander"Haclaren {1826-1910), 
the Baptist divine, who wrote on similar topics and who might 
easily have been considered the individual referred to, could 
not qualify for identity, since he never became professor. 

7. TC, xviii (1881), 177-9, 230-2, 
8. Thomas Walker (1822-1898) was apprenticed as a carpenter in 

Oxford. He was self-taught and worked his way up the hierarchy 
of journalism1 becoming a reporter in 1846 1 sub-editor of the 
Daily News (1~51-8), editor of the Dail} News (1858-1869) and 
editor of the London Gazette (1869-1889 • 

9. !Q., xix (1882), 350-2. 
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J. Boyd Kinear•s entry in the Encyclopaedia Britannica was re­

viewed in December 1882. 1 

Besides delivering lectures on rather esoteric subjects, 2 

Robert Roberts was writing articles in The Christadelphian for 

1883 such as 'The Authenticity of the First Two Chapters of Hatt­

hew and Luke 1 .3 Similar conclusions could be drawn from Ashcroft's 

series in 1883 entitled 'Bible Difficulties and their Solution'.4 

The 'open-door' policy to non-Christadelphian works was closed 

after 1885 and not re-opened until 1931.5 

IV GUARDEDLY ECUMENICAL CHRISTADEL:A:IIANISM PROVED 

INCREASIHGLY ACCEPl'ABLE 

Churchmen and newspaper reporters were relatively active in 

relationship to Christadelphianism in the period 1880-1884. This 

lent credance to the large estimates the brethren themselves made 

of attendances at various lecture meetings. 

In Harch 1880, Revd. S.J. Hulme, M.A., Rector of Bourton-on­

the-Water, having previously written a small pamphlet on Christ­

adelphianism, preached a sermon to a large congregBtion in the 

parish church at Kidderminster on the 'Special Errors of the Christ­

adelphians'. This, along with the subsequent actions taken by the 

Christadelphians to defend themselves, was widely reported in two 

local newspapers, known as The Shuttle and The Sun. 6 J,W, Thirtle 

was himself engaged, in Earch and April 1880, in what he described 

as 'a somewhat exciting newspaper controversy' in The Sentinel: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

1 H.ANLEY. - Brother J.W. Thirtle writes "We con­
tinue to proclaim the truth here and are glad to see 
indications of some being interested. We have not been 
allowed to smoothly pursue our work, The troublesome 
fellow referred to in my last report - a Harmon, who 
has belonged to no fewer than seventeen denominations -
has continued his work of annoyance and disturbance 
with untiring regularity, and repeated rebukes and 
exposures of his mischievous motive having been una­
vailing, we have been compelled to refuse him 

TC, 
',s;e 
TC, 
TC, 
See 
TC, 

xix (1882), 546-7. 
p.122 above. 
xx (1883), 264-8. 
xx (1883), 481-5. 
chapter three p. 99-100 
xvii (1880), 141-2. 

above. 



128 

and one of bis supporters admission to our lectures. 
Now those who are desirous of listening are able to 
do so without molestation. We have been engaged in a 
somewhat exciting newspaper controversy, and ortho­
doxy bas manifested very little of its much-talked-
of charity and toleration. A letter setting forth 
various points of Bible doctrine, written to a local 
religious newspaper, aroused widespread indignation, 
and a number of epistles appeared against us, the 
writers, for the most part, showing considerable 
capacity for abuse, denunciation, and misrepresent­
ation. Several of them were content to 111 leave it to 
those better up in theology to thrash out the lame 
argument5 of the Christadelphians, 111 who were de­
scribed as 111 a mere handful of people from nobody 
knows where'" intent upon 111 schism and mischief.'" 
111 A Methodist'" contributed a long essay on "'Con­
ditional Immortality' 11 to the columns of the same 
newspaper, and two sermons against the truth concern­
ing the soul and future punishment preached by a Pres­
byterian minister, were fully reported. To reply to 
the attacks, and to deal with the many misleading 
statements which gained currency, were out of the 
question, so we briefly met the most relevant, and 
stinking objections raised, and challenged our oppon­
ents to publicly defend their position. Our first 
letter was about two columns long, and although some 
eighteen or twenty columns have appeared against us, 
we have had to be content with three coluans and a 
half in which to defend ourselves, for, saith the 
guiding spirit of the organ, 11 'it won't do for me to 
fill my paper with this stuff which is giving great 
offence everywhere. 111 The performance of the Pres­
byterian minister is not looked upon with unqualified 
favour by his brethren of the cloth, for they seem 
to think that he has not sufficiently rounded his 
points to secure himself against very damaging criti­
cism. Yet, of course, the predo~inant belief is that 
the Christadelphians are wrong. It is to be hoped 
that the present effort will result'in some manifest­
ing a preference for truth above error, and making up 
their minds to wait for him whom we are expecting 
from heaven. Brother R. Judd, lately of New Zealand, 
but a native of these parts, has come to live at 
Stoke-on-Trent, and is meeting with us - making our 
number six."' 1 

1. !£, xvii (1880), 189. 
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The Weekly Despatch, in the Spring of 1880, contained an article 

by 'Prester John' on the Christadelphians, in the magazine's 

series 'Byways of Faith 1 •
1 The Christian Press of Glasgow, in the 

early Spring, carried two articles written by Thomas 1-iitchell of 

the Protestant Layman 1 s Association against the views of Christ­

adelphians. This resulted in a debate in that city on the subject 

of the Immortality of the Soul,in April. 2 _The Swansea and Glamor­

gan Herald actually sent their 'Special Commissioner• to listen 

to Christadelphian lectures on two Sunday evenings in May. Bis 

impressions were recorded in his newspaper and reprinted in The 

Christadelphian: 
111 Al-i0NG THE CliRISTADELPHIAHS OF SWANSEA. - By 

our Special Commissioner. - I have, for the lasttwo 
Sundays looked in at the Christadelphian assemblage 
in the Agricultural Hall, Swansea. I hope I have 
learned the lesson of toleration, after considerable 
intercourse with religionists of different types, but 
I found nothing to apologise for in the simple ser­
vices of the Christadelphians. There is no pretension, 
no pietistic turning up of the whites of the eyes, no 
affectation of superior sanctity on the part of the 
leaders. Everything was done quietly, in a temperate 
and devotional spirit, for, although the new sect bas 
a hymnology of its own, of ritual it has none. A mat­
ronly lady sits at a modestly-propoftioned harmonium, 
and looking at her sedate and earnest face, I say to 
myself that this unpretentious but zealous Christ­
adelphian lady might sit in the studio of Deflett 
Francia - when he is holy minded and not in sibylant 
vein - as the modern type of Paul's Phebe, 111 our sis­
ter, which is a servant of the church which is at 
Cenchrea. 111 The leaders are quiet, but earnest-minded 
men, with~ conviction that they are_ right, and with 
but scant reverence for confessions of faith or paper 
formularies. In this respect, the Christadelphians 
are the ecclesiastical Uhlans of the time, advancing, 
I must say, in a reverent spirit, before the body of 
inquirers and expositors, who have made the Scriptures 
practically a new book. The opening hymn is given out 
in a measured and emphatic voice by a gentleman 

1. It was reprinted in TC, xvii (1880), 222-3. 
2. The proceedings wereTeported in,!£, xvii (1880), 236. 
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on the shady side of fifty, who is whispered of as 
Mr. Randles, and whose whole air is that of a man 
much in earnest, who has so interwoven the Christian 
humanities with his life, that he sees the verities 
in everything. I was agreeably impressed with Mr. 
Randles' reading of the hymns, and of the first ser­
mon I heard. I was pleased with the ingenious way in 
which the lecturer emphasised the Christadelphian 
view of the resurrection, involving the annihilati•on 
of the wicked, the resurrection and abiding with 
Christ, on the earth, of the just, made perfect, and 
endowed with immortality. On the evening of Sunday 
last, I went to the Agricultural Hall, expecting to 
hear a lecture on 111 The Bible made easy'", by Mr. 
Shuttleworth, of Birmingham, who was unable to ap­
pear, as was indicated in a telegram, owing to sud­
den and severe illness." - [Brother Shuttleworth 
has since recovered his usual state of health.) 11 

In August 1880, Revd. Robert Lawson, vicar of Hadstock, Somerset, 

attacked local Christadelphians, following lectures given by bro­

ther Chandler, which attracted an attendance estimated as 400-500. 

In the Somerset evangelical magazine Gosneller, gr. Lawson stated: 

'The Christadelphians have been rather busy of 
late, and I hear that some of you have expressed 
your surprise that I have not been to their meetings, 
to contradict the false statements they make about 
the Bible. I think it therefore as well to tell you 
why I have not been - simply because I consider them 
too contemptible to notice. I looked into their pub­
lications, and came to the conclusion that no one 
who was not either a lunatic or an idiot could pos­
sibly be led astray by their barefaced contradictions 
of Bible truths. I was glad to see by one of their 
advertisements, that they don't call themselves Dis­
senters. I suppose the reason is they feel that what 
they teach is not worthy the name of religion at all. 
If they do not feel that I do, and trust and pray 
that all who hear the nonsense they talk, or read the 
nonsense they publish, will feel the same thing. I 
feel that this short account of the Christadelphians 
is really too complimentary to them, but I hope it 
won I t make them conceited. ROBERT LAWSON I Incumbent. 12 

1. Cited from TC, xvii (1880) 1 284-5. 
2. !_£, xvii (1'SE'o) 1 380. 
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In October 1830, the Campbellite magazine the Ecclesiastical 

Observer reported on the activities of Christadelphians in Hudders­

field in the summer of 1880 during a Ca.t:1pbellite convention when 

Revd. David King1 was challenged to debate with Robert Roberts. The 

report ran as follows: 

'CHRISTADELPHIANISM.- A paper printed for the oc­
casion, was distributed at our recent annual meeting in 
Huddersfield, by some zealous Christadelphian, proposing 
discussion, if preferred by us, in the form of articles 
in the Ecclesiastical Observer and in the organ of 
Christadelphianism, and offering to find a competent 
person for that purpose. We are willing to correspond 
with any such person, with a view to arranging topics 
and regulations for discussion in the periodicals, pro­
vided only that the aforesaid competent person be ap­
pointed by the Christadelphian body, and is one that 
does not stand charged with wilfully seeking to deceive 
his brethren and the public, in reference to former pro­
posals for discussion, refusing to submit his conduct 
to the decision of a perfectly disinterested jury. The 
importance of Christadelphianism, in itself, might not 
justify this consent, but its discussion could bring 
out points useful in a wider field, as for instance, 
the Deity of the Saviour.,2 

Roberts commented wryly: 

'Mr. King's tactics evidence either a fear to en­
counter the truth in debate or a susceptibility to per­
sonal offence which is inconsistent with his professed 
discipleship to him who commands his disciples to re­
joice when all manner of evil is said against them 
falsely. Why does he gloomily boggle at the mote which 
he thinks he sees? 13 

David King eventually followed up bis rejection of a debate with 

Roberts with a written attack on Chrietadelphianism entitled!!:!,,! 

History and Mystery of Thomasism. 4 

In March 1881, The Christadelphian had reproduced an article 

from The Dudley Herald which had recounted their reporter's visit to 

the 'smallest congregation in Dudley' and bad contrasted Cbristadel-

1. Hr. King had opposed Dr. Tbomas's invitation to speak at Camp­
bellite meetings, during bis first British visit in 1848, fearing 
the contamination ·or Campbellite teachings by Thomas•s new views._ 
Seep. 88, footnote 8 1 above. 

2. TC, xvii (1880), 460. 
3, TC, xvii (1880), 461. 
4. ffted in !Q, xviii (1881), 185-6. 
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the Leeds Mercury, the Guardian, the Birmingham Daily Post, the 

Western Morning News, The 1-licrocosm, Nonconformist, The Christian, 

The Literary Churchman, the Churchman's Shilling Marjazine, ~ 

Rainbow, The Baptist and The Bacup Times. 1 Meanwhile, Tbirtle used 

his position on The Sentinel in Staffordshire to include items he 

felt would be spiritually constructive. 2 

Not all newspapers were well disposed to the Christadelphians. 

The local journal in Brighton, in October 1882, took only 'scorn­

ful notice 1 3 of Dr. S.G. Hayes•s lecture. liowever, fewer of the 

newspapers were findin& it easy to ignore totally the sayings and 

doings of this energetic and vociferous minority group by the 

1880s. 
Any parson or minister who failed to maintain a low profile 

at this period was adopted by the Christadelphians as a target. The 

Revd. J.S. Drummond, a Congregationalist minister at Ormskirk 1 pro­

duced in December 1881 1 a leaflet for public circulation on the 

Immortality of the Soul. This was attacked by Robert Ashcroft, him­

self an ex-Congregationalist cinister 1 who wrote a 50 page Reply 

to a Sermon on the Immortality of the Soul. Revd. Drumraond 1 s politi­

cally unwise response of sending a solicitor's latter in an attempt. 

to suppress Ashcroft's ~ only forced the tempo up. 

By 1882, Roberts, at the magazine's office, was receiving 

approximately three hundred letters a month, includinb about one 

hundred from overseas. A number of these were letters, some of a 

friendly complexion, from ministers of religion. One vicar, at 

Peasedown, offered to teach Christadelphians a lesson: 'I will most 

gladly receive any of my parishioners who are Christadelphians, at 

my house, when I come home, and give them instruction if they will 

come for it - a little plain Bible teaching, and they would soon 

renounce the errors they have adoptea. 14 When brother Young of 

1. See TC, xix (1882) 1 272-4, 324·-5, 462-5 and 495-6. 
2. For e'iample, see an article published on 17 May 1882, reprinted 

in TC, xix (1882), 296-7. 
3. TC,Xix (1882), 527. 
4. TC, xx (1883), 27, 
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phian theology with those of the Baptists and Unitarians. 1 

Christadelphians appeared in the news with great regularity 

and for a variety of reasons! A long correspondence followed natu­

rally in the Leicester Daily Post after a Christadelphian butcher -

brother Viccars Collyer2 had been convicted of using bad meat, and 

sent to prison. Interest in the case scarcely lessened when a 

Leicester businessman 1 who had been impressed by Collyer (who had 

conducted his own defence), drew up a leaflet on the topic and cir­

culated this in the town. Fuel was added to the fires of interest 

when Justice W. Napier Reeve, one of the convicting magistrates, 

wrote to the editor of the Post, stating that, in his view, Viccars 

Collyer was entirely innocent.3 

Revd. W. Briscombe delivered a series of three lectures against 

Christadelphianism in Barrow-in-Furness during January 1882. These 

were replied to at the time by Christadelphians in the audience in 

the question-session which followed each lecture, and also by the 

hire of Barrow Town Hall for the delivery of two of the three reply 

lectures. 4 

Bevd. David King continued to attack Christadelphian views in 

1882. In the 15 February issue of his Ecclesiastical Observer, he 

wrote an article attacking the traditional Christadelpbian inter­

pretation of Daniel chapter ii under the heading 'Christadelphian 

Toe Kingdoms 1 • 

By 1882, Roberta's skill as a circulator of information and bis 

fame as a Christian apologist had reached a level sufficient for the 

~ublication of bis latest book, The Trial, to be reviewed by ru, 
Christian Globe, The Leanington Spa Courier, The Sheffield and 

Rotherham Independent, The Bookseller, Eddowe's Shrewsbury Journal, 

Oxford University Herald, The Metropolitan, The Literary World 

(twice), The Ecclesiastical Gazette, The Methodist, Public Opinion, 

1. ·Tc, xviii (1881), 140-1. 
2. Viccars Collyer was the father of the later prominent Christ­

adelphian, and biographer of Robert Roberts, Islip Collyer. 
3. Most of the relevant documents appeared reprinted in TC, xix 

(1882), 46-8. -
4. 1:9., xix (1882), 138-9. 
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Peasedown took up the clergyman's offer, the vicar seemed very 

impressed by his skills. It was reported of the incumbent of 

Peasedown that: 'He ... said we must have laboured hard to have 

collected these arguments together, and he said he only wished he 

had 50 such men in his church. 11 

One very successful ploy was the double-billing of Ashcroft 

and 1 Chamberlin, as 'ex-reverends' speaking ai;ainst their former 

convictions - this invariably attracted press attention, as, for 

example, at Shipston-on-Stour in March 1883, 2 and in the leaflet 

Three Lectures by Three Lecturers, first published 29 Hay 1883. 

Chamberlin had an exchange of views with Hevd. William Morley of 

the Congregational Church in June and July 1883, the contents of 

which were reported in extenso in The Christadelphian.3 

A 'London Journalist', quoted in The Christadelnhian in Septem­

ber 1883,4 in surveying the Christadelphians, comi::ented: 'Mr. Brad­

laugh considered Christadelphians the best representative of 

Christianity, and the most reasonable mode of interpreting the 

Scriptures that had ever come across his path.' 

In 1884, so many reverend gentlemen addressed themselves to 

the subject of Christadelphian theology that The Christadelphian 

ran a series (called 'The Clerical Adversary Belligerent•) which 

detailed the words and actions of Revd. W. Stone, a Baptist 

minister at Todmorden in Yorkshire, Revd. R. Evans, also Baptist, 

of Kidderminsteri an anonymous Baptist minister at Abergavenny; an 

anonymous Anglican missionary and Revd. S.L. Joshua, an •evangelist', 

of Neath.5 Some of these attacks were of quite a private nature, 

though others, such as that of Re_vd. Stone, consisted of a special 

sermon against Christadelphians in the Vale Baptist Chapel, Tod­

morden, and then a running battle in the columns of the Todmorden 

Advertiser and Todmorden and District News. 

1. !£, xx (1883), 28. 
2. !Q, xx (1883), 143. 
3. TC, xx (1883), 319-23 and 348-57. 
4. 'Tc, xx (1883), 391. 
5. TC, xxi (1884), 113-23, 163-70 and 207-11, 
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In i·iay 1834 1 Hevd. S, Jackson, a Campbellite from Derby, and 

Robert Roberts clashed in the '.i'emperance Hall, Bir::iini::;i1am, on the 

subject of the fulfilment of the prouises to Abrahan. Althou5h 

there was •a large audience and much interest 1 1 , no arrangcoents 

were made to publicise the encounter - possibly because the likely 

audience for a well publicised debate would have been too consider­

able for the available hall. 

V DEN011IUATIONAL ORGANISATION 

During the period 1880-1884, a number of moves were made to 

tighten up the organisation of the ecclesias, For exa~ple, the 

London ecclesias decided by January 1880 to present each newly 

baptised mewber with a copy of Roberts 1 s Bible Comr..anion, along 

with The Rules of the Ecclesia and The Statement of the First Prin­

ciples of the Truth. 2 An anonycous article in The Christadelphian 

in February 1880 argued against the idea 'that it matters not what 

a man believes if his conduct be but right'.3 By 1881 1 the number 

of references to ecclesias giving away larse numbers of Declarations 

seemed to have increased. The suggestion was made in September 1881 

that a book of prayers be asseobled to assist the usual practice of 

spontaneous prayer, thus helpine; inartictilate brethren. Roberts 

sat on the fence resarding the wisdom of this idea: 'Such a book 

might be compiled from the Scriptures. It would, doubtless, be 

useful. He shall see what the future may bring forth, if the Lord 

continue his tarrying. 14 On 1 June 1883, The Guide to the Formation 

and Conduct of Ecclesias was first published. Although the~ 

was cocprehensive,5 its propositions were descri~ed in the 

Prospectus only as 1 suggestions 1
•
6 

Thus, although the organisational element in the Christadel­

pbian ecclesias was increased in this period, it was done in a 

1. !£, xxi (1884), 282. 
2. See !£, xvii (1880), 46. 
3. !£, xvii (1880), 72. 
4. !£, xviii (1881), 417. 
5. For details, see PP• 145-148 below. 
6. !£, xx (1883), 274. 
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1 Broad Church' manner - some ecclesias
1 

having brought out their 

own regulatory documents prior to 1883, some having dispensed with 

any but the briefest code, some volunteering to be guided closely 

by Roberta's~- However, the level at which this organisational 

rationalisation went on was not dictatorial or restrictive of 

spiritual growth. It merely had the air of a rather tidier approach 

to the running of affairs Christadelphian. 

VI DENOMINATIONAL HEADQUARTERS: BIRMINGHAM 

So well-oiled were the wheels and cogs of the British Christ­

adelphian machine that its humming attracted the attention of the 

brethren across the Atlantic. In fact, the situation_, compared with 

the days of Dr. Thomas, with brethren anxiously awaiting news of 

his next article, book or visit, was exactly reversed - with 

American brethren inviting such as Ashcroft, Sulley and Roberts to 

visit them, and sending many letters to the editor of the British 

Christadelphian magazine, many of which expressed dependence on 

the periodical as some kind of dynamo. Thus, brother W.G. Burd of 

Kentucky wrote, in July 1880: 'Through the kindness of brother 

S.C. Burd, of Omega, this State, I have just received the April 

number of the Christadelphian, which is full of interesting matter. 

Indeed I know not how we who are so isolated could do without it. 12 

The belief that Christadelphian views had a ubiquitous audi­
ence was such that a brother wrote in all seriousness to Roberts 

in 1882 suggesting a change in the movement's name from 'The Christ­

adelphians' to 'The Holy Catholic Church'13 Roberts himself began 

1. The earliest extant of these is that adopted by the 1 Christadel­
phian Synagogue, Temperance Hall, Temple Street' on Thursday, 
Nov. 13th 1873. Others soon followed. For example, tbe Westmin­
ster ecclesia in London adopted itB Rules in Oct. 1882. The 
ecclesia meeting at 69 Upper Street,Tsrrngton, produced~, 
which were evidently arrived at independently of Birmingham's 
influence, in 1887. 

2o TC, xix (1882), 221. It is interesting to note how the centre of 
STavity of British Christadelphianism transferred frou Scotland 
to England and, specifically, to Birmingham - although vested in 
a Scot, Robert Roberts; and how the focus of world Christadelph­
ianism had moved, after the death of John Thomas, from the U.S.A. 
to Britain. 

3. !£, xix (1882), 221, 
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to f'eel that his office as editor of The Christadelphian was not 

without its influence even at national level after his success, in 

1883, in attempting to modify British government policy towards 

Turkish violence against Jewish settlements in Palestine.1 

Underlying these symptoms of a shift of er.;.phasis first • f'-rom 

the U.S.A. to Britain and then from Scotland to Birtlngham lay not 

only the death of Thomas 1 the rise of Roberta's star and the move 

of Roberts south from Edinburgh to Birningham, but also the assump­

tion by Roberts of control over the spiritual reins of Christadel­

phia. This control was not evidenced by any sudden seizure of power; 

nor was its existence ever openly debated, or evell. made" ··explicit, 

before 1885, Little by little, however, Roberts came to aSsert con­
trol through his editorship of The Christadelphian, connenting on 

matters affecting individuals and mediating in ecclesial or inter­

ecclesial disputes. By 1885 1 therefore, to be a non~t~aditional 

Christadelphian was to make a personal affront on Robert Roberts. 

Thus, the period 1864-84 witnessed a whole range of achieve­
ments in Christadelphia: numerical succes~ in conversions; success 

in maturity in dealing with the churches and intellectuals around 

them, amounting to selective ecumenicism; success in the stream­

lining of organisation - Birmingham clearly becot:dng the epicentre 

of worldwide activit3 by Christadelphians. Only in Church govern­

ment was Christadelphianism lacking in development. On the rock of 

failures in that are;, the ship of success foundered in 1884-5, and 

much of the precious cargo was lost. 

1. The Government's statement, made by Lord Fitzmaurice, was effect­
ed through Roberts's influence with John Bright, M.P., Whom he 
had known since his days as a young reporter on the·-Birminp;ham 
Daily Poat I with Laurence Oliphant, who was well aware_. of 
Christadclphian sympathies for Judaism, and Joseph Chamberlain, 
Liberal M.P. for Birmingham, 1876-85, and aa Liberal Unionist 
until 1914. Bright was a member of Gladatone'a government until 
July 1882 1 and Chamberlain President of the board of 'trade un-
til the government's demise in 1885. See ,I£, xx (1883),-.185-6. 



CHAP.PER IV 

THE CONTRIBUTION TO THE DEVELOPHENT OF 

CHRISTADELPBIANISH OF ROBERT ROBERTS (1839-1898) 

{a) ROBERT ROBERTS 1 S EARLY BACK.GROUND IN CHRISTADELPHIAHISM 

(1839-1864) 

In understandinb the thinking of Robert Roberts, it is essen­

tial to know some of the biographical details of his life, for his 

views were not beaten out on the Anvil of Truth in vacuo, but in 

circumscribed historical circumstances - sometimes extremely pre­

cipitous ones - which wrenched a reaction from him. However, much 

of Roberta's personal history, because it.was so very bound up 

with the history of the organisation of the Christadelphian move­

~ent, is ~entioned elsewhere in this thesis. 1 It is important here 

to consider the details of his life from his birth to his assump­

tion of the editorship of The Ambassador in July 1864. 

Robert Roberts was born on 8.April 1839 in Aberdeen. The son 

of a sailor, later to captain his own ship, he was one of a family 

of six boys and one girl. Religiously, his mother was a zealous 

Baptist, but of his father 1 s piety no written account exists. 2 

1. The period 1864-1884 is dealt with in chapter III above; 1885 
and its aftermath in chapter V below. 

2. Except, very conjecturally, that one of Roberta's brothers, 
Ebenezer, later became a Plymouth brother for a ti.me, before 
converting to Christadelphianism. This, taken together with_ 
his father's seagoing craft, .the fact that north-eastern Scot­
ia a stronghold of Plymouth Brethren, (seamen forming a signi­
ficant proportion of that number), might indi.cate that Mr. 
Roberts Sr. was a Plymouth Brother. In verbal evidence to the 
author, Miss Edith Ladson of Solihull, Roberta's ·granddaughter, 
said this was a reasonable conjecture, but that there was no 
information on this point known to her, and that Mr. Roberts 
could even have been an atheist. 
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At the age of ten, Robert Roberts was taken, by his mother, 

to hear Doctor Thomas, over on his first British tour, in a little 

chapel opposite the Baptist Chapel in John Street, Aberdeen. The 

following year Robert Roberts left school. He was enrraged by a var­

iety of employers during the next six years. These involved him 

working as clerk, printer! photographer, chemist and newspaper edi­

tor.
1 

In 1852, at the tender age of thirteen, Roberts read Thomas's 

Elpis Israel. This event was followed, in 1853, by his baptism in 

the River Dee. Three years later, on 8 October 1856, Roberts, then 

aged seventeen, wrote to Thomas in America. This letter was con­

sidered important enough by its recipient to be printed in full in 

the~ the following year. 2 It indicated verbal dexterity, a 

sureness of conviction belying Roberta's years and, if not obsequi­

ousness, certainly overt enthusiasm for the author of Elpis Israel. 

By 1857, Roberts had opted for the profession which, apart 

from the editorship of The Christadelphian magazine, was to comprise 

his life's work, namely journalism. Within the space of twelve 

months he was employed by The Aberdeen Daily Telegraph, The Edin­

burgh Caledonian Mercury and The Huddersfield Examiner. The move 

to the West Riding to work for the Examiner, then a newspaper with 

strongly Liberal sympathies, was a comparatively lasting one, be­

cause, with the exception of a few months in 1860, Roberts worked 

on the Examiner for over five years. 3 
Although Robert Roberta's talents had been recognised early by 

the Scots brethren, so at the age of eighteen he had been selected 

along with John Barker as one of the Aberdeen ecclesia's two repre­

sentatives to the annual meeting of the Scots brethren at Edinburgh, 

bis southwards move led to a much fuller appreciation of his worth, 

By July of the following year, 1859, Roberts was delivering open­

air addresses in the Market Flace at Heckmondwike, which other, 

much older, brethren were employed in advertising by means of bill 

1. These details can be found in Roberts,~. pp, 5-19. 
2. See Appendix H, 
3, Roberts also worked for a time for the lialifax Courier. 
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distribution, 1 Although employed in and living at Huddersfield, 

Roberts attended the meetings of the Halifax ecclesia. From April 

1859 he, along with his newly-wed Scots wife Jane walked the inter­

vening seven miles via Elland ('regarding the place as a sort of 

barbarian village') twice each week. 2 He was selected by the ecclesia 

to represent their views at the first and second national confer­

ences of English Baptised Believers in the Gospel of the Kingdom of 

God, which were both at Nottingham, in 1859 and in 1860. 

In the Spring of 1860, a baby daughter, Agnes, was born to the 

young couple. Her death in infancy was a determining factor in 

Roberta's decision to work for a travelling phrenology company 

called 'Fowler and Wells', at twice the salary be received as a 

journalist. Roberts worked for them from February 1861 until 15 

July of the saoe year. The peripatetic nature of his job in those 

months brought him into contact with Christadelphians in a wide 

variety of English cities - Birmingham, Leicester, Nottingham, 

Derby, Wolverhampton, Sheffield and York, amongst others. The nas­

cent Christadelphian Body had barely become organised by this point 

in time3 and the inter-ecclesial knowledge Roberts gained by dint 

of his job made him uniquely suited, amongst English Christadelpb­

ians, for selection by Thomas as editor o~ The Ambassador of the 

Coming Age - a suggestion he put to Roberts less than one year 

later, during bis second British tour in 1862. 

Roberts had made such a name for himself both within and with­

out the ecclesias that Baptised Believers were being described, as 

early as 1860, as 'Robertites 1 •
4 By October 1861 he felt important 

enough to write again to Thomas in the U.S.A. encouraging him to 

visit Britain, despite the fact, as he recognised in his letter, 

that Thomas would not be universally welcomed amongst the 

1, 
2, 
3, 

4. 

For the text of one such bill seep. 26 above. 
Roberts, MDAMW, pp. 76-77• 
See ch. I, pp.26, 31 above for details of the problems caused 
by this ignorance. See also Roberts,~' pp. 160-162, where 
even Roberts found communication e problem at times. 
See Evans, 1 100 Yrs.', !£, xcvii (1960), 18-20. 
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ecclesias.
1 

Indeed, Roberts•s description of the welcoming pro­

portion of believers - 1 However ... among the really hearty and 

intelligent believers of the glorious gospel you ar~ held in re­

putation 12 
- indicated self-assurance of a high order. Late in 1860 

a small ecclesia was formed in Huddersfield following the immersion 

of three individuals by Roberts in public swimrr.ing baths in the 

Lockwood district of Euddersfield. 3 Within this new ecclesia, 

Roberts was even more pre-e~inent than previously. According to the 

minute book4 of the Huddersfield ecclesia he occupied the office, 

in 1861, of 'general and correspondinc secretary• 5 . Be undertook 

the role of main ecclesial preacher in both in- and out-door oratory. 

Late in 1861, it was decided by the 

course of lectures in exhibition of 

ecclesia to produce•a complete 
6 the whole system of the truth. 1 

This course of lectures, numbering twelve in all, was designed and 

delivered by Roberts himself - the first on Sunday 1 December 1861, 

the last on 16 February 1862. Later in 1862, at a 'tea-meeting', at 

The Roberts's lodgings, of those who had heard this course of lec­

tures, the suggestion was put forward that the lectures should be 

published. As a result of nationwide correspondence to 'all the 

friends we knew in sundry parts' carried out by Jane Roberts, a 

first edition of 1,000 copies of the Twelve Lectures was produced 

by G. and J. Brooke of Westgate, Huddersfield. An immediate need 

was registered, and a second edition produced within 1862~ 

This book of Twelve Lectures on the 'l'eachinfi of the Bible i.n 

relation to the Faiths of Christendom was later7 amended~ 

which are added Five Additional Lectures 1 on The Devil 1 Judgment to 

Come, The Promises to the Fathers, The Covenant with David and The 

Signs of the Times. Finally, it was developed into eighteen lectures 

1. Roberta, l•:DANW, pp. 143-4. This especially related to George 
Dewie's f~ers and those Scots ecclesias which sympathised 
with them. For details on the scant attention paid to Thomas's 
5econd visit to Britain in 1862 see Norrie, Early History, ii. 
63. 

2. Roberts,~' p. 144. 
3. Roberts, :MDA.i•lW, P• 135ff. 
4. Cited in Roberts, l'&AI·fW 1 P• 136. 
5. See Glossary. ---
6. Roberts, HDAHW, P• 138. 
7. By the fitthedition (1869). 
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and retitled Christendom Astray: or 1 Popular Theology (both in 

Faith and Practice) shown to be Unscriptural; and the True Nature 

of the Ancient Apostolic Faith Exhibited in Eighteen Lectures. As 

such, Christendom Astray, as it became known, acted as •an ecclesi­

astical bombshell 1, 
1 became a standard Christadelphian doctrinal 

reference book, rivalling Elpis Israel itself, and was later 

attacked with vigour by A.J. Pollock in his pamphlet produced after 

Roberta's death, entitled Christadelphianism Astray from the Bible. 2 

Christmas Evans reported that the Twelve Lectures were being used 

as a 'statement of faith' by ecclesias in north-eastern England, 

such as Jarrow and Newcastle, in the absence of any other generally 

accepted credal formulation, as early as 1866.3 

Viewed against the perspective of these events, 'l'homas's 

suggestion of 1862 that an inter-ecclesial magazine be started, 

that it be based in Birmingham, and that its editor be Robert 

Roberts, 4 seemed obviously likely to succeed. Thomas acknowledged 

that be was irnpressed by the Twelve Lectures. 5 Moreover, at Roberts'~ 

recommendation6 Thomas stayed at the Roberta's house at the start 

of his tour of Britain in 1862. By that point, his opinion of 

Roberts was set. It is likely, and Collyer and others recorded it 

as a fact, 7 that Thomas, on his tour, advised the brethren in 

1. 
2. 

4. 
5. 
6. 

7, 

See I.Collyer, Robert Roberts, p. 29. 
Pollock's attack {1930} on Christendom Astray was only one of 
many on Roberts, and only one of several on that particular 
work. Others criticising it included Revd. J.P. Barnett of 
Swansea, John Blann's Christadelphianism Astray (London, 1898) 
and Revd. c. __ Clemance's Christadelphi:anism Exposed (Nottingham, 
1872). Pollock's pamphlet was, in turn, attacked by C.C. Walker 
in Christadel hianism Briefl Defended b Seri ture, (1934). 
Evans, 1 100 Yrs.', TC, xcvi 1959 , 30-31. Evans in fact referred 
to Christendom Astray' being published as early as 1866. It was 
not so published until seventeen years later. Whilst the Twelve 
Lectures had been rewritten and renamed Christendom Astray by 
1883, the Twelve Lectures, issued in pamphlet form in 1862 1 1863, 
1865 and 1867, bad, by 1869 1 been issued in book form. All these 
processes witnessed a growing desire for credal rectitude on 
the part of Roberts, whose Christendom Astray was eventually a 
virtual textbook for the movement. 
See I. Collyer, Robert Roberts, PP• 30-32 1 52. 
Roberts, HDAHW, p. 31. 
Roberts, MDAMW, p. 144: 'Halifax would naturally be first on the 
list of places to be visited, as it is nearer to Liverpool 
(your place of landing) by 100 miles than any other place where 
there is an ecclesia. 1 

I. Collyer, Robert Roberts, p. 31. Also in TC, vii (1870) 1 186-
191, Thomas himself, reviewing his three visits, made comments 
along similar lines - see p.34 , chapter I, above. 
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Britain of his views concerning a British Christadelphian magazine, 

and the name of the most outstanding candidate for the editorship. 

Considering the esteem in which Thomas was held at that juncture by 

the majority
1 

of Baptised Believers, it is unlikely that many would 

have dissented from bis opinion. 

It is interesting that, in the first generation of Christadel­

phians after Thomas, there was a number of journalists of an able, 

if not distinguished ilk:. Besides Roberts, there were J.J. Hadley, 2 

chief reporter of the Birmingham Post, destined to become a leader 

of the Suffolk Street (or New Street) faction after 1885 1 Dr. James 

Hastie Stoddart, editor in succession to Professor Jack, of~ 

Glasgow Herald from 1875 to 1887, William Norrie, chief reporter on 

the Caledonian Mercury in the 1860s, Alick Howatt, chief reporter 

of The Glasgow Berald, Charles Mackley of Burslem, a reporter on 

the Staffordshire Sentine13 and J.W. Thirtle, also of the Stafford­

shire Sentinel, 4 later to splinter off over the Inspiration con­

troversy towards Ashcroft and The Expositor group. All these, 5 pre-

1885 1 stood square on the Thomas tradition; all were capable popu­

larisers of Tbomasite views; all were men of some means - able to 

find time to prepare talks and travel nationwide to deliver them; 

all were young, enthusiastic men in this early post-disorganisation, 

pre-schizoidly internecine period stretching from 1864 to 1885, 

when the Christadelphian Body was small, keen, organised, cohesive, 

fresh and pungent. 

Both Thomas and Roberts were men of ability, besides drive, and 

they pushed themselves unsparingly in pursuance of their evangelism. 

In one very important respect, however, Thomas and Roberts differed 

markedly. Thomas bad come to the view that unanimity had to be real 

if it was to be at all worthwhile .. contrived ecumenism was anathema 

to him. Thus, he concentrated on persuasion rather than cajolery 

1. The Dowieites were the only real exception, 
2. J.J. Hadley (1842-1912) - see ch. V below, p. 213ff, for more 

detailed biographical information on Hadley. 
3. The report of Mackley's conversion by Thirtle occurred in TC, xix 

(1882) in the April issue. 
4. The report of Thirtle's conversion was in TC, xii (1875), June. 
5, W, Norrie would certainly have excepted Stcxfdart and Mowat~. His 

view was that they only gained promotion as journalists upon lap­
sing as Christadelphians 1 referring to them as having 'bartered 
away their spiritual birthright', Early History, ii, 174 .. 175. 
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to win converts to his views. Roberts, on the other hand, possibly 

because of his journalist's organising skill, tended to think of 

the Christadelphian movement as a unit of organisation. Thus, if it 

were threatened from within, his reaction, under pressure, would be 

instinctive - to preserve the organisation at all costs, by whatever 

means. This distinction goes some way towards explaining how the 

Christadelphian movement came to be founded under John Thomas and 

how it came to be split under Robert Roberts, within fourteen years 

of Thooas's death. 

(b) ROBERTS'S ORGANISATIONAL WRITINGS (1853-1897) 

In 1853 1 the year of his Oaptism, when he was aged only four­

teen, Roberts produced a booklet which was to influence the minds 

and habits of Christadelphians for generations, 1 namely The Bible 

Companion, or Bible Readings Table, by following which the Old 

Testament was read once and the New Testament twice a year. ~ 

Bible Companion was a practical concomitant of the Christadelphian 

view of the full inspiration of the Scriptures and a means whereby 

they hoped to be able 'to give an answer to every man that asketh 

you a reason of the hope that is in you. 12 The influence of this 

booklet indicated not only the massive doitinance which Roberts and 

his views c.ame to exercise over the organisation of the Christadel­

phian Body, but also the maturity of this fourteen year old boy -

for the idea he then had for reading the Bible has never been super­

ceded within the community, despite the mooting of alternative 

. methods of regularly reading the Scriptures. 3 

Pre-eminent amongst Roberta's organisational writings stood 

the Twelve Lectures and the Ambassador. The details of these works 

1. One writer, w. Moseley in The Sin of my Soul (Vancouver 1942), 
com~ented that Christadelphians exalted the Bible Companion 
system of reading the Bible to a religious rite in itself. 

2. I Peter iii. 15. 
3. The Bible Companion system is incorporated in the ALS Diary 

which most Christadelphian households possess. The Testimonl 
magazine's readings table, which appeared in vol. xliv (197 ) 
to vol. xlv (1975), was never taken up on any scale by Christ­
adelphians. 



h "d 1 ave been consi ered elsewhere. Apart from the considerable, in-

deed overwhelming, organisational sway Roberts held over the Ghrist­

adelpbian body because of bis strong position as editor of The 

Christadelphian magazine, Roberts contributed to the orsanisation 

of the brotherhood by the production of a series of rule books: ~ 

Declaration, the Ecclesial Guide, the Constitution of the Birmingham 

Ecclesia and, finally, A Guide to the Formation and Conduct of 

Christadelphian Ecclesias2 , written in 1883. The~ was the most 

important of these documents in that it came last, and represented 

Roberta's most mature views on the issues relating to ecclesial 

organisation and in that it was circulated, not simply within Bir­

mingham, but throughout the brotherhood as a whole. Because it was 

written in 1883, and therefore preceded the Tecperance Hall- Suffolk 

Street division, its concepts formed the basis of ecclesial oper­

ations for both fellowships in the period of division (1885-1957). 
The ~ was an interesting document about which three im­

portant observations ought to be made. First, it set out the ground­

rules for ecclesial practice.3 Second, it made a disclaimer about 

being anything other than an advisory document. On page 39, Roberts, 

in summarising his system of ecclesial manage~ent, described it as 

a •system of rules embodying the foregoing suggestions, 1 On page 19 1 

Brother F.R. Shuttleworth, then assistant editor of The Christadel­

phian, was the author of rules concerning the conduct of meetings of 

the ecclesia. These, again, were described as 'sug~estions' and were 

couched in terms of alternative procedures to be adopted in certain 

contingencies - 'unwise way' and 'wise way' - rather th8n blunt 
1 rights 1 and 'wrongs 1 • Thirdly, a number of aspects of The Guide 

1. The significance of the Twelve Lectures is considered on PP• 
141-2 above; and the importance of Roberts·• s editorship of the 
Ambassador and Christadelphian in ch. III above and ch. V below 
seriatim. 

2. Indications exist, for example, in section 30 of the 
Guide, that Brother F.R. Shuttleworth, then assistant editor to 
Roberts, contributed to the planning of the Guide. 

3. See Appendix I for a summary of these ground:ruI'es. Even the 
'System of Rules' summarising the philosophy behind the~ 
ran to 38 points and e~bodied minutiae such as the exact 
order of service to be followed and the length of time to be 
taken over its various parts. • 
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were punctilious to the point of being fussy - for example, the 

length of the exhortations at the Breaking of Bread was 1 not to 

exceed half an hour 11 in one case and a quarter of an hour in the 

otheri praying 'immediately after the first singing', without an 

intervening Bible reading, was described as 'unwise'; 2 it was con­

sidered unwise to make fraternal announcements 'towards the end of 

the meeting 1 ,
3 as it was to pray 'in the morning for the success of 

the evening meeting' because it was necessary that 'prayer refer to 

its own occasion. Ask in the evening that the evening meeting have 

a blessing.• 4 All these details in a work which claimed only to be 

suggestions about how even the important aspects of the ecclesia 

should be managed carried with them the implication that, despite 

the disclaimer, the author of the work intended to be taken very 

seriously indeed, if not obeyed implicitly. This nove potentially 

altered the organisational basis of Christadelphianiam from what it 

had been in William Norrie's youth in the late 1840s, and for a 

considerable period beyond, in terms of the introduction of all the 

paraphernalia of a Western mixed-economy democracy, 5 ecclesial 

officers had a nineteenth century nomenclature applied to them, not 

a first century one; 6 a detailed credal formulation bad been 

1. Roberts, Guide, p. 41. 
2. Roberts, Guide, P• 20. 
3. Roberts, Guide, p. 21. 
4. Roberts, Guide, p. 23. 
5. For exampie";elections 1 majority votes, political constitutions 

and procedural rules, trustees, extraordinary meetings, quorums 
and ~ethods of dealing with dissent within one ecclesia and 
between several ecclesias. For details see the Guide, sections 
8, 13, 16, 20-24, 32, 35-38, 40-42. --

6. William Norrie, Early History, ii. 9-10 1 179-80 1 referred to 
Biblical norr.enclature, such as bishops, elders, deacons, evan­
gelists and scribes, being proposed and sometimes adopted by 
ecclesial officers. See also chapter III above, p. 123, and 
the Aberdeen Ecclesial Minutes (1844-74), PP• 28, 108. The old­
style officers were renamed recording brethren (or secretaries), 
treasurers, arranbinr, brethren and presidents. 
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adopted;
1 

certain spiritual misde~tenours were made statutory 

offences, involving fixed penalties; 2 all religious activities were 

subsumed within the ecclesial unbrella. 3 All t!1at was required, for 

1. Thomas had disliked such notions. ·r,'hilst, towards the end of his 
life, he developed a certain degree of ambivalence on the sub­
ject, saying in moderate welcome of one summary of Christadel­
phian beliefs 'We need no creed aside fror.1 the Bible, nor do I 
understand you as offering the 11Synopsis" as one, but you give 
it as a synopsis only.' (!Q, iv (1867), 161) 1 at the same time 
he felt 'I should object decidedly even to a Scriptural creed 
being made a substitute for the Word. This would be a wrong use 
of a synopsis or creed and very much to be reprobated.' (TC, iv 
(1867), 160). During Tbomas's lifetime any 1 creeds 1 wbicbWere 
produced were either brief, recitations of Scriptural passages, 
anony~ous 1 or a combination of all three. Although, after bis 
death, Roberts was quick to publish in the 'Scrc.ps from Dr. 
Thomas 1 s Papers' series an item entitled 'Certain Rules, Non­
conformity to which Makes Salvation Impossible' 1 it is clear 
that these rules were brief (there were eight in all), were 
purely citations froffi the Bible, and were not considered by 
Thomas himself as worthy of publication in bis lifetime. (TC, ix 
(1872), 150-151). See Appendix L. The non-e,:istence of an offi­
cial creed in the 1860s led to Roberts 1 s Twelve Lectures being 
used as a substitute creed - see P• 142 above 1 footnote 3. 

2. Such matters included absence from the Breaking of Bread meeting 
and marriage with a non-Christadelphian. Whilst such matters had 
never been regarded favourably, under the jurisdiction of the 
Guide the rules became sharply focused: 'None shall, even for 
a lesitimate cause, absent thec.selves from the asse~bly, without 
first stating, in writing, to be addressed to the Recording 
Brother, the cause or causes of impending separation; and asking 
the same to be considered, with a view to their removal, at a 
special meeting, at which they consent to be present and take 
part.' (Rule 33 in the 'System of Rules' froc the Guide, P• 43). 
'Marriage with the alien is an offence •.. Uhen off'e"iicetakes 
place in the matter, the ecclesia shall siGnify their disapproval 
... after which the brother or sister shall only retail their 
places among the brethren by admitting their offence.' (Rule 36 
in the 'System of hules' frolli the Guide, p. 43-44.) 

3. First generation Christadelphians worice"d in Sl?",all groups at 
best, often in personal isolation. In these circumstances pro­
cedural rules were an unnecessary luxury and a dispensable dis­
poser of precious time. As nur.-,bers grew, the circumstances 
altered. Perhar-s tighter regulation was necei:rnary. It certainly 
made organisation easier, but at the cost of stultifying in­
dividual effort. 
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the organisational potential of the 1883 ~ to be realised, was 

the issue of a dictat to the effect that what bad previously been 

'sugcestions' were transformed into inflexible legislation. This 

change occurred after only two years, following the Inspiration 

controversy. 

In 1897 1 Roberts produced a booklet of 35 pages called the 

Help to the Memory of History. This, he said, was 'not so much an 

attempt to convey a knowledge of history, as to afford a ready means 

of recalling it to memory. 11 As such, it was clearly connected to 

two principal Christadelphian concepts dating from the late 1830s -

that the~ was the Word of God and that the Book of the Revel­

!lli!!, was to be understood in a continuous historical sense, as ex­

pounded in Eureka. 2 The first of these concepts led to the view that 

Biblical chronology, right from the earliest chapters of Genesis was 

a divinely inspired record of authentic history. Thus, the first of 

Roberta's historical tables began in 4,000 B.C. with Adam and Eve 

and preceded to record events as far on in time as 3,100 B.C. when 

Adam died aged 930, and Enoch, aged 365, was 'translated•. For the 

same reason many other characters, then largely regarded by the 

Christian world as mythological, were documented by Roberts as real 

people, requiring the record of their date~ of birth and decease. 

Dr. Thomas's exposition of the Apocalypse led Christadelphians to 

be interested in historical dates after the co~pletion of the New 

Testament, too, and Roberta's tables docu~ented the 2,000 years of 

the Common Era, ending with the twenty-eighth table of events in 

the nineteenth century, reproduced in Table 5 below. 

However, this short leaflet of Roberts's did more than under­

pin the Christadelphian ideas of inspiration and interpretation, it 

illustrated the whole philosophical mode of thought which the 

1. Roberts, Help to the Memory of History, (Birmingham, 1897), 
Preface, p. v. 

2. Those Christadelphians who challenged this view - George Dewie 
and, later, S.P. Clementson, Harry Whittaker and feter Watkins -
did not comm.and as huge a following as traditionalists who 
followed John Thomas. 
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\TABLE 51 

movement ador,ted. Thomas, Roberts and their brethren wholly re­

jected Platonism in all its ramifications2 - the immortality of the 

soul, esoteric priesthoods, gnosticism, cabalism, the Trinity - none 

of these had any appeal for the Christadelphian. Everything had to 

be demonstrable, clear, real, tangible, actual bistory,·and revealed 

- not mysterious - truth. In all these ways, they stood foursquare 

1. :Roberts, Help to the Nemory of History, p. 35, Table 28. 
2. See Eureka, i. 198-9, where Thomas equated the Christian Gnostic 

'adm~of Plato' with those who were 1 comminsling the specu­
lations, or fables, of heathenism with the doctrine of the apost­
les 1 • Of them he said I The Gnostics cor.unenced their department 
of the l{ikoliiitan University, with the dogma first enunciated by 
the serpent in the Eden-Paradise •.. 11 Ye shall die no death 11, 

said he •.. 1 
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with rationalists and empiricists. In all these ways, too, they 

reversed the trends of their times, when beliefs which had once 

seemed clear-cut were being questioned. Much of the state of shock 

in British theology in the second half of the nineteenth century 

was due to the late, sudden impact of continental Higher Criticism 

on its teachings. 1 To those Christians who felt most disturbed and 

upset by these events, Christadelphian definiteness had a real ap­

peal. 

Those names and events Roberts felt were 'epochal' were 

printed in bold type in the Historical Help. The sources of Roberta's 

facts, and his selection of 1 epochal 1 events, were somewhat idiosyn­

cratic. Table 5 above illustrates the unusualness of Roberts's 

assortment of historically significant events. The sources were 

Decline and Fall of the Roman Emnire by Gibbon, Ancient History by 

Rollin, History of the Jews by Hillcan, Ecclesiastical History by 

Milner, l·~odern Eurone by Russell, Essays and History of England by 

NcCaulay, Frederick and French Revolution by Thomas Carlyle, History 

of the French Revolution and Hauoleonic Empire by M. Thiers. Whilst 

this bibliographic list was icpressive, it was less full than 

Thornas's sources, used in the analysis of the historical past and. 

its interpretation in prophecy. In additicin to writers such as 

Gibbon and Rollin cited by Roberts, Thomas referred to the Early 

Christian Fathers from Justin Martyr to Augustine, to Roman writers, 

and to theologians, historians and proto-archaeologists from.the 

Reformation to the nineteenth century, including Luther, Francis 

Bacon, Isaac Newton, Mosheim, Vi~ringa, Whiston, Layard and Tre­

gelles. 2 

1. See Owen Chadwick, The Victorian Church, p. 530, who cited 
examples of travellers, such as Thackeray, being shocked by the 
theological liberalism and criticism of the Continent. 

2. See chapter II above, pp. 46, 55, 56 and 57, for example. 
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(c) R0BERTS'S EXH0RTATI0NAL WRITINGS (1867-1898) 

Roberta's written output was prolific; 1 and a good deal of his 

writing was of an exhortational 2 nature. It is not, therefore, sur­

prising that, in the five year period 1879-1884, Roberts produced 

two volumes of collected exhortations. These two volumes, known as 

Seasons of Comfort3 and Further Seasons of Comfort4 1 contained one 

hundred and four separate exhortational addresses. Whilst the socio­

logical p~ofile of Christadelphia sometimes presented5 is inappro­

priate to the period currently under study in that it underestimates 

the com..~unity 1 s educational prowess, it is true that there were 

many brethren in the 1870s and 1880s who found the written products 

~f more educated brethren an invaluable aid, There are 1 indeed, 

indications that, just as Roberts's Twelve Lectures had been used 

as a creed in north-eastern bngland at an early stage, 6 so his ex­

hortations were used as an intellectual crutch. Roberts himself said 

of them: 'These addresses have principally been found useful by 

brethren and sisters in isolation, or Eeeting in small companies, 

where no one has been able to speak to the edification of the rest.• 7 

A leading Christadelphian comrnented8 that a nurnber of exhortations 

he had heard, even in the period after World ilar II, were pr:cis 

of Roberts 1 s writin5s. 

On examining the exhortations, the facet which is most promi­

nent is the wide range of their subject matter. A degree of this 

would have been predictable, given Christadelphian principles. For 

example, the fact that whole exhortations should be devoted to 

Baruch and to the Rechabites froro the prophecy of Jeremiah, and that 

1. Chapter III above 1 p. 122, contains details of Roberta's en­
gagements which show that 1 because he had to speak frequently 
at the same venues, he was obliged to produce a prodigious 
acount of net·t ::",aterinl throughout his term as editor of The 
Ambassador and The Christadelphian (1864-1898). --

2. See Glossary. 
3. Published on 31 October 1879. 
4. Published on 10 December 1884, in Birmincha~. 
5. For exlil!lple, B.R. Wiloon's view in Sects and Society (London 

1961), PP• 300-305° 
6. See above p. 142. 
7. Roberts, Further Seasons of Comfort, P• iv, 
8. In verbal evidence to the author of this thesis. 
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mention should be made as readily of Solomon or Enoch or Abel or 

Habakkuk or Zechariah as of Christ or the Apostles, is easy to com­

prehend, given Christadelphian views on the inspiration of the whole 

of the Scriy;tures. However, Roberts went further and dug exhorta­

tional material out of the most unpromising of spiritual quarries. 

For example, he used 'types' 
1 

from the Law of lfoses2 , prophecy in 

the Book of Daniel, the history of the Roman Catholic Church I a 

survey of astronomy3, rather technical aspects of theology, such as 

the precise definition of inspiration and 1 Election ~ Calvin­

ism• 4 , and polemics on the II!l!llortality of the Soul, the Trinity and 

He115 as bases upon which to found exhortation. It was not only 

the range of Roberts's source material that was diverse, but also 

the objects to which he applied those moral principles. These in­

cluded the treatment of women in Victorian society, metaphysics, the 

established clergy, success in business, the payment of Church rates 

and a general assessment of both British and American society. Nine­

teenth century evangelical usa&e of Biblical texts provided many 

examples of Biblical material being made to bear a message which in 

fact aroSe from another source. The suggestion that this was true 

of his own work would have been anathema to Roberts; he was, he 

believed, si~ply giving due weight to every inspired particle of 

the Scriptures, many of which were glossed over by Christendom at 

large. 

By 1884, 6 if not before, it was clear that Roberts was aware 

of the efficacy of his remarks in plucking Christadelphian heart­

strings. It may have been a conscious decision of his to play on 

these strings a tune to his liking. Whatever the exrilanation, his 

exhortations did include references to ecclesiastical polity such 

as the wisdom of the formation of large ecclesias, the rules of 

1. See Glossary. 
2. See Roberts, Further Seasons of Comfort, P• 130. 
3. 'The logic of the Stars' formed address LXI in Further Seasons 

of Cocfort, pp. 37-42. 
4. This was the title of exhortation LXXXVII in Further Seasons of 

Comfort, pp. 162-167. 
5. See exhortation III in Seasons of Comfort, pp. 10-14. 
6. See p. 151 above. 
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fellowship, the need to abide by his own Bible Coi:manion, the 

position of sisters in the ecclesia and the strategically-placea1 

exhortation against partial inspiration. 

Of over six hundred exhortations prepared for delivery and 

9ver three hundred reprinted in The Christadelphian, few remain in 

print apart from the more than one hundred which were preserved in 

Seasons of Comfort and Further seasons of Comfort. A Call to Arms, 

Roberta's exhortation from Ephesians vi, was deemed so powerful by 

Brother Viner Hall of Sutton Coldfield that it was resuscitated and 

reprinted by him in 1922, complete with illustration. The Letters 

t.o the Elect of God reappeared via a sir::.ilar route in 1970, thanks 

to Brother H.P. Hans.field of Australia, editor of Logos Publications. 

Logos 1 s reason for reprinting this leaflet would stem, in part, from 

the Letters' departure from the purely pa~toral exhortation into the 

more expositional pastures of the exegesis of Ezekiel xl-xlviii, the 

division of the Holy Land under the Hessiah and the examination of 

the architecture of Ezekiel's Temple, along with publication of the 

Temple plans by the architect brother, Henry Sulley. 2 The original 

purpose in Robert@'s Letters and the 'time of trouble' he had in 

mind is easy to discern when one discovers that the dates of their 

writing were between January and ?·iay 1885. In the fifth of these 

letters, 'A Letter to Hy Enemies\ Roberts left no-one in any doubt 

who these were. Just as there had been hard-line followers of 

Alexander Ca~pbell who would not forgive Dr. Thomas in the 1830s 

for differing from Campbell, so there had been camp-followers of 

George Dowie and. i:dward Turney in the 1860s and 1870s who had not 

forgiven Roberts for opposing them and so, in May 1885 1 there were 

followers of Chamberlin and Ashcroft who would not forgive the line 

Oe must take against his erring brethren. Roberts answered his 

1. This was published in December 1884, in Further Seasons of Comfort. 
2. Henry Sulley 1 s book The Temple of Ezekiel 1s Pronhecy was in pre­

paration in 1885; Brother Sulley and Brother Kirkland were very 
pro-Roberts and urged Ashcroft to sort things out with the edi­
tor; Nottingham, where Sulley lived, was a hotbed of dissention, 
and support for Sulley from Roberts would, no doubt, be welcome. 
These are r,ossible reasons for Roberts 1 s excursus into Ezekiel. 



enemies: 

'You blame me for breaking with them ... the 
11 thin end of the wedge 11 is proverbially the thing 
to be resisted. They promulgated principles with 
respect to the character of the Scriptures of truth 
that logically took away the basis of our co-opera­
tion ... The judgement seat will presently settle the 
matter.• 1 

(d) ROBERTS'S STUDIES IN PROPHETIC FULFILHENT (1877-1895) 

Roberts wrote many titles which could be subsumed under this 

heading, 2 but none of them had either the length or originality of 

Thomas's magnum opus~. and some of them were simply rewritings 

of ideas originated by Dr. Thomas.3 Although Roberts researched for 

some prophetic studies, possibly his main value within the Christ­

adelphian body in terms of facilitating its under~tanding of pro­

ph€cy was to act as populariser of Thomas's lensthy and complex 

views for those who found the originals beyond their grasp. Thomas 

himself bad been familiar with a wide range of historians. He 

quoted freely and lengthily from them, producing, in~, a 

three-volume study of the book of the Revelation, extending to 

2,000 pages. Early Baptised Believers such as Isaac Clissett of 

Heckmondwike4 must have found such writings difficult to comprehend. 

Roberts 1 s much shorter and simpler summary would have been a relief 

to such meno 5 Indeed, in the preface to the first edition of the 

Thirteen Lectures, a summary in one tenth of the number of words, of 

~' Roberts stated that: 

2. 

'the publication of this volume of lectures may serve 
to draw attention to that work, and to prepare the 
general reader for the understanding of it. In fact, it 

Roberts, Letters to the Elect of God in a Time of Trouble, 
(Thornbury, Victoria, Australia n.d.; originally.published in 
1885), PP• 86-7. 
Pro bee and the Eastern uestion _(1877); Agocalyptic Lectures 

1 0; England and Egypt 1 2 ; Daniel (1 97); Coming Events 
in the East (n.d .. ). ---
Thirteen Lectures on the Apocalypse and~ fall readily 
into this category, owing much to Eureka and The Exposition of 
~ respectively. ---
See ch. I, p. 26, above. 
This is not to underestimate Roberta's own academic knowledge 
of Early Church history (see below, pp. 156-7 and 164-5). 
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may prove a stepping-stone .to Eureka. Some find Eureka 
too deep and diffuse to allow of their grasping it with 
the limited time for study at their disposal. It was 
to meet the wants of this class in Birmingham that this 
course of lectures was delivered. 11 

The most famous of Roberta's prophetic studies, both within 

the Christadelphian movement and beyond, was his fifty-fou·r page 

Prophecy and the Eastern Question. However, the fame of this work 

was due to its contemporary interest - it was written in 1877 -

and in the notice ex-Prime 1-:inister Gladstone took of it, rather 

than to its intrinsic merit. 2 Roberts 1 s ~ is very brief and 

consists of an eleven ruse justification for considering Daniel's 

propl-.ecy as authentic, and a further eleven pages in which Roberts 

expounded the eleventh chapter of Daniel on a \'erse-by-verse basis. 

In this second section, ~oberts 1 s views were al::iost identical with 

those set out by Thomas over twenty years earlier. The Thirteen 

Lectures was 190 pages long, and was an exposition of the Apoca­

lypse on a chapter-by-chapter basis adopting, as did Thomas in 

~• a 'Continuous Historical 1 or 1 Chronological' approach to 

the analysis of the Revelation. Roberts•s dependence on Thomas's 

earlier work ~as overtly recognised by the author in the quotation 

from the preface to the Thirteen Lectures referred to above. From 

time to time Roberts felt obliged to remind his readers of this 

fact. For example, in expounding Revelation xi, Roberts said: 

'The very development of the truth3 itself is 
traceable to the forces set in motion by [the 
effects of the French Revolution]: but I won't 
go into that. If you desire to comprehend these things 
in their details, I would advise you to read Eureka, 
in which there is a great mine of instruction~ 

Again, in bis exposition of chapter i of Revelation 1 Roberts said: 
1 lf you have never read Eureka, I advise you to 

do it, at least once. I knowitis a large book. It 
is inaccessible to most of you as recarda price, and 
its bulk is beyond the leisure allowed you from your 

1. Roberts, Thirteen Lectures, p. iii 
2. For details of this episode, see ch. III above, pp. 107-109. 
3. See Glossary. 
4. Roberts, Thirteen Lectures, p. 108. 



various occupations ... Such cases I hope in some mea­
sure to benefit by an attempt at simple exposition in 
the course of lectures now comc:ienced.' 1 

In the second group of prophetic studies - that is, those 

where Roberts produced his own research - a number of general ob­

servations can be made. Firstly, the subjects Roberts chose were 

designed to attract readers from a non-Christadelphian, as well as 

a Christadelphian 1 read~rship, because all his themes were of topi­

cal concern to his contemporaries. His topics were the Eastern Quest­

ion, which he dealt with in 1877 at the time of the Bulgarian Mass­

acre by the Turks; England and E5yDt, written in 1882 1 when Britain 

occupied Egy:pt and the Sudan; and Cooing Events in the East, In all 

this, Roberts 1 s penchant for a good journalistic story was reve~led, 

Also, whilst it is true that he did range over a nu~ber of prophetic 

books in studies for which he himself did research, there was still 

a preponderance of references to the Apocalyptical books of Daniel 

and the Revelation so dear to John Thomas. 2 However, there were 

other aspects to Roberts's writings. For example, the belief in the 

cooplete inspiration of the Bible, and the persistent reading of its 

pages, according to the Bible Companion, and the consequent compari­

son of its books together into an expositiOnal pastiche inevitably 

produced a style of exposition in a Christadelphian writer like 

Roberts such that, even where he was writing on a specifically 

prophetic theme, and in a short booklet only fifty-four pages in 

length, he made 200 Biblical references to 31 different Bible books. 3 

A further aspect was Roberta's genuine erudition and wide reading ~n 

ancient history, which was illustrated in Prophecy and the Eastern 

1 • 
2. 

Roberts, Thirteen Lectures, P• 12, 
For example, in Pronhecy and the Eastern Question, Roberts made 
28 references to the book of Daniel, 28 to Revelation, 9 to 
Zechariah, 21 to Ezekiel, 34 to Isaiah, 9 to Jeremiah. In addi­
tion, considerable sections of the booklet were actual exposi­
tions of parts of Daniel's pr:--!=·hec and the 1,1:evelation. . . 
This was Pro hec and the Eastern uestion, (London and Birming-
ham 1897; oriGinally published in 1 77 • 
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Question by references to Herodotus, Strabo, Diodorus Siculus, to 

the archaeology of south-west England and to writers about ancient 

history such as the Revd. Dr. Vincent 1 , Lysons2 , M. Eoore, and a 

report to the Royal Dublin Society. 

In the three leaflets The Return of Cbrist to the Earth3, Is 

Christ Very ]~ear? 1+ and Christ on Earth Again~ Roberts expressed a 

degree of independence from Thomas, and a deal of blunt literalism. 

His independence fro~ Thomas was expressed in the idea that events 

in Italy in 1866-8, involving the termination of the temporal power 

of the Papacy, were equatable with the prediction of Daniel vii of 

the ending of the power of the 'little horn• to make war and oppress, 

and were an evident sign of the nearness of the return of Christ6 ; 

in his interpretation of international war prer,arations in the period 

1848-81 as fulfilments of Ezekiel xxxviii, Daniel xi, Joel iii and 

Revelation xi, and as portents of the Second Coming; and, in at leaSt 

one place, in an overt statement:_'Dr, Thomas •.. though mistaken (as 

he allowed might be the case) in the date of their commencement I was 

right, he felt, in principle.? His literalism was expressed by his 

1. William Vincent (1739-1815) studied at Cambridge from 1757, 
gaining a doctorate in.divinity in 1776. He was headmaster of 
Westminster School from 1?88-1602, and was dean of Westminster 
(1802-1815). He was a noted educationalist and the author of 
poetry, sermons and treatises on ancient geoGraphy, such as 
Voyage of llearchus (1797) and The Comr:ierce and l'<avigation of the 
Ancients in the Indian Ocean (1607). Be was co-author of the 
latter with Carsten lUebuhr and, also, a contributor to some of 
Gibbon's works. 

2. Samuel Lysons (1806-18??) studied at Exeter College, Oxford, be­
coming H.A. and F.S.A. He was a philanthropist who founded 
schools at his own expense. He was eventually nade rural dean 
of Gloucester. He was the author of both historical and Biblical 
works, including Conjectures concerning the Identity of the Pat­
riarch Job his Famil the Time in which he Lived and the Loca­
lity of the Land of Uz Oxford 1 32 . 

·3. Published in 1881 in Birmingham. 
4. Published in 1895 in Birmingha.r:,. 
5, Published in 1892 in Birmingham. 
6. Roberts, Is Christ Very fiear?, p.30, referring to Daniel vii,8, 21. 
?, Roberts, The Town Hall Lectures, (Birmingham 1881), pp, 17-28. 



interpretation of Ezekiel xl-xlviii as involving the restoration of 

a mortal line of priests, side by side with a saintly genre, to pre­

side over the reintroduction of the law of Eases in the Kingdom of 

God. 1 Roberts would have none of nebulousness, none of metaphor, all 

his eggs were in literalism's basket. 

In detail, the Return of Christ was a forty-page write-up of 

a series of four lectures delivered by Roberts in Birmingham Town 

Hall in 1881. In the first, second and fourth of these talks, 

Roberts introduced no new element: he trod well-worn Thomasite argu­

ments in contending that Christ would return, that be would return 

to establish a political world empire, and that material to this 

was a plan of personal salvation available in his own day. The third 

lecture, entitled 'The Signs that He is Near 1 , was the longest of 

the four, and saw Roberts chancing his arm with a mixture of journ­

alism and prophecy in putting current events into an overall proph­

etic scheme. J,;any of his aq;uments were taken from Apocalyptical 

literature, notably Daniel vii and xi and Revelation xi, with some 

details from Ezekiel xxxvii and xxxviii, Jeremiah xxx and Joel iii. 

Is Christ Very Hear? was the last prophetic work Roberts wrote. 

In 1895, Roberts had enough confidence to subtitle his booklet 

'Reasons for expecting "the day of his coniing 11 before the close of 

the nineteenth century'. The 68-page booklet was wholly devoted to 

an analysis of Daniel vii-xii and the 1260, 1290 and 1335 'day12 

timetables of prophetic parameter contained therein. Roberts con­

sidered the plausibility of a variety of starting dates to calcu­

late from, and came down in favour of a starting date in the early 

sixth century A.D., and for a double-ba~relled fulfilment of the 

three time-periods. The end product of this reasoning he summarised 

as follows: 

1. Roberts, Christ on Earth Again, pp. 32-33• 
2. In common with Dr. Thomas and most other Christadelphian writers, 

Roberts ador:ted a general day-for-a-year interpretation of pro­
phetic time-periods. He made this overtly plain in The Return 
of Christ to the Barth, part 3, pp. 17-29. 
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'itle should then have the foll01-lin& progressive 
series of developments leading like a slow sunrise 
from the darkness of Papal night to the brightness of 
eternal day:-

1. (First enciin,. of the 1260.) A.D, 1790-3. The 
overturn of do~inant ecclesiasticism in Europe, and 
the rousing of human life in all departments fro~ the 
lethargy of ages. 

2, (Thirty years further on 1 or the first endin4 of 
the 1290.) A,D. 1820-23. The co::-,nencement of the pro­
cess of sapping and mining the Ottoman incubus which lay 
huGely and obstructively on the Eastern countries and 
the Roly Land, barrinr the way to tbe re-appearance of 
the Kincdor.: of David, for which the time had now cor.;e 
near. 

3, (Fort -five ea!'s further on: First endin of the 
1335 1 and second of the 12 O, A.D, 1 -o. The sup-
pression of the last vestige of Papal coercive power in 
the taking away of the temi oral sovereicnty of the so­
called 11Head of the Church 11 , reducing the Destroyer of 
the Saints to the di=ensions of a mere ecclesiastic, de­
pendent on the goodwill of his votaries for continued 
existence, 

4. (Second endinu of the 1290,) A.D. 1896-8. Appear­
ing of 11 the Prophet like unto J.ioses 11 to enter into con­
flict with the spiritual Egypt of the latter day: first 
meeting his brother Aaron (or gathering the Saints), and 
then makin,s demands upon the government:::; which are never 
withdrawn or reduced till the power of }leaven lays low 
the haughtiness of the earth in the destruction of all 
their armies, 

5, (Second ending of the 1335,) A.D. 1941-). The 
end of all opposition and the full colll!:lencement of the 
reign of Christ and Saints over all the earth.1 

In Christ on Earth Again, his penultin;ate prophetic study writ­

ten in 1892, Roberts went into detail about the nature of the king­

dom as re-established and the effect of the Return on the Land of 

Promise, the Constitution, the Priesthood, the Kingship, the Jews, 

the Hew Temple, the New Worship and the sacrificial sacrament in 

the New Era. In all this, his bluff literalism and realism were 

made abundantly clear. The citation from Christ on Earth Again below 

makes plain Roberts 1 s mode of reconciling exegetical difficulties 

and the reality which divine things in general, and the Kingd·om of 

God not least, had for him; 

1. Roberts, Is Christ Very Near?, p. 30, 
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'The idea that Ezekiel's statements concerning the 
sons of Zadok are inconsistent with the fact of their 
being im.::,ortal, is based upon a misleading appearance in 
the wording of this part of the vision. It is supposed 
that they are referred to in the regulations concerning 
marriage (44:22) 1 which are rightly held to be inappli­
cable to those who shall "neither marry nor be given in 
marriage" (Luke 20:35). The supposition appears to be 
favoured by the absence of a distinctly marked transi­
tion from one order to the other in the discourse con­
cerning the priests, after the introduction of the par­
enthetic allusion to the sons of Zadok. Verse 17, by 
the use of the pronoun 11 they 11 , appears to speak of the 
sons of Zadok, who are spoken of in verse 17; but that 
it is not the sons of Zadok but the Levites that are 
spoken of in verse 17 and after, is manifest from verse 
19, that they shall 11 go forth into the outer court to 
the people", which is the office of the Levites, and 
not of the sons of Zadok, as is plainly stated in 
verse 11. 11 They (the Levites) shall slay the burnt of­
fering, and the sacrifice for the people and they shall 
stand before them to minister unto them, because they 
ministered unto them before their idols. 11 But as for 
the sons of Zadok, 11 They shall come near to me to mini­
ster unto me 11 (verse 15). 

'Consequently, we are compelled to understand the 
Levites to be spoken of in the verses in question, which 
describe duties apnlicable only to them. That these 
verses should appear to apply to the sons of Zadok is 
due to the introduction of a parentpesis at verse 15, 
which is not formally indicated. Ver.sea 14 and 17 must 
be read consecutively to get the true sense: "But I will 
make theo (the Levites) keepers of the charge of the 
house for all the service thereof, and for all that shall 
be done therein ... And it shall come to pass that when 
they enter in at the gates of the inner court (for they 
shall have charge at the gates of the house, see verse 
11) they shall be clothed with linen gar~ents ••• They 
shall not gird themselves with anything causing sweat, 
••. neither shall they take for wives a widow, 11 etc. 

'The second (mortal) grade of priests being in 
question in these verses, there is none of the diffi­
culty of sweat and marriage that many naturally feel on 
the first reading. If the question be asked why the dis­
tinction was not more clearly indicated, we can only say 
it is not the only case where the pronoun is employed 
with reference to sense merely, and not as the equiva­
lent of a grammatical antecedent. In a similar case in 
J.latthew, 1-ir. Stern, the Jew,1 contended it was Simon the 

This was a reference to Roberta's debate 'Was Jesus of Naza­
reth the J.i.essiah'?' with Louis Stern iri October 1871. 
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Cyrenian that was crucified and not Jesus (see Hatt, 
27:32,36). This was, of course, a perverse contention, 
because the context entirely excludes such an absurd­
ity. Still it had the same ground - the absence of a 
clear association of the pronoun. In this other case 1 

the context shows the right application of the pro­
noun, and relieve~ the subject of a difficulty that 
is only seeming.' 

As the above illustrations indicate, Roberts spared his readers 

nothing in terms of the thoroughness of his Biblical citations and 

the cloi::;eness of his reasoning. Yet I the- vast nu::-.ber of works he 

produced, and the nu~ber of reprintings and new editions published, 

indicated a readership hungry for what might appear to a modern 

reader turgid material. 

(e) ROBERTS'S SKILLS IN DEBATE (1866-1894) 

Roberta's defence 

was very wide-ranging, 

of different Christian 

laugh, of no religious 

of the Thomasite .interpretation of the Biblei 
2 --

involving a non-ChristiaL sroup, churches 

persuasions3 and people, like Charles Brad­

persuasion at all. 4 

It was in this field that Roberts shone. Thonas, too, was in­

volved in controversy, but much of his was of the written sort and 

occupied protracted periods of time.5 Little is extant of the small 

affiount of debating in which Thomas became involved. Such as is 

available today exists because Roberts saw fit to edit and reprint 

it. For example, the debate between Thomas and Johns. Watt on the 

existence of an inherently immortal soul in 1834 was reprinted and 

edited by Hoberts, after Thomas's death in 1871. 6 Roberts, however, 

was the Christadelphian's David who felt he could take on and van­

quish. the Goliaths of Establishment Religion and Irreligion. 

1. Roberts, Christ on Earth Again, PP• 32-33-
2. J.lr. Louis Stern, a Jew. 
3. These included Free Church ministers and laymen, British Israel­

ites, the Protestant Layman's Association and Campbellites. 
4. The 1 Bradlaugh Debate' of 1876 on the issue 'ls the Bible Divine?' 

was a ma1UC1oth affair, even by :Roberta's standards, involving six 
nights in all, three at Leicester and three in Birmingham. 

5. See Appendix E. 
6. It was known as The Anostacy Unveiled. 
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Roberts-first represented the Christadelphians as a debater 

in April 1866 when opposing Revd. R.C. Nightingale over the issue 

of the immortality of the soul. He was then at the tender age of 

twenty-seven. Almost thirty years later he was still involved in 

debate, although a tired man and close to the end of his life. 

Some of the debates in which Roberts took part included other 

Christadelphians - particularly in later years. Approxi~ately half 

a dozen of Roberts 1 s debates - with Nightingale, Stern, Bradlaugh, 

Hine and Brother J.J. Andrew are quite well known in Christadelphian 

circles because written records of them were produced at the time, 

because of the relative eminence of sorr:e Roberts's antagonists and 

the unusualness of others. However, Roberts actually engaged in 

very many oore debates than this and only because his most earnest 

endeavours to solicit an o:rponent failed is it true that he was not 

involved in even more than the records show. Overleaf, in Table 5, 

is a tirr,etable of the debates in which Roberts took part between 

when he began to edit the Ambassador in July 1864 and his death in 

September 1898. Roberts's involvement in debate also encouraged many 

of his less astute brethren to follow his example - for example, 

R.R. Stainforth in 1885 and J.J. Andrew in 1889, 

Roberts possessed three sorts of qualities which marked him 

as an outstanding polemicist - doggedness, patience and thorough 

acquaintance with the material with which he was dealing. These 

qualities were true of his entire debating career, but can best be 

illustrated from the three debates he undertook at the height of 

his powers in the 1870s against Stern, Bradlaugh and Hine, Bis dog­

gedness in tern:s of the Hine debate was shown by virtue 01' the fact 

that there was a debate at all~ 1 Sit'!ilarly, against Bradlaugb, 2 a 

vast correspondence of 23 letters I occupying February I Harch and 

April 1876 1 was required before the debate, its time, subject, date, 

place and other details were settled. Doggedness inside the debat­

ing chamber is perhaps illustrated by Roberta's debates which 

1. For details of the way in which Roberts contrived to trap Hine 
into debate seep. 112-3, above. 

2. For an evaluation of the differing tactics employed by the 
antagonists in this debate see chapter III, p. 106, above; 
chapter IV, p. 164, below and Appendix K. 
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1869 

1869 

1871 

1875 

1876 

1879 

1880 

1884 

1894 
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TABLE 6 

RELIGIOUS DEBATES INVOLVING ROBERT ROBERTS1 

April 
10-11 

Harch 
9-19 

Nov. 
1-3 

Oct. 
17-19 

March 
17-18 
24-25 

Feb. 

June 
13-22 

April 
21-23 

April 

Hay 
21-22 

April 
3-4 

HAHE OF 
0FP0HEi"iT 

OPP0~'1EHT 1 5 
R1:,LIGIOUS 

Revd. R.C, ginister of 
Nigh tin gale Free Church 

Revd. J. Congreg-
Campbell ationalist 

Hr. T. Christian 
Knight Lay~an 

Nr. L. Orthodox 
Stern Jew 

Hr. II.A. Orange 
Long Order 

Missionary 

Revd. C. Congreg-
Clemance ationalist 

Hr. C. Humanist 
Bradlaugh, 
M.P. 

Mr. E. British 
Hine Israelite 

l-ir. T. Protestant 
Hitchell Layman's 

Association 

, Mr. S. Campbelli te 
Jackson 

Bro. J ,J. Christ-
Andrew adelphian 

TOPIC(S) OF DEBATE(S) 

Has Han an Imrriortal Soul? 

Immortality of the Soul; 
Nature of Hell; Nature of 
the Millenium; Justifica­
tior1 of Christadelphianis::i; 
i\ature of God; Sin and the 
Devil. 

Immortality of the Soul; 
The Devil. 

> 
Was Jesus of Nazareth the 
Hessiah? 

The Nature of Han; and The 
Locality of the Future 
ReWard. 

Issues raised in Christ­
adelphianism Exposed. 

Is the Bible Divine? 

Are Englishmen Israelites? 

Immortality of the Soul. 

nature of the Fulfilment 
of the Promises to Abraham. 

Resurrectional Responsi­
bility. 

1. These figures conceal a wide range of debates which rtoberts 
·attempted to arrange - including one with Archbishop Tait,. the 
then Archbishop of Canterbury in 1876 - which were called off by 
his opponents, and also a wide range of religious debates in 
which Christadelphians other than Roberts participated in the 
period 1864-1885. For details of this information, see Appen­
dix J. 
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adopted the Socratic method. The exru:::ples in Appendix K concern-

ing the validity of the New Testament documents, taken from Roberta's 

debates with Bradlaugh and J.J. Andrew1 are good illustrations of 

this quality. Roberts 1 s patience was exemplified in these same de­

bates too - for example, in the 1871 debate with the Birmingham 

Orthodox Jew, Louis Stern. Some of Stern's comments were apparently 

designed to outrage his opponent. Perhaps the choicest of these was 

in reply to a question from Hoberts about the Holy Spirit. Stern 

replied: 'Hy friend asked me if I believed in ruacha kodush? Of 

course. The word ~ is 11wind 11

, and ~ is 11holy 11

; and if a 

holy wind sometimes causes virgins to conceive, I should advise all 

respectable ladies to keep out of the draught. 11 These remarks ap­

pear, from the extant record of the debate2 , to have left Roberts 

unruffled. Stern's observations did not have the same absence of 

effect on the audience listening to the debate - one gentleman, a 

Jew converted to orthodox Christianity, objected that Stern was blas­

pheming and, rising from his seat~ 'attempted to obtain a bearing 

for himself, repeatedly exclaiming, in an excited manner, that be 

would not allow blasphemy in his presence. The Chai:r-man refused to 

hear him, and after some minutes' confusion the gentleman was pre­

vailed upon to sit down. ,3 In the Bradlaugh debate, although Roberts 

was faced by a very keen mind, and lost many debating points to his 

Op/,onent I his erudition and frustration with Bradlaugh 1 s nit-picking 

style won Roberts the admiration of many - including, as he confessed 

in later years, 4 that of Bradlaush himself. During the course of the 

debate, which was entitled 'Is the ~ Divine'i'', both in set­

speeches and during the course of extempore replies to off-the-cuff 

questions Roberts revealed an intimate acquaintance with Josephus, 

Tertullian, Clement of Rome, Justin Nartyr 1 Origen, Eusebius, Pliny 

(the Younger), Tacitus, Tatianus, Theophilus of Antioch, Athenagora~, 

Papias of Hieropolis, Polycarp, Ignatius, Hermas, Irenaeusi Mileto 

1. Was Jesus of Hazareth the J.lessiah'i' A Three Hi hts' Discussion, 
PP• 0- 1. 

2. S~.nce the transcript was published jointly by the antagonists, 
according to its preface, there is a likelihood that the record 
it presented was not over-partisan. 

3. Was Jesus of Nazareth the 1-iessiah? A Three tli hts' Discussion, 
p. o. 

4. !2,t XX (1883) I 28. 



and Barnabas, as well as of contemporary writers on apostolic 

documents such as William Hone, 1 Joseph2 and Isaac Viilner, Johann 

Hosheim, 3 J.S. Reid4 and Dr. E.C. Brewer,5 In the Rine debate of 

1879, Boberts's performance was so convincing that some of his oppo­

nent I s supporters openly concecied defeat. 6 

A number of Roberta's works took the shape of written debates. 

Among-st these can be r.:entioned A Defence of the Faith Proclaimed in 

Ancient Times7 and Everlasting Punishments not Eternal Torments. 

The first of these was a rejoinder to the criticises made of 

Roberts I s book Twelve Lectures by the Revd. J.P. Barnett. Roberts I s 

booklet ran to more than ninety pages and consisted of charginb 

Revd. Barnett with failing to read the fourth of Roberta's lectures 

com~letely, although hr. Barnett had com:.:er.ted on it, 9 Kith failure 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

6. 

7. 
8, 

William Hone (1780-1842), Although Hone's wide range of writings 
nainly included works of satire and of general historical interest, 
he did have a very strict fundamental upbringing. Of the few 
overtly theolo~ical titles attributed to him, the best known were 
Sermons to Asses to Doctors of Divinit etc. (1819), The Form 
of l-rayer (~ 20 and The Apochryphal Hew Testament (1820). 
Joseph !·iilner (1744-1797). Fro:r, a backbround of poverty in West 
Yorkshire, 1-iilner proceeded, with difficulty, via Leeds Grammar 
School to Catharine Hall, Ca.:,bridc;e and then on to a career as 
schoolteacher, Headmaster of Hull Gram.r:iar School and evancelical. 
He is mainly noted, as a writer, for his The iristory of the Church 
of Christ in five voluoes (1794-7), with volurees 4 and 5 pub-
lished posthuffiously. 
Johann l·iosheim wrote a Church History, the translation of which 
Reid edited in 1848. 
James Seaton Reid (1798-1851). Reid was educated in Ireland and 
at Glasgow University, being appointed honorary D.D, in 1833, and 
professor of church history at Glasgow from 1641, He was famous 
as a Church historian, producing the History of the Presbyterian 
Church in Ireland. G.W, Sprott wrote of his history that its 
chief merits were 'acuteness, painstaking research, impartiality, 
and a clearness of statement ••• his work has taken a per;;,anent 
place in literature.' 
Ebenezer C. Brewer (1810-1897), Ll.D. (Canbridge 1840) 1 was a 
man of wide reading whose works could best be described as 'mis­
cellaneous•. His two main works from a religious viewpoint were 
his Dictionary of P~Fase. and Fable (London 1870) and A Dictionary 
of Hiracles (London 18"84). Other writings included A Guide to 
the Scientific Knowled e of Thin-s Familiar (18118) 1 A Political, 
Social 1 and Literary History of France 1 63) and Etymological 
and Pronouncinp Dictionary of Difficult Words (1882). 
See ch. III above, p. 113, for the assess~cnts in a variety of 
periodicals of Roberts•s performance in this debnte. 
This was published in 187~. 
This was written in 1871 as a reply to three letters written by 
Revd. Dr. J. Angus - seep. 92 above. 
Robeits, A Defence, p. 88. 
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of counter-arcument
1 

and with fallin& prey to heresy himself. Sur­

veying Revd. Barnett's main reasons for objecting to the teachings 

of Christadelphianism, Roberts r.ade the following observations, which 

forned a representative illustration of the style he used, which 

mixed respect with truculence, and in which he charged Barnett with 

nee-gnosticism: 

•z.~r. Barnett opens the battle with a great but per­
fectly harmless boor.. He declares the Christadelphian 
system to be 11 unr::itigated materialism". This is intend­
ed for a stasgering blow, and with orthodox readers, it 
will have a good whacking sound with it; but in truth, 
the detonation is in the cracking arm that delivers the 
blow, and does not proceed fro~ the object aimed at, 
which, in truth, is never struck. Why does Hr. Barnett 
speak of 11 um::i.iti5ated materialisr.:.? 11 Because the Christ­
adelphians believe in a real God, a real spirit of God, 
and real men, and because they expect a real immortality 
by a reconstruction of the real body from the 5rave; a 
real return of Christ from heaven, a real restoration of 
the Jews, a real kingdom on earth. If this is 11unmiti­
e;ated materialism 11 , what does Hr. Barnett make of the 
events that have already transpired in relation t0God 1 s 
purnose in the earth'] Are they not, one and all, by Hr. 
Barnett I s rule, "unmitigated materialism? 11 Was not man 
formed of substance fro~ the ground? Did not the condem­
nation passed upon him for his disobedience I have refer­
ence to that substance? ( 11 Dust thou art and unto dust 
shalt thou return. 11 ) Did not the plan of salvation take 
the fern of sending a real Saviour with flesh and blood? 
Was not Jesus born in Bethlehem a real baby? Did he not 
grow, as other children (;'Tow, to a real manhood? Was he 
not ba1itised with real water by John in the Jordan't Did 
he not, with 11unt1itigated n:.aterialism 11 eat and drink 
with publicans and sinners, and ride in fulfilment of 
the prophecy I on the back of a real ass? Was he not bod­
ily taken by the emissaries of Jewish authority, and' ig­
nociniously arrayed in a real purple robe, and subjected 
to the indignity of a real mock crown of thorns? Was he 

1. '"This doctrine", he says, which limits the resurrection to the 
responsible, and immortality to the righteous, "proclaims humanity 
to be a gigantic failure, utterly discreditable to its author!"••• 
On which side, we ask, in the name of eternal goodness, does the 
greatest failure of beneficence lie'? ..• on the side of that view 
which represents the wicked as a vapour of the moment, destined 
to disappear before the rising of the Sun of ~ishteousness ... or 
that which teaches their destiny to be an endless existence of 
agony and infamy']' Roberts, A Defence (2nd edn.), p. 89, 
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not impaled on a materialistic cross? Did he not have 
real nails driven through his blessed hands and feet? 
Was there not a convulsion of real nature at his de­
cease? a rending of rocks, a darkening of the atmos­
phere, a dividing of the veil of the terr:~le? Did not 
Joseph of Arimathea, with a spirit of 11ul!rriitigated 
materialism 11

, beg the body from Pilate, wrap it in 
clean linen, and lay it in a rock-hewn seFulchre, seal­
ing the door of the sepulchre with a huge stone:· Did 
not angels descend, and with 11unciitigated materialism" 
roll the stone away, bring the captive to life, and 
strike terror into t:l.e Roman guard'? Did not Jesus act­
ually reappear to his disciples, and again with 11 un­
mitigated materialism", eat fish and honeycomb, and 
submit to be handled in proof of his reality, and, fin­
ally, did he not bodily ascend to heaven after leaving 
a promise that he would return? 

1 The fact is, all that God has ever done has been 
what Mr. Barnett derides as 11um:1itigated c1aterialism; 11 

and, as we shall see, all that He ever will do, will be 
of the same character: for there is no chanie with God. 
It would indeed be strange if it were otherwise. Hr, 
Barnett asks us to believe that all He has done so far 
has been "unr::itigated r.1aterialismn, but that all that is 
to come is to be - what? It would be difficult to find 
words to describe it - immaterial, shadoi,;y, ghostly, un­
real, nothingistic: and, for this, we have merely Hr. 
Barnett's ipse dixit. Of course, Hr. Barnett has plenty 
of company, but a myriad-belief of a lie will not turn 
it into the truth. God has promised all tl.e t!lines that 
Christadelphians are looking for, and for that reason, 
guided by the light of the past, we e>:pect them, and will 
never be frightened from our belief of ti:em by shouts of 
11unmitigated materialism11 , 

'For what does this cry mean? It means nothing to the 
point, nothing that can determine the question, but a 
mere shout to create prejudice and drive the reader off 
the scent. "Materialism!" Whence comes_ the cry, and whence 
the idea it contains? From the schools. It is an invention 
of the speculator, a fi~ment of metaphysics, a grimace of 
learning by which J-:r. Barnett seeks to frown down the 
"foolishness" which it was the glory of Paul to proclaim. 
Conventionally, it represents the theory that denies the 
existence of God, disbelieves in anythinb not palpable 
to the senses, declares resurrection impossible, and in­
culcates sensuousness. But Hr. Barnett cannot use it in 
this sense in applying to a system which believes in God, 
puts faith in the Spirit and things unseen, teaches a 
resurrection, and maintains the connection between present 
action and future destiny. He, therefore, ought not to use 
it at all. It is misleading. Haterialism is not the synonym 
of Christadelphianism. Haterialism is one of the half-
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1dnged systems of the age which imperfect study has 
given birth to; it recognises a part of truth, but 
does not take all things into account. Christadelph­
ianism is not pledged to any system. It takes a view 
as broad as the sweep of inspiration, believing all 
thinbB that are true whether represented in scienti­
fic systems or not. Doing this, it rerards man as a 
creature of the ground and all things as real, but 
ignores not the subtle and invisible relations ~f 
things disclosed by revelation and experience.' 

The second written debate was a reply to three letters written 

in the Christian World by Revd. Dr. J. Ansus, President of the Bap­

tist College, London, and dealinc; with the nature of divine sanc­

tions against the wicked. Dr. Angus•s letters were eventually pub­

lished in par.,phlet form for circulation. For these reasons of wide 

circulation, plus the fact that many Christadelphian converts came 

from the Baptist field, Roberts decided to deal with the issue 

thorouf;hly. His dissection and analysis of Dr. Ansus 1 s material 

from the three letters ran to 36 pages of about octavo size and to 

at least five editions. His reply could be termed an effective ans­

wer to Dr. Angus. In considering the second letter, Roberts exan:ined 

the Biblical teaching concerning the life in men and in beasts and 

found it to diverge fron that of Dr. Angus. 

THE LIFb OF HAN Al-.1:U BEAST 

'Passing over his sensible re~arks on the fallacy 
of attempting to settle the controversy by precon­
ceived generalisation, we come to his rewarks on the 
term psyche, the Greek term most commonly translated 
11 life 11 and 11soul11 in the New Teetamenti and here are 
observable a randomness and inaccuracy sonewhat sur­
prising in a man of Dr. Angus's scholarly reputation, 
yet not surprisi.nE;:, when his tas1':: in hand is consid­
ered - that of proving the unprovable - nay, worse -
establishing the explodable - giving the colour of 
truth to falsehood. 11The notion", says he, 11 that the 
life (pjyche) of the brutes is the same as the life 
(psyche i.n man, is not so much bun:bling as degrading. 11 

This, as a matter of sentiment, is not worth much not­
icei but it may not be beside the question to ask why 
the notion should be considered degrading, that man 
exists by the power that upholds the brute creation? 
Has not one God made all? Are not 11in His hand the 
soul of· every living thing, and the breath of all man­
kind 11 '? (Job xii. 10). Has He not "sent forth His 

1. Roberts, A Defence (2nd edn.), PP• 7-9. 
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spirit" to create "things creeping- innumerable, both 
small and great beasts" (Ps. civ, 30, 25) equally 
with man, who shares the same breath with them? 
(Eccles. iii. 20), Is there not one pervading spirit­
presence in cree.tion, from which we cannot flee? (Ps. 
cxxxix. 7-8). One universal God, in whom all things 
live and move and have their being? (Acts xvii. 28). 
These questions cannot be answered in the nesative, 
even by Dr. Angus. They are the testimony of revela­
tion; the declaration of experience. In one atmos­
phere do man and beast exist. Ey a conu;;.on law of re­
spiration and m.1trition is their being r.:.aintained, 
and in the interruftion of either, they die together. 
Indeed, one is as ~uch a ~arvel of creative power, as 
the other. The urrpalatableness of their c;eneric iden­
tity is due, not to reason or Scripture, but to the 
abnormal sentiments of superiority created by the 
pagan doctrine of the iJ!llJlortality of the soul. 

'
11 But 11

, says Dr, Ani:;us, 11it is lc:.rgely contra­
dicted by all nations." Little stress can· be laid on 
this fact. All nations would have contradicted the ro­
tundity of the earth a few centuries back. 11 All nations 11 

are the aggregation of ~uch ignorance in relation to 
things divine and 11scientific 11 , especially the former. 
Paul pronounced thee ignorant in his day (Acts xvii. 301 
xiv. 16; Eph. iv. 17-18), and they have not much im­
proved since. Their verdict, therefore, on such a quest­
ion is of little consequence, except as indicating the 
direction in which the truth is probably not to be 
found. 

111Then", says Dr. Angus, 11 it is contradicted by 
Scripture itself . 11 This is more to the point, but not 
true. Dr. Ansus does not produce a sincle proof that it 
is contradicted by Scripture. We will produce indubit­
able evidence that it is not only not contradicted by 
Scripture, but expressly taught by Scripture. The evi­
dence is in a nutshell, Thus every terrn employed in the 
Hebrew original to define the element of life or spirit 
in man, is sir:-,ilarly employed with, respect to the animals. 

Nephesh chayiah, the breath of life (or lives), is 
said to have been breathed into Adam (Gen. iii.?). The 
same Nephesh chayiah is also said to have been in the 
animals that went with lfoah into the ark (Gen. vii. 15), 
and in the nostrils of the cattle, &c., drowned by the 
flood (verses 21-22). 

Hephesh, separately spoken of in· connection with man 
(Gen. ix. 5. - "I will require the life [nepheshJ of 
man••), is also recognised in connection with animals -
"Every creature wherein is life 11 (ne-ohesh) - (Gen. i. 30). 

Chayiah also occurs similarly in connection with both. 
As to man, Gen. ii. 7, already quoted, is an example. As 
to the animals, the term occurs eight times in the follow­
ing six verses: Gen. i. 20 1 21,24,25,28,30, and more than 
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a hundred times throu~hout the Scrintures. 
'Ruach (spirit), declared to be in man (Job xxx11. 

8) 1 Isalso iDputed to the beasts (Ps. civ. 29), trans­
lated 11 breath", On this point, it is expressly affirmed 
that they all have ONE ruach (Eccles. iii. 19), a 
statement confirmed by ~servation in Job xxxiv. 14: 
11 If He (God) gathe'."" unto Himself His ruach (spirit) and 
His neshamah (breath), ALL FLESH shall perish together, 
and man shall turn asain to dust. 11 

1 Neshar.:ah (spirit or breath): Applied to man - 11l·1y 
breath (neshamah) is in me" (Job xxvii. 3); applied to 
animals - 11 All (cattle, beasts, creeping things), in 
whose nostrils was the breath (neshamah) of life, died, 11 

1 '.!.'hese comprehend all the terms in Hebrew translated 
spirit 1 soul, life, &c., and occur, as we have seen, in 
connection 1-:ith both man and animals - a circu□stance 

not unintelligible in view of the fact that both exist 
by means of the proceEs (breathing) expressed by the 
roots frorri which, with one exception, ti1ese teros are 
derived. A circu:.;stance, too, which constitutes the 
proof we promised to produce. 

'As to the Nev1 Testat:1ent - being a record of opera­
tions and sayings exclusively related to men dealing 
with one relation only - there was not the same scope 
for illustrating (incidentally) the COI:lllion relation of 
man and beast to the nenhesh, neshamah, ruach, &c., of 
the Hebrew Scriptures, and the psyche, zoe, and pneu~a 
of the Greek. There is, however, some indication even 
here. In Rev. viii. 9, ~ is directly attributed 
to the fishes of the sea; and by implication, Paul (in 
I Cor. xiv. 7) makes the distinction between inanimate 
and living things to consist in the latter having 
psyche. Zoe is ern;-loyed in I Pet. iii. 10, as the trans­
lation of the Hebrew word chayiah, and as chayiah is 
about as often employed in the Old Testament, in con­
nection with beasts, as with men, it follows that zoe, 
its Greek equivalent, mi~ht be so used when the subject 
demands it. In the same way is a parallel established 
between the Greek nneuma and the Hebrew ruach. In all 
Hew Testain.ent quot~ from the Hebrew-;--i='uach is ren­
dered by pneur:-.aj so that whatever is affir~ of the 
one is affirmable of the other. 

1 Dr. Angus denies that psyche is ever used in the 
Hew Testament, "of the life of brutes", This is a mis­
take 1 as we have seen, and as he virtually acknowledges 
in the pnn:phlet edition of his letters, in which 11never 
in the Hew 11 is changed to "only once in the Hew 11

• lie 1 

however, admits that its Hebrew equivalent is someti~es 
so used in the Old Testament, but treats the fact very 
lightly, which is s·..1rr,risine where an in:portant contro­
versy is ~ade to turn on the meaninB of words, as deter­
mined by their use. It ~aturally occurs to common sense, 
to think that if the term can be applied to brutes with-
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out carrying the idea of im.--::ortality with it, it need 
not necessarily carry that idea with it when applied 
to man; and that if the doctrine contended for by Dr. 
AnffUs, is to be established, it must be proved by some­
thing more convincing than the mere use of a doubtful 
term. But Dr, Ancus disregards this self-evident re­
flection, and takes the whole matter for granted. This, 
no doubt, simplifies his tas}:, but so far as thinking 
men are

1
concerned, it deprives the argu~cnt of any 

value.' 

Whatever the views of theolosians or linguists on the detailed 

semantics, it is clear to the lay observer that Roberts 1 s remarks 

give the appearence of being clear, incisive and thoroughly re­

searched. Re ob~iously deserved John Bri5ht 1 s assessment of him as 

beinc a writer of no ~ean ability. 

(f) ROBERTS'S BIBLICAL EXEGESIS (1871-1898) 

With the exception of pro:phetical works, where Roberts largely 

followed in Thomas' s footste1:s, 2 there wer-e su=-prisinzly few expo.si­

tional studies by Roberts, when one considers the imT,act he had 

upon Christadelphianism in Britain. Perhaps here Hoberts 1 s depend­

ence upon Thomas is clearest and his meaning wh£:n referring to 

Thomas as the 'apple of his eye' most evidcnt.3 

Of the Hobertsian exegetical forays which did take place, quite 

a nu~ber were intended as defences of the ramparts of Christadelphia 

against insurgent ideas, rather than as the positive, out-going 

exegesis of Bible teaching. For example, Bverlastin5 Punishment, not 

Eternal Torments, written in 1871, was a reply to Revd. Dr. Angus, 4 

Man Morta15 was a reply to F.W. Grant's Life and Imn:ortality, 6 ~ 
Evil One7 attacked the Revised Version translation of I-latthew vi. 13, 

and both The Inspiration of the Dible and Christ on Earth Again, 

written in 1885 and 1892 respectively, were produced at times when 

controversy within Christadelphia on closely related issues had 

1. Roberts, Everlastin4 Punishment I not Eternal Torments, pp. ·25-6. 
2. See pp. 154-156 above. 
3. See ch. V below, P• 210. 
4. Revd. Dr. J. Angus was president of the Baptist College, London. 

Seep. 92 above. 
5. Published in 1875, in BirmiDgham, 
6. This work is discussed in detail on PP• 176-177 below. 
7. Published in 1831, in Birmingham, 
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raised its head. 

Of the few exceptions to this rule, three works were written 

in the early 1B80s, two of which were composed on adjacent themes. 

In The Sect Everywhere Spoken Against, written in about 1880, 

Roberts explained in a nutshell what differentiated Christadelphian­

ism from the rest of Christendom. He began his sixteen page booklet 

by explaining the nature of the cnristadelphian faith, and that its 

beliefs were not those of a new sect but of Apostolic faith, now 

restored. He went on to explain that Christadelphianism had its 

opponents in the same way that Truth had always been evil spoken of, 

and that the true grounds of this opposition were two-fold: 

'They affirm two things which tl-.e Old Testament 
and the New Testament se::arately sustain ••. the Christ­
adclphians affirm that mankind is separated from God ... 
that is, they are all under one condemnation ... the 
second thing which •.• if possible, gives more offence 
than the first, is this, that God has appointed a way 
by which man may return fro~ his alienated position 
... this 11way"••• may be considered narrow; it may be 
stigmatised unfharitable; but it cannot be proved un­
scriptural ••• 1 

Roberts then proceeded to outline his ~easons for believing in the 

Christadelphian view of fallen man, and i~.the exclusiveness of 

the Gospel as he understood it. The two adjacent works were The 

Ways of Providence2 and The Visible Hand of God. 3 These works~re 

not, as their titles might have suggested, evangelical tracts on 

the moral goodness of God, despite a world of illness, pain and 

death. They were detailed analyses of the history of Israel in­

dicating that, in the long run, God's judgements proved correct, 

irrespective of the superficial appearance of circumstances during 

the time before the d~nouement of the stories concerned. Although 

these works were not evangelical tracts in the sense outlined, 

Hoberts did wish moral implications to be drawn from these history 

lessons: 'The ways of God are not confined to the age of miracle ••• 

They are extant today in the sphere both of politics and private 

1. Roberts, The Sect Everywhere Spoken Against, pp. 4-5• 
2. Published in 1881 1 in Birmingham. 
3. Published in 1883, in Birnineham. 
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life. It is a great help in the battle of life to be able to dis­

cern them aright, 11 However, the crutch of reassurance l~oberts 

sought to provide was one using the objective examination of the 

facts of Israel's history - tangible, analysable, dependable - not 

the heart-warming er.!otionalisms of a popular evanr;elical p:,eacher, 

which, he felt, encouraged tecporarily but proved insubstantial 

when pitted aGainst the rigours of a whole lifetime. 

It was possibly with the idea in mind of r~dressinc the in­

balance in his writings towards a more solid expositional lecacy 2 

that Hoberts finished, in his very last year, his loncest exegetical 

work, 'l'he Law of J-:oses, in 1898, and that, after his decease, C.C. 

Walker3 cor;;pleted a work Hoberts had begun4 ai>d went or. to write 

up in toto a book which clai::-,ed to have been based on Roberts' s ideas~ 

citing Roberts's directive to do this work in the 1 lntroductory 1 • 

Despite the regard in which early Christadel;:,hians from Dr. 

Thomas's time onwards held total baptist", of adult believers, only a 

tiny amount of Roberts•s writing was dovoted to this issue - nawely 

the small 32-page The Good Confession. Considerin5 the brevity of the 

booklet, the cursory nature of its treatment of ba:ptism is even more 

surprising. The preface was designed to defend the practice, well­

established amongst orthodox Christadelphians by 1865, 6 of 1 examining' 

1. Roberts, The ifays of 1-rovidence, p. 326. 
2. There is some evidence that future ;~enerations 1 besides hi.s own, 

regarded Hoberts as a mentor. His wor!-:s 1 for example, were stud­
ied at Bible Glasses. The Cannock Ecclesial J.:inutes for 1907-8 
record that Roberts' s The i·.'ays of Providence I The Visible Hand 
of God and The Law of Eases be read at Bible Glass, and that 'l'he 
Tiiii'Istry of the Fronhets be purchased 'for the use of the , -­
brethren• - Business meeting (29/6/1908) 1 Cannock Ecclesial Minutes. 

3. Roberts's successor as editor of The Christadelphian, 1898-1937. 
4. The 1-:inistry of the Prophets, (B'ham 1898). 
5. The Old Testament Doctrine of Eternal Life, (B 1ham 1906). 
6. Norrie, Early history, ii. 274-6, printed an extract from such 

an interview, dating fro:n the sumr.ter of 1865. Norrie indicated 
that, in the mid-1860s, there was some attecpt to tighten up the 
requirements of candidates for baptism. Of issues like the nature 
of the resurrection body and the fersonality of the devil, Norrie 
said 'I interposed at this stage, and sui:;gested that (Brother 
Greenwood) should not put this question, as not being one of the 
first principles ... It was not necessary tbat one should know 
every detail respecting the Kingdom and its King before imr..ersion; 
as, after baptism, we were required to 11 add to our faith know­
ledge", and to "grow in knowledge",' - Norrie, Early History, ii. 
274-6. 
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candidates for immersion asainst 'some who hold that examination 

is altogether unscri1~tural, and that it is a practice savouring of 

priestly arrogance•.
1 

Further, of the 172 questions and their ans­

wers which the two characters in Roberta's story exchange, Socrates­

fashion, in the pages of the pamphlet, not all are devoted to baptism 

as such - the promises to Abraham, the nature of the Kin5dom of God, 

the nature of Adamic disobedience and nany other issues are dealt 

with. Thus, even in the only one of Roberta's writings designed to 

refer to baptism, baptism was not dealt with in any detail. This is 

very surprisinc; when one considers that only a arr.all proportion of 

Christadelphian converts came from denominations such as Strict 

Baptists and Campbellites, where adult immersion was already, prior 

to any contact between Christadelphianism and the couvert-to-be, re­
garded as a sine gua non. 2 

Althoubh respect fo~ the intellectual skills of his opponents 

was a mark of Roberts•s attitude on occasion - for example, with 

reference to F.W. Grant•s book on Annihilationism3- at other times 

·he could be very scathing and dismissive. An example of the latter 

response was Roberts's 26-page booklet entitled Scepticism Answered. 

Roberts had written a book in 1883 on the evidence for the resur­

rection of Christ, entitled The Trial. This was opposed, early in 

the following year, in an anonymous pamphlet entitled A Reply to 
1 The Trial 1 • .Hoberts, whilst appearing content to preserve the 

anonymity of the author, revealed a sufficient nu~ber of clues to 

his identity for a calculation to be made regarding the circum­

stances in Which the booklet was written. 'S.W. 1 , apparently, was 

a former ChriBtadelphian - a brother S. Williams - who left the 

movement because he found it impossible to reconcile himself to 

the death of his wife, who deceased despite his earnest prayers 

that she eight be spared. Roberts dealt with Brother Williams in 

a cavalier manner: 

1. Roberts, The Good Confession, p.5. 
2. A larger number converted to Christadelphianism from the Bap­

tists than from the two denominations mentioned above. However, 
the baptismal requirements amongst Baptists were not quite so 
stringent as amongst the Strict Baptists and Campbellites during 
this period. For the exact details of numbers converted see ch. 
VII below, pp. 284, 286. 

3. See TC, ix (1872) 1 pp. 78-80 et seg.' 1 and eh. III above, p. 103n. 
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1 The pacpblet is no reply to The Trial at all (as 
I shall .show), the argument of which its writer has 
fatled to grasp. It bas further to be remarked that 
the writer of the pamphlet does not come forward under 
circumstances affording the best guarantee of fitness 
to deal with the subject. He has hurriedly embraced 
other men's views on a subject which is of a multiplex 
and far-reaching character, and requires long and pat­
ient balancing of many thini;s, which no ::-.an can even 
see all of (not to speak of weit;hing thel!l) without 
years of reading and study. He rushes into print as an 
adversary of Christ within a few months of having 
broken bread in obedience to his cor:u:r.andment. He has 
simply, in a strong fit of predisposition, embraced 
the conclusions of Strauss, Taylor, and Co. 1 at sec­
ond hand, and re-hashed their vulgar diatribes with a 
forwardness and baste that is not decent in a man 
professing to feel sorfow at !'arting with the glorious 
hope of eternal life.• 

Indeed, emphasising his point, rtoberts went on: 
1 Were I to car.sider only the intrinsic merits of 

the pamphlet .•. I should take no notice of it. But I 
have to consider those who place their hope in Christ, 
some of whom might not be able at a Glance to see 
through the thrice-stale sophistries ... and who might 
be needlessly discomforted ir. the reading of them. 1 l 

In The Resurrection of Jesus Christ, a sixteen-page leaflet 

written in 1883, Roberts dealt with twelve 1ifferent aspects of the 

evidence for, importance of and consequences resulting from the 

Resurrection. However, unlike a variety of other fundamentalist 

works written on a sit1ilar topic3 with the Higher Critical views 

of Strauss, Renan, Baur, Wellhausen, W.R. Smith, Ritschl, and 

similar scholars in mind, Roberts•s evidence was all internal to 

the Bible and de5isned to indicate its self-consistency. ~or ex­

ample, his section 'Many other witnesses' dealt not with evidence 

from first century secular writers, but with that provided by 

Hatthew xxvii. 63 1 Acts v. 32 and I Corinthians xv. 30. Towards 

the end of his booklet, Roberts made oblique reference to a Mr. 

Suffield who opposed the concept of the Resurrection. The probable 

1. Roberts, Scepticism Answered, Preface, p. iii. 
2. Roberts, Scepticism Answered, Preface, p. iii. 
_;. For e,:an:ple, Frank Harison I s Who J.ioved the Stone? (London 1930) • 
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explar.ation for the brevity with which Roberts treated this issue, 

and the importance he placed upon Biblical internal consistency was 

that he had written a book the previous year1 in which the histori­

cal arguments in support of the Resurrection of Christ had been 

5iven full ventilation. In 1884, Roberts, in answering criticisms 

of The Trial 1 produced a pamphlet-length r:sum~ of the arguments in 

The Trial. 2 This r&sum& consisted of twenty propositions. The twenty 

propositions locked tightly together into a closely-reasoned argu­

ment. A!'!'lonsst the most convincingly-put were proposition eight in 

which Roberts argued that the apostles believed the Resurrection 

since they were subsequently subject 'to every condition of self­

denial in the deliverance of their testimony'; ?rO!Josition eleven 

where he postulated that the New TestaJ!lent was too much part of 

the fabric of first century history to be extracted at this late 

ciate as bocus; 3 proposition three where he stated that Christians, 

subsequent to the time of the apostles, professed Christ only at 

the cost of 'grave tecporal consequences', and would therefore re­

qui:-e to be thoroug~1ly convinced about the account of the Resurrect­

ion; and proposition seventeen where he argued that, as a seal upon 

the truth of the Resurrection, the New Tes_tament Church was given 

the gift of the Holy Spirit, and that 1 the presence of miraculous 

power in tl-.e Christian col:lmunity of the first century, is proved 

by the circumstantial arguments of Paul's epistles,' 

In 1875, ·a work was written ag-ainst Christadelphians by the 

American theologian F.W. Grant. Its title, Life and Immortality: 

the Scrinture Doctrine Briefly Considered in Relt.tion to the Current 

Errors of Annihilationists, concealed the fact that it was almost 

wholly concerned with Christadelphianisrn. It was, in Roberts's 

opinion, 'the strongest thins yet published in the way of attack 

1. Roberts, The Trial, written in 1882. 
2. This was entitled Scepticism Answered, written in May 1884. 
3, ''i'he Hew Testament could not have been palmed upon the early 

Christian cow~.unity as the writings of the apostles, if they 
were not the writings ·or the apostles: because the Hew Testa­
ment is mainly co~posed of letters addressed by an apostle, not 
to persona but to churches, and these churches would have de­
nounced writings repre~entin~ to have been addressed to them if 
they had not been so addressed. 1 Roberts, Scenticism Answered, p.2. 
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on the truth as advocated by Christadel;:-hians, It is clear, subtle, 

and temperate, with just sufficient ani~us to give spice to 

reading, 11 Roberts soon produced a book 103 pa~es in length 

the 

in e.ns-

wer to it, entitled Man 1fortal. Roberts's argu~ent was thorough and 

forceful, In particular, the passages where he defended Christadel­

phian views on the Soul, the Fall and ti:e state of the dead illust­

rated Roberts's power as a popular expositor. Unusually for hie, 

he relied quite heavily on linguistic arguuents, Roberts opposed 

Hr. Grant, who was attempting to defend the orthodox position, by 

saying that if, as Hr. Grant maintained, animals besides men have 

souls, and that the animals are not immortal 1it follows it is not 

Froving man immortal to prove he has a soul. 12 Roberts felt he bad 

caught Grant out with more self-contradiction in the latter's de­

scription of the state of the blessed. Havinc adoitted the truth of 

Luke xx. 36 (that the redeemed would be 'equal unto the anGels'), 

Grant stated that 'the angels are spirits never souls'.3 This, 

Roberts noted, proved the non-imr.,ortali ty of the soul: 1 therefore, 

the redeemed, when saved, being equal to the angels, are not souls 

but spirits, having parted with that which constituted their in­

feriority. •4 On other occasions, Roberts noticed what he believed 

were mistakes in Grant's linguistics, 5 in his Bible knowledge and 

exegesis. In the final chapter, he cited instances where Grant 

accused Christadelphians of 'undermining .. , the authority of Scrip­

ture', having 'a new translation specially to teach their views', 

denying the resurrection, the spirit of man and the Spirit of Goa. 6 

All of these 1 Roberts was able easily to show, were basic errors of 

comprehension. Roberta's book was written in such a well-argued, 

puckish way as to be thoroughly readable irrespective of the sub­

ject matter, and it well illustrated his journalistic skills of 

analysis, pr,cis and the selection of the purple passage. 

1. Roberts, Man Hortal, Preface, p. 3, and reiterated in the last 
chapter, p. 102. 

2. Roberts, Han Mortal, p. 39. 
3. Roberts, Ban I:.ortal 1 p. 42. 
4. Roberts, Han Mortal, p. 42. 
5. For example, Roberts, J.:i.an Mortal, PP• 39-40. 
6. Roberts, Nan Hortal, PP• 102-3. 
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(g) ROBERTS'S CONTRIBUTION AS A JOURl!ALIST (1864-1898) 

Roberts started a number of magazines - The Ambassador in 

July 1864 and the Good Company in 1890, which were both monthly 

magazines catering for baptised Christadelphians, and in 1872 a 

Christadelphian Children I s Magazine. The Good Company, which ended 

its short life in 1894, was intended as a family magazine, diluting 

detailed exposition to a level easily assi~ilable by most members 

of the average Christadelphian family, even those who did not con­

sider themselves students of the Word in their own right, whilst 

retaining enough 'meat of the Word I to justify their existence in 

a com:nunity 'holy unto the LORD'. The Christadelnhian Children's 

Magazine had two livest 1 However, it was The Ambassador (or~ 

Christadelphian from 1869) to which Roberts contributed most and 

from which the Christadelphian community Gained most. In round 

terms, these magazines produced 16 1 000 pages in the thirty-five 

years during which Roberts was editor. Of that vast amount he him­

self wrote perhaps one quarter 1 but he was largely responsible -

operating for the bulk of the period without an assistant editor -

for the remaining three-quarters. His style was often racy and ex­

citing, usually interesting, compelling re.ading and rarely dulH 2 

Several books which appeared later in ~oberts's career were 

compilations from articles he oriGinally produced as editor of the 

Ambassador, Christadelphian or other magazines . .Amongst these were 

Answers to Bible Questions 1 which was originally part of the 'Ans­

wers to Correspondents' section of the magazine, Dr. Thomas: His 

Life and Work 1 11~• Days and Ey Ways and Su prosed Inconsistencies, 

which was an eight-page leaflet of 1 Answers to Correspondents' vin­

tage. 

If one were to make an overall criticism of Roberta's usually 

excellent qualities as a journalist, it would be that, on occasion, 

he allowed himself to becorae overexerted and that, in such stress­

ful circumstances, he made exaggerated statements and other errors 

of ju~cement which in normal situations he would have avoided. 

1. 

2. 

For details of these events 1 which be~an in 1872 and 1882, 
see ch. III above 1 p. 122. 
One notable exception was the occasion when Roberts, pleading 
pressure of overwork 1 wrote an article for The Christadelphian 
purely and simply to fill up the gaps. He apologetically re­
quested that his readers should ignore the ~aterial altogether. 
See!,£, xxiv (1387) 1 180-183. 
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(h) BIOGRAPHICAL STUDIES BY ROBERTS (1864-1894) 

Roberts' s biographical writings consisted of a travelogue of 

his jo:;_rney to the antipodes 
1 

and a historically very valuable 

account of his early days as a Christadelphian called Ey Days and 

Hy Ways which he wrote in 1890-94, 2 aloni; with a history of the 

early days of Christadelphianism and its pioneer, known as Q::• 

Thanas: His Life and Work.3 In addition, Roberts produced, in 1890
1 

a biography of Jesus Christ entitled Nazareth Revisited. 

A model biography could, perhaps, be said to consist of three 

major elements: first, the telling of the story of the individual 1 s 

life thoroughly, but clearlyj second, the analysis of this into 

themes, trends, develop~ents, consistencies and inconsistencies; 

third, a comparative, or 'foil', section, where the profile of the 

individual's idiosyncracies is cast·into sharper relief by compari­

son with another fii;ure or fif;ures of siwilar ilk. In Nazareth Re­

visited Roberts scored high on the first two of these three elements, 

as one might expect fro::. a professional journalist. However, whilst 

he was happy to make full use of the Old Testac.ent prophetic back­

ground to fill in biographical gaps in the material afforded by New 

Testament accounts of the life of Jesus, he rarely referred to 

extra-Biblical caterial. In some passages 4 he actually scorned the 

use of such material, describing it as 'foolishness'. References 

to such early material a~ Oricen's writings and the Ebionite gos-

pels were made, as were citations from then modern theologians, not 

for the purpose of supplementing his matter, but purely to defend 

1. The Diary of a Voyar.;e to Australia, New Zealand and Other Lands 
was published in 1896. 

2. In serialised fore in the magazine Good Conpany. This was supple­
mented, in the 1917 edition, by an accouut of Roberts 1 s life in 
the period 1871-1898 compiled by his successor as the editor of 
The Christadelphian, C.C, Walker. 

3. Two editions were produced of this bio~raphy of Dr. Thomas at a 
very early stage. _The first, entitled 'Dr. Thor.as and his l·assion', 
began its serialisation in the very first issue of The.Ambassador, 
vol. i (1864), pp. 9-12, and continued over the following two 
and a half years until February 186?. The book, referred to above, 
was first published in April 1873. 

4. For example, Roberts, Nazareth Revisited, pp. 76-??, 
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the~ from Higher Critical attack regarding apparent discrep­

ancies between the Gospel accounts. 

Apart from one gratuitous reference to Simeon bar Koseba (whom 

he entitled Barchocheba) and passing mention, in the space of six 

lines, to Napoleon Bonaparte, Charles Dickens, W.E. Gladstone, 

Walter Scott, Tennyson and Shakespeare, Roberts was silent about 

comparisons between Jesus Christ and other men, By contrast, 

Roberts's expositional sections were very fully detailed, the 

parable of the Sower alone being referred to on 32 pages. Thus, 

Nazareth Re\•isited is not biographical material in the normal sense, 

but a ffioral tract mediated through a biographical format. 

One of the longest biographies Roberts ever wrote was Dr. Thomas: 

His Life and ifork. Originally serialised in The Ambassador, its 

first edition, stretching to 317 pages, appeared in 1873. After 

Roberts's death, two further editions were produced, one in 1925 by 

C.C. Walker, the editor of The Christadelphian, and the other in 

1954 by W.H. Boulton. 1 In the original edition, a considerable 

section of the book, almost 260 pa[;eS long, was devoted to tbe six­

teen year period 1834-1850; less than one seventh of that detail 

was concentrated on the much longer period from 1850 to Thon;as's 

death in 1871. In the earlier period, '.1.'homas's major controversies 

with tirn Campbellites took place and the seeds of the Christadelph­

ian movement were sown; in the latter, most of Thomas's theological 

works were published and the seeds of Christadelphianism cnme into 

blossom. This apparent ttise!:i.phasis of Roberta's, then, would clearly 

imply that, to him, Thomas 1 s major contribution was in controversy 

and as'a pioneer, rat~er than in the establishment of the Christ­

adelphian body in either its theological or organisational aspects. 

All this reads even more oddly when conpared with a conclusion that 

had occurred to Roberts as early as 1862, namely that Thomas's 

oratorical skills were overrated, and that his real forte lay in the 

literary field. 2 If the answer were simply that Roberts produced 

this biography under pressure 1 without the opportunity to reflect 

1, 

2, 

Boulton, a railwayman, was author of a large_ number of long 
historical works on such countries as Persia, Babylon, Palest­
ine, Greece and Rome, and co-author of The Apocalypse and 
Histor~ with W.H. Barker, professor of geography at Southamp­
ton an later Head of the Department of Geography at Manchester 
University. 
Roberts,~, pp. 155-157. 



181 

dlJ.lJ or. the :perspectives of Thomas's life, it seer:s odd that he did 

not rectify these faults between the original publication date and 

his own dee.th 25 years later. Whatever the explanatior. was, it left 

P.oberts•s r:.ajor foray into the biogra_r;hical field a gnarled and 

t\..iisted oddity. 

(a.) ROBERTS' S CLASH WITH SOCIALISJ.: ( 1895) 

John Thomas, Robert Roberts, their contemporaries ai:::tongst 

f~rst-ceP.eration Christadelphians, and Christadelphian generations 

since their day stedfastly avoided contact with local or national 

politics. Nevertheless, in 1894, a work was produced which te1:,pted 

Roberts into political controversy by involvinz him in the assess­

::ient of then nascent Socialism. The Farticular work hoberts had in 

his sights was Herrie En5land1 by Robert Blatchford. 2 Although 

Blatchford' s reputation as a Socialist suffered by dint of his sup­

port for the Boer War, he has enjoyed reapr,raisal in recent historio­

sraphy. 3 A matter of great concern to Blatchford was the 'Broad 

Church' within the new labour movement in Britain: 

' ••• to tile ILP ca:::e wo:nen and men fror.: the ran}:s of 
Tories, Liberals, Radicals, Nonconforcists and Earxians 
••• There were Free-Traders, Horne Rulers, Local Option­
ists, Republicans, Roman Catholics, Salvationists, 
Church and Chapel-rroers and believers in the cosoopoli­
tan brotherhood of the workers. •Ir 

By Nay 1892, Blatchford came to take the practical step acainst that 

'mixed multitude' which he felt diluted the cause of the workin& man 

This sold 750,000 copies within a year. 
Robert Blatchford (1051-1943) was one of the early leaders of 
British Socialism. Ile worked in a nur.1ber of trades, endinr; his 
career as a journalist and writer. His most notable worl-:s in­
cluded an autobiography, M.y Eighty Years (1931), the founding of 
the socialist weekly Clarion (1b91) and I-Jerrie England (1894). 
One writer described hie a.s 'one of [the] most colourful and 
perhaps rather underestin1ated personalities ••. of the anti­
religious tradition in the nineteenth century labour movement 
••• Blatchford was a journalist and a propagandist of consider­
able effect.' See Roger Hoare, The Emergence of the Labour Party, 
1880-1924, (London 1978), P• 4. 
See Moore, op. cit., p. 1. 



182 

of establishing, in the Manchester area, an indeuendent 

party. 1 At first, however, Blatchford contented ~imself 
Labour 

by attack-

ing the Christian trades unionist, or 'lily-livered l-!ethodists' as 
2 

he referred to them. In laying about hi:.1 with caustic words such 

as I In such a world as this I friend Christian, a man has no business 

reading the Bible, singing hymns and attending divine worship. He 

has not time•, 3 Blatchford hoped to purify the labour movement of 

unwanted Christian support. What he did also was to attract to him­

self the attentions of Robert Roberts. 

Robert Roberts appreciated the pungency of Blatchford 1 s argu­

c:oents in support of Socialism, especially as set out in Nerrie bng­

land. Roberts produced a reply to Blatchford 1 s arguments. This 

reply was originally contained in a series of sixpenny pamphlets, of 

which 140,000 were produced. In 1895 th~se appeared in collected 

forr.: under the title of England's 1-luin. This \'!Ork is very useful 

because it indicates clearly Roberta's attitude to politics in 

general and to Socialism in particular. 

In Enr,land 1 s Ruin, Roberts beoan by wrong-footing Blatchford. 

Blatchford had spoken disr,arai;ingly of the then current economic 

system because it did not alleviate the sufferings of the poor. 

:Roberts replied on behalf of the poor, spE!aking of 'our sufferings' . 

He ended one movinc passage with the words 'Hr. Blatchford, I have 

been in the gutter, and I know.• 4 Roberts said that, to the rich, 

the lot of the poor child playing 'with broken crocks and mud pies' 

in the gutter must seem awful, as must the homes they lived in and 

the drab clothes they wore. But, continued Roberts, this was how 

the rich fancied they would feel 'if lifted out of the carriage and 

set to playing with broken crocks and mud pies in the gutter. 1 5 
In terms of food, Roberts rei=-lied to Blatchford who had 1 ask(edJ God 

1. Blatchford's strength within ·the party grew so that party con­
ferences in 1895 and 1896 sided with him and against Keir Hardie 
on this issue. 

2. R. hoore, op. cit., P• 54. 
3. R. Moore, op. cit., p. 4. 
4. Roberts, England's Ruin, p. 24. 
5. Roberts, England's Ruin, p. 24. 
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to strengthen (the poor's) digestion' that 'I can do with things 

maybe that would make your stomach turn. 11 By posing as a l!lan of 

the people and setting himself to answer Blatchford on behalf of 

the poor, Roberts conjured up a picture of Blatchford as a well­

meaning, if middle-class, do-gooder, interferinc; through ignorance 

in circumstances beyond his ken. 

Blatchford, in P.oberts's view, tied hi~sclf in knots in his 

atterapt to distinguish between varying levels of legal rectitude, 

because it was impossible to unravel all the tanGled threads of 

history so as to be able to start with a clean slate. For example: 
1 You say the land held by the E.nE,lish peers has 

been in great part 11plundered from the Church". What, 
Hr, Blatchford? Had the Church a right to it, then? 
Surely you do not think so. If not, how could it be 
plundered from the Church, seeing that plunder is 
wrongful taking? You do not plunder a forest that 
belongs to nobody if you cut down the trees. Your2. 
argument tu~bles back upon itself at every step.' 

Similarly with Blatchford's accusations of ~alpractice against 

the o~~ers of 'sweated labour' and rent racketeers. Roberts said 

that to attack them was to attack the sy:n31torns not t!le cause of the 

ailment. The context, the fabric of society, produced then. That, 

in turn, was a manifestation of human nature. That was the real 

source of the trouble. Further, Blatchford's remedy, socialism, 

would curtail individual liberty, and 

'no wise man will agree that it is an advantage to 
suppress individual liberty for the sake of 11revent­
ing its abuse. Rather let us have its occasional 
abuse for the sake of its boundless blessings than 
sacrifice its boundless blessings to prevent its 
occasional abuse.,! 

With these introductory tilts a,sainst the Windmills of Social­

ism, Roberts set out his main thesis~ This was, first, that human 

nature was fundli!.lentally evil in a way which, in this era, could 

not be rectified. Thus, Socialism, w!lich was based on the concept 

Qf improving the environnent and so liberating the 'good' chained 

1. Roberts, Enfiland's Ruin, p. 26. 
2. Roberts, Enuland's Ruin, p. 35, 
3. Roberts, England's Ruin, P• 128, 
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up within Man was in fundamental error. Second, the 'evils of capi­

talism• which Blatchford hated so nuch were, in so far as competi­

tiveness and the support of one's family were concerned, perfectly 

understandable and natural parts of Han's r,resent lot and not in­

trinsic evils at all. Third, the only possible hope for this dis­

tressed world was that it be rescued from itself by someone not re­

stricted by human nature's evil inclinations - someone who would not 

'judge after the sight of his eyes, neither reprove after the hearing 

of his ears 1 , 
1 

sor.eone, too, who would have as bis assistants helpers 

perfected and liberated from human nature by the Resurrection. 

In more detail, Roberta's analysis of the propensities of human 

nature began with a Rousseauesque picture of a savage. Roberta's 

savage, however, was not so noble as Rousseau's, 

'If human nature were not innately bad, it would 
not develo~ badly, as it does, in every case where it 
is left to itself in an individual or a nation. Bring 
up a child to manhood with a dumb nurse, cut off from 
contact from all other human beings, and you would 
have a speechless imbecile, a beast of prey, nothing 
but evil. Nations having had no contact with instruft­
ion exterior to themselves are nations of savages.' 

In a later passage, Roberts made it absolutely clear that he had not 

been speaking of'••• humanity as only capable of beastliness•. 

'You say human nature 11 only becon:es bad \,'hen it 
is poisoned and perverted and defiled". iir. Blatch­
ford, the truth is just the other way round - tl:at 
human nature only becor:1es elevated wh~n it becomes 
anti-doted, harmonised and cleansed by a process 
from without, The poison, the perversion, and the 
defilement are all within. This view may be unaccep­
table, but if it is true, what a stupendous and dis­
astrous mistake it is to ignore it in the attempt to 
construct a new social system. You are cor:i:::ittini::; 
the very blunder 'r:hich you lay at the door of your 
opponents - buildinz your econooic science upon a 
false estimate of human nature, and therefore rear­
ing a .structure that is bound to come down in ruins. 
God avert 11England's Ruin 11

,
1 3 

On his second major point, which involved a rebuttal of most of 

Blatchford' s allegations about the evils of capitalism, Roberts 

1. Isaiah xi. 3. 
2. Roberts, Enpland's Ruin, p. 81. 
3. Roberts, En~land's Ruin, p. 82. 
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conceded nationalisation might work better than private enterprise 

in certain industries. He felt that the dancer lay in the evils 

brought by the thicker end of nationalisation's wedge: 

when you propose to allow the State to take 
charge of our private business, you are crossing 
the line where service ends and tyranny be~ins. 

'The State monopoly of the postal and telegraph 
departments works well, but not by excludinr; com­
petition; you must remenber thst there is cor.ipeti­
tion within the service. The best men are put into 
the best places, and every man knows that if he does 
not look s!li,.rp 1 he will have his place and his bread 
taken by others. If all the men were sure of their 
berths as you propose to mal-::e every man sure of his 
bread, YfU would soon see a different state of 
things.' 

Referring to eac;les which push their youns out of the nest, so 

as to oblige them to fly, Roberts arGued, by analDGY, that 'Men have 

often to be pushed away froru hor..e I and thrown upon their own re­

sources, to be fully brought out. If they are looked after all the 

while I they remain undeveloped. It is well for peor,le to be com­

pelled to look after themselves. 12 

Whilst there was the sugsestion of an overlap between Roberta's 

thinking and that in Max Weber's later thesis The Protestant Ethic 

and the Spirit of Capitalism, there was little connection between 

these views and those of the Christian Socialists, whose stance 

Roberts condemned as vigorously fro:n one eide of the philosophical 

spectrum as Blatchford did from the other. 

The excusing of the 'social misbehaviour' of the poor, on the 

grounds that all they were able to do was 'drink up and forget' ~as 

not agreed to by Roberts. He put forward two reasons for his view. 

First, he said that overdrinking was able to consuoe a much greater 

proportion of the family budget than overeating, because 'food im­

poses its own linit'. This was the cause of r;any additional social 

ills. 

drink becomes an endless swill in which a man's 
wages are spent lone- before the week is out, with 
perhaps a long score at the 11pub" besides. His house 

1. Roberts, En5land's Ruin, pp-, 86-7. 
2. Roberts, Enr-land's Ruin, p. 88. 
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is squalid; his wife ~eanly clad; his children in 
rags. They run the streets, and are often without 
food. He is in a rut from which he cannot lift him­
self. Rent gets behind, and by-and-bye the man and 
his wretched facily are turned out of doors, to 
find shelter in some more squalid den for a time. 
Then, as an unsteady man, he easily gefs out of 
work, and the story ends in darkness.' 

Secondly, said Roberts, 'Is it only the poor that drink?' To allevi­

ate poverty would not provide the poor with a 'well furnished mind' 

sufficiently morally resolute to stand up to the battering of cir­

cumstances without recourse to drink. It would merely translate 

them into 'clever devils', drinking a better class of drink. 

In Roberts 1 s final section, he abreed with Blatchford about 

the evils which needed recovin~ - inequitable distribution of re­

sources, land, trade and the like. Hoberts fundamentally disagreed 

with Blatchford over the possibility of this being achieved by 
bur.an management, 'The ground wants clearing', Roberts wrote, 'as 

it only can be done by irresponsible and irresistible power.• 2 This 

'irresistible power' Roberts saw as being vested in the person of 

Jesus Christ alone, cocbining all the very best qualities of the 

greatest political leaders in History. He wrote: 

'A kine reigns, who combines in himself all the 
sweetness and r.;anliness of Arthur, till the grace and 
ability of Cyrus, all the energy and capacity of 
Alexander, all the talent and celerity of Napoleon, 
all the irresistible velocity of :'.:harles XII, all the 
military invincibility and organisinG skill of Charle­
ma~ne, all the pertinacious genius and paternal dis­
interestedness of Frederick, all the icpressive and 
dignified splendour of Louis XIV, all the wisdom of 
Solotr,on, all the kindliness and ft?rvour of David, all 
the patience and §aithfulness of Hoses, and all the 
patience of Joh. 1 

Blatchford, as Roberts understood him, admired Christ too. Roberts 

felt the best Blatchford could do was to join him in proclaiming 

the return of Christ, who alone was fitted to put the world right. 

Whilst it appeared that Roberts and Blatchford were polarised 

in religion and politics, they were at one in their conclusion that 

1. Roberts, En5land 1 s Ruin, p. 119. 
2. Roberts, En;.rland's Ruin, p. 147. 
3. Robcrtn, Enqland 1s Ruin, p. 160. 
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Christianity and Socialiso were mutually exclusive solutions to 

the world's problems: 

'Now, N.r. Blatchford, I must either believe this and reject 

Socialism, or believe in Socialism and reject this. 11 

However, although Roberts 1 s views on soce political issues 

might have appeared radical in later Victorian times, he gave the 

appearance of being a man of his time on others. In The Blood of 

~, Roberts was considering the relationship of Christ to his 

brethren and contending for the existence, within 'hur.:anity' of a 

variety almost amounting to a subspecies. By this means, he was 

hoping to establish the feasibility of Christ being a brother of 

Fallen Man, whilst, at the same tir.ie, being of a very different 

genre. This argunent by analogy caused hi::: to 1::ake the followinc 

observations regarding racial differences; 

'But this is not the only difference. Though all 
men are equally hu:.ian on certain point6 1 there are 
fundamental differences arisinG from parentage. Two 
boys - o~e an Indian cross-breed, and the other a 
European - may be brought up in the sace fa::.ily, sent 
to the same school, and will turn out totally differ­
ent men - one stupid and barren and intractable,_ and 
the other bright and fertile and docile. Th(:y are both 
human, but they both differ radically. !low fallacious 
it would be to reason from one to the other on the 
~round of both possessins a COI:ll~on human nature. They 
are both hufan truly, but humanity of very different 
qualities. 1 

F.owever, it would be wrong to deduce from this extract that Roberts's 

intentions were racialist. His gauche political com:?Jents emerged by 

accident as he attempted to develop a particular theolo~ical em­

phasis in the context of a discussion upon the doctrine of the 

Atonement. 

(j) ROBERTS'S VIEWS ON THEOLOGY 

I THE ATONEMENT 

In examining the Atone~ent, Roberts began by dealing with those 

who 'experience distress at the association of Jesus with sinful 

1. Roberts, Encland's Ruin, p. 155, 
2. Roberts, Tne Blood of ChriSt, p. 28. 
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flesh in any sense' 
1 

by seeking relief in such phrases as Romans 

viii, 
2 

which stated that God sent his son I in the likeness of sin­

ful flesh', Roberts disposed of this objection, citing both Old 

Testament and New Testament exa1:1ples of the use of 1 likeness' to 

mean verisimilitude, not mere approximation, for example, Genesis 

v • .3, where Adam begot a son 1 after his image'. Roberts co!:ll!!ented 

wryly 'you would not say the word 11likeness 11 means that Seth was 

in any wise different from Adam. 13 Roberts went on to deal with the 

question 1 in what sense did Christ come in sinful flesh?' 1 and ans­

wered it: 

'He was made :s,art of the sin-constitution of things, 
deriving from his mother both the propensities that 
lead to sin and the sentence of death that was passed 
because of sin •.. It pleased God to require the cere­
monial condemnation of this sin-nature in crucifixion 
in the person of a righteo~s possessor of it, as the 
basis of our forgiveness.' 

Having reaffirmed that Christ's co~ing 'in the lilceness of men' 

(Philippians ii. ?) really meant a 'likeness ... as extending to 11 al.l. 

points" and 11al.l things 11 ' by quoting Hebrews ii .. 17 and iv. 15, 

Roberts went on to answer the question I Surely he was made superior 

to man in some respects. 15 His answer to this enquiry was in the 

affirmative: 'Un~uestionably. He was not a mere can - not a mere 

Jew - not mere flesh.' It was at this poi~t where he felt pushed 

into a corner by trying to explain how Christ could be like mankind 

in 'all points', whilst at the same time not •mere man' that 

Roberta's rhetoric took over. It is instructive to note carefully 

the process of Roberta's thinking. He had two possible bolt-holes 

from this paradox. The- first was to say that the difference between 

Jesus and Nan was genetic. This, however, would leave him open to 

objections from the 'in all points' lobby. The second was to come 

down in favour of environmental. factors influencing Jesus I s unique­

ness, but this would dissatisfy the viewpoint Roberts was seeking 

to appease by agreein& that Jesus was 'Unquestionably ..• superior 

1 • Roberts, The Blood of Christ, p. 25. 
2. Roberts, The Blood of Christ, p. 26. 
3. Roberts, The .t:.lood of Christ, P• 26. 
4. Roberts, The Blood of Christ, pp. 26-27. 
5. Roberts, The Blood of Christ, P• 27. 
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to man. 1 However, it was unlike Roberts to be indecisive.,. so he 

came down in favour of both! He first ex~lained that 'the difference 

made by in&truction and training makes all the difference in the 

world between two men both ea_ually human: one shall be a stolid 

brute, and the other verging upon the grace and intelligence of 

angelhood. 11 Roberts clearly had Jesus Christ in mind in this last 

phrase and passages like Hebrews ii. 9, which speak of Jesus as 

'made a little lower than the angels for the suffering of death. 1 

However, dissatisfied with being a pure environmentalist, Roberts 

went on in the very next paragraph to make the comments about the 

influence of genetic differences~ which led to unfortunate impli­

cations referred to above about racial distinctions. 

As B.R. Wilson has pointed out, 2 in ·many aspects of his theology 

Roberts was the avowed disciple of Dr. Thoaas. However, it is equally 

clear that there were differences of' emphasis between them. Thomas 

was always at his happiest leaving matters in their Scriptural con­

however urgent the demands might be to sound humanly practi-texts, 

cal.3 Roberta's mind, perhaps through a desire to be tidy, liked 

to clarify a conundrum wherever possible.4 Events such aS the re­

quirement upon him, as editor of' The Christadelnhian (on a single-

handed basis from 1864 to 1883) 1 to deal with Scriptural problems 

of' all kinds sent in by correspondents, both Christadelphian, non­

Christadelphian and quasi-Christadelphian, wrought, from his tidy 

1. Roberts, The Blood of' Christ, p. 28. 
2. In his Ph.D. thesis, London University, 1955, ii. 979, footnote 3. 
3. The starkness of this contrast is made apparent if one compares 

Thomas's Statement of Faith, which was a short list of Biblical 
texts, with Roberta's Guide to the Formation and Conduct of 
Ecclesias, which was approxi:::nately 35,000 words in length, but 
made reference to only 26 Bible passages. 

4. See, for example, his attempts to analyse the nature of Christ, 
PP• 187-189, above. 
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mind, theolobical forDulations which were more crisply defined than 

anything Dr. Thomas produced. Pressure of events - especially in 

1873 and 13.55
1 

- squeezed out of :Roberts definitions of the nature 

of Christ and the position of the editor of The Christadelphian 

which were not only crisper than anything Thom.as wrote, but also 

difficult to reconcile with Thomas's views. Details of the differ­

ences between the two men on the first of these issues emerge from 

the analysis of the Atone~cnt presented in The Blood of Christ as 

shown above. 2 Thomas' s view on this tonic, as explained in Eurel:a 

volume one3 was much vaguer. Thomas cc~tented himself with simply 

asserting that 'the spirit ... operated germinatively upon the con­

tents of Mary's ovarium' so that her offsprinc; was also the off­

spring of God. The exact biological practicalities and the p~ecise 

theological implications of this were nowhere pursued by TO.omas. 

Hot·!ever, Thor.ias was a pioneer, pursuinG" a vo~•ar,-e of theological 

discovery. Roberts stood for almost forty years as the defender of 

territory Thomas first found. It was perhaps this simple difference, 

rather than any profound theological diversence which explained 

their differing emphases. 

Roberts believed that Dr. Thomas's view of the Atonement was 

correct. The Doctor, he said, had revived 'the Truth (of the Atone­

ment] ••• in our age.• 4 Nonetheless, he sought to clarify and ex­

~lain the Atonement to a more refined degree of detail than Thomas 

had done. Roberts, for instar.ce, ~ade it clear that Christ himself 

benefited by the effectiveness of his own sacrifice. His view was 

based on Hebre1,,•s xiii. 20 and ix. 12 and Philippians ii. 8. Nowhere 

was Thor:.:as so clear on that point .5 

Roberts atteopted to resolve the dichotemy between the human 

·1. These dz.tea refer to the Renunciationist and Inspiration con­
troversies, respectively. 

2. Pp. 187-189. 
3. For a detailed treatment of Thomas's views on this point, see 

ch. II, p, 53-4, above. 
4. Hoberts, The Blood of Christ, p. 8. 
5, Host, if not all, of the elements in Roberts•s thinking on this 

issue existed in Thomas too, but as discreet items. See ch. II .. 
P• 52, above. 
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and divine elements in the nature of Christ. However, having 

assessed matters as well as be was able, he ended, like Thomas, by 

giving up the attempt to produce a forr.mlation any neater than was 

involved in a recitation of the relevant Scriptural texts. He con­

cluded: 

'Thus far we have cor.sidered the hu5an side of 
the atonemtnt, as we night express it. ile have not 
ignored the divine side by any ::1eans, but there is a 
closer and a hiche:- view of the di.vine side that is 
ensential to a cor.:olete view of the case. It 
is a view that is 8. little difficult to for-
mulate in a palpable eanner for the reason appearing 
in Isaiah 55, that God's ways and thouchts are as 
high above ours as the heaven is hi5h above the earth. 
Because this is the case, and because the whole work 
of atonement or reconciliation throu5h Christ is a 
work of God, it necessarily e::bodies ideas too high 
and too subtle for I'.lortal mind eesily to ap1:rehend or 
ap:r-reciate. 1 

In a later section of The Blood of Chr; st i?oberts went on, in a 

passai;e entitled 'Sin in the Flesh', to consider the heresy pre­

valent twenty-two years previously in Renunciationism. P.oberts ac­

knowledged the difficulty of this topic and concluded: 

'It is ir:-,possible not to resr,ect the spirit and 
intent of many who do not share these views. There 
are men with almost agonizing sincerity of purpose 
who cannot see throui;h the fogs that envelop the 
truth in an age when there is no living voice of 
authoritative e;uidance, and when the power of cor­
rectly interpreting the written {lord is the only rule 
of conviction. It is natural to wish to think that in 
such a situation of divine truth on tbe·earth, the same 
consideration will at the last be shown towards those 
who earnestly do th.eir best in the dimness that was 
shown, on the intercession of Hezekiah, towards the 
multitude in Israel ,-:ho "had not cleansed themselves, 
and yet.did eat the Passover otherwise than was writ­
ten" (2 Chron. 30: 18). God is not unrighteous or un­
'reasonable. At the sa~e time, in such a situation, 
when the truth can with difficulty be kept alive at 
all, it is not for those who know the truth to work 
by a may be. We must be governed by what is revealed 1 

leaving the Lord to revoke the present rule of pro­
bation, or make His own allowances in its application. 12 

1. Roberts, The Blood of Christ, p. 22 - In his section on 'The 
Divine Side of Christ' 1 pp. 22-24, Roberts said more than -is 
cited here, but did not resolve the issues further than this. 

2. Hoberts, The Blood of Christ, pp. 28-29. 



192 

Whilst these views, written by Roberts almost at the end of his 

~.ife, were sweetly reasonable, he had opposed the 1873 Renuncia­

ti,~•nists very stridently indeed. Under that pressure, he had put 

forward views which were difficult to reconcile with Doctor Thomas. 

II THE INSPIRATION OF THE BIBLE 

Is the Bible the Hork of Inspiration? was a booklet in which 

rtoberts sought to clarify the Christad~lphian view beyond a per­

chance. That there was, previously, some room for manoeuvre seemed 

clear from the sympathetic hearing that Robert Ashcroft, whose views 

were clearly different from Thomas's on this issue, got in some 

ecclesias. The three most radical and outspoken of Roberta's eleven 

sections in this booklet were entitled 'In What Way Did Inspiration 

Act?', 'Apparent Discrepancies', and 'The Human-element Theory and 

Where It Leads To', In the first of these sections, Roberts quoted 

Jeremiah xx. 9 and 1-~atthew xx. 20 and concluded: 

'The "God-inspiration 11 which Paul affirms of all 
their writinss was the most powerful element in the 
case, and so controlled their individual peculiari­
ties, while er:iploying them, so as to over-ride the 
will of c:ian and give us a book unlike all hu~an books 
under the su~, reflecting its own mind and its own 
mind alone. 1 • • 

The second section was disappointingly short, being a mere two 

parasraphs in length, Roberts stated that it was a work of detail 

to reconcile apparent discrepancies, but a work which could cer­

tainly be done, He added the generalisation that very many 1 dis­

crepancies• were actually the results of artefacts of translation 

or the transmisSion of manuscripts. In particular, he itemised the 

frequent gaps between the Hasoretic text and the Septuagint, In the 

third section, Roberts quoted froo works, without nrur.ing them, in 

which a Higher Critical view of inspiration predominated. These, 

said Roberts, illustrated the corollaries of the human-element 

theory, These were two-fo'ld: 

1. Roberts, Is the Bible the Work of Inspiration?, (Birmingham 
n.d.), P• 11. 
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'(a) that attenpts to reconcile apr,arent inconsist­
encies are often characterised by Straining and in­
genuity; and that "our sense of candour and integ­
rity is distressed and weakened in the enforced 
attempt to extract harmony 11 from them. (b) that the 
Bible needs to be saved fro~ those who stand up for 
its absolutely divine character, "who are (aller;ed 
to beJ too little acquainted with its history, and 
with the erabarrass::ients which beset the theory they 
entertain of its origin and contents. 111 1 

These views, said Roberts, were tanta.nount to accusing the Bible 

of lying. This, in itself, was a lie, he felt. 

Although Roberts did not have the facility with the original 

languages of. the Bible that John Thomas had, 2 he did develop a good 

working knowledge, sufficient to sustain him in debates, which rose 

above the level of reliance on dic~ionaries, lexicons and concord­

ances. One example of this was the debate with the Jew Louis Stern 

on the Hessiahship of Jesus Christ, part of \•.'bich concerned the 

text of Isaiah vii. 3 However, Roberts rarely went into print, even 

before 1885 1 to make acade~ic judgements about points of Hebrew or 

Greek grammar. It was not only that he .,:as not intellectually in a 

position easily to do so, it was also that he did not need to. 

There were, around him, leading brethren who had a good knowledge 

of the requisite languages, upon whose assistance he was able to 

call. Amongst these, perhaps the pre-e~inent were Professor David 

Evans4 , J,W. Thirtle5 and Dr, Welch. 6 

The major issue where Roberts broke his self-imposed silence 

on linguistics was over the aprearance, in 1881, of the Revised Ver­

sion translation, A large number of articles, mainly deprecatory in 

1. Roberts, Is the Bible the War}:. of Insniratior,?, p. 13, 
2. See Appendix G, below, for an assessment of John Thomas's 

linguistic ability. 
3, See Appendix M. 
4. D,L. Evans (1813-1902) 1 professor of Hebrew and mathematics at 

Presbyterian College, Carmarthen, was converted to Christadel­
phianism in 1884, after having come out of retirement in the 
year 1879-80 to act as Unitarian minister at Colyton in Devon. 

5. See pp. 117, 127 and .133 above, and p, 233 below, for biograph­
ical and other details of J.W. Thirtle, 

6. Dr, L.B. Welch, of Shire Oaks 1 Pasetlena, U,S,A, 1 was often cited 
in TC, adjudicatin& on linguistic matters, after the demise of 
J,\J:-Thirtle, following tho 1885 schism, 
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nature, appeared in The Christadelphian and a pamphlet was written 

by Roberts about one particular mistranslation which grated on his 

spiritual sensitivities. This was the Revised Version translation 

of the Lord's Frayer passage in Hatthew's gospel. 1 The Authorised 

Version of 1611 had read 'lead us not into temptation, but deliver 

us fro:n evil, for thine is the kingdom •.. ' The Revised Version 

altered this to 'deliver us from the Evil One'. Christadelphians, 

free Thonas's day, had objected to the orthodox Christian concep­

tions of the Personal Devil, and the Revised Version's deviation 

fror. the text, as Cbristadclphiens understood it, was too cuch for 

Roberts and his brethren to stomach. Roberts 1 s argument in the pam­

phlet The Evil One rested mair:.ly on the idea, from Tho1:1as, that the 

key to Biblical exposition was to accept the ~ as fully inspired 

(so that all texts should be allowed to modify the interpretation 

of all other texts to produce cor.:i:patibility). In this case, since 

the idea of a Personal Devil was against the general tenor of 

Scriptural teaching, it !Just be wrong to translate J,:atthew vi. 13 

in the way the Revised Version had done. However, Roberts did also 

ecploy straightforward linruistic arr;uments. 

Roberts died in September 1898, age9 59, ~n San Francisco, 

U .S .A., during a lecture tour as The Christudelphian ·, s editor. His 

body was transferred to the East coast so that ~oberts could be 

buried in the sace grave as John Thomas. Thomas and Roberts were as 

ali&ned in life as they were to be in dee.th. Certainly this 1-1as true 

in theolo.;y - Roberts had written 1 To the charge of holdini:; 11that 

the knowledge of Scriy.,ture in the writincs of Dr, Thomas has reached 

finali ty 11 we plead guilty. 12 This view appears to have been an ob­

jective one. However, in matters of ecclesiastical polity there was 

.a great decree of divergence between the two men. 3 Where Thomas had 

soucht to make no pronouncements, Roberts made plenty - as Bryan 

1. l{atthe~-, vi. 13. 
2. TC, xi (1874), 408. 
3. %'ere is sane evidence that Thomas later espoused a view of 

ecclesiastical politics si~ilar to that of Roberts - see ch. VI 
below, concerning Georce Dewie, pp.231-5. 



195 

Wilson has said 1 Thomas had been concerned primarily ~~th exegesis 

••• [but) Roberts soon became sor.ethinrr of an oracle for the move­

r.ent, pronouncinG on issueo of all types, doctrinal, social and 

econo~ic.'
1 

However, it was not sioply, as Wilson ari:ued, that 

'Thomas ••• keenly expected the very early return of C£,rist, which 

made social issues of less consequence', 2 but rather that Thomae 

I:1ade Truth his first and only priority. If the pursuit of this r;oal 

generated ecclesias of like-~inded brothers and sisters, well and 

coed; if schisr1., then so be it. Roberts, however, decided upon the 

preservation intact of both the theology and, where possible, tl:e 

ecclesias as received from Thomas as beinc his r,rior concern, This 

reversal ·of priorities generated strife when, in the minds of 

Christadelphian purists, Roberts sacrificed an equation consistinG 

of '100% Truth with ecclesiastical frae;r::entation 1 for '90% Truth 

and the preservation of an intact majority',3 Thom~s had appeared 

to drift towards a more authoritarian attitude in ecclesiastical 

politics towards the end of his life, Roberts, on the other hand., 

appeared to adopt a more liberal stance, Early in his career as the 

editor of The Christadelphian, Roberts was forced, by pressure o~ 

circumstances, to i:.ake sna~ judsemer.ts on i1q1orto.nt issues. For 

instance, in 1573 and 1885 1 to solve problems caused by brethren 

Turney and Ashcroft, Roberts developed instant theoloGical aphorisms 

and considered each member of the Christadelphian coverr.ent 1 s readi­

ness instantly to accept the ipsissirna verba of these solutions a 

test of their acceptability as Christadclphio.ns. Later, in 1898 1 he 

seemed to have mellowed and to have realised the need for a flexi­

bility in the correct interpretation of truth, for he 1-:rote in ~ 

Christadelphian upon 'True Principles and Uncertain Details; or 

The Dani;er of Going Too Far in our Demands on Fell01·.' Believcra. 14 

1. B.R. Wilson, Ph.D. thesis, ii, 980-981, 
2. B.R. Wilson, Ph.D. thesis, ii, 981. 
3. For exarnple 1 in 18C:5, Roberts trod down the possibility of 

ecclesial autonomy so as to excise quickly what he folt was the 
theolocicnl cancer of Ashcroftism, Fo~ a detailed study of these 
events, see ch. V below. 

4, !£, XXXV (1898), 183-189, 
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He seemed to realise that a dichotomy would be seen by onlookers 

between his previous and current stances. Thus, he exclaimed 

rhetorically 'How are the mighty fallen! What a change in the posi­

tion of brother Roberts with reference to the question of fellow­

ship.' He continued by denying equivocation, claiming that circum­

stances altered cases. Another example, for all Roberta's dis­

claiming of a liberalisation of r.is stance on ecclesiastical poli­

tics, occurred in his assessBent of the status of the editor of~ 

Christadelphian. In 1883 1 he had claimed that he himself ·should be 

allowed to run The Christadelphian·single-handed, unimpeded by the 

trappings of democracy. 1 The death-knell of The Christadelphian•, he 

wrote, 'will have been rung on the day that its Editor passes under 

the control of big purses - under the name of a com::1ittee, or any 

other speciosity. It certainly will not hap:,.en while the present 

Editor is outside his coffin.' 1 By 1885, having acted on his own 

initiative to deal with the InsJ,liration cor:troversy, and the eccle­

sias havinz been s;,lit into r.;.any splinters, he began to think differ­

ently about the role of the Zditor. He wrote to his forner colleague 

on The Post, J .J. Hadley 1 in the autumn after the schism: 

'The Proposed Advisory Council .. , has been in the 
air for a long time. I have often been told that I 
ought to share with other brethren the duty that has 
in the course of years, srown up with The Christadel­
phian, of decidins in cases of ecclesial disputes, 
who should be recoi:;nised in the intelligence depart­
ment. I have never been averse to the idea in the ab­
stract. The difficulty lay in reducini; it to practi­
cal shape without incurring worse evils than those 
sought to be remedied. Recent circu~stances have re­
vived and intensified thf! idea, and with the result 
of its being pressed upon my attention in a special 
manner, and to these representations I have yielded, 
by way of experinent at all events ••. I am consent­
ing to share with others a function that I have 
hitherto been obliged by force of ~ircurnctances to 
exercise myself ..• ,& 

In one way or another Roberts dominated the thinking of a 

movement of fiercely independe~t, con5re&ationalist-minded indivi­

duals for about thirty years. For someone who died before the age of 

sixty, this was a tremendous achievement. However, this domination 

was that of a populariser and organiser, not that of an intellectual 

or an original thinker. 

1. !£, xx (1883), 75. 2. The Bible Lightstand, ii (1885), 291. 
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CHAPTER V 

1885 - WHAT WENT WRONG? 

In the Autumn of 1885 1 the Christadelphian ecclesias in 

Britain, which had bebun a were 38 years earlier with a small num­

ber of isolated individuals who had read the writings of John 

Tho~as, had become, within four decades, a con.~unity of five to six 

thousand baptised adults in about 200 ecclesias in u.ost British 

counties; but, at the same time, they loy in the shallows, broken 

on the reef of discord. From that time, the Christadelphian body, 

although it later increased, ita strenuth, both in terr.is of mecber­

ship and numbers of eccl·esias, never r£,:;aincd the mor.;cntum built up 

in the period 1876-84. From 1885 on, many of its 'converts' were 

taken from within the rar:l:s of Christadelphian fo.r.lilies. The com­

munity became, if not neurotic, then introspective - concerned 

about the. power of individuals, lest they should found personality 

cults, happier with committees, despite the relative lethargy of 

bureaucratic decisions. 1 With this institutionalisation came ossi­

fication, and, later, fossilisation. Gone, it seemed, were the days 

when an individual brother would witness in a town on his own, giving 

Bible talks composed by himself, advertised by a hoarding in his own 

front windows, and delivered in his own front room. Although in its 

very earliest days, in the two decades after 1847 and Thomas's par­

ting from the Caopbellites, Christadelphianism had had its large 

1. The Auxiliary Lecturinc Society (A,L.S.) was formed in 1903: 
to preside by committee over the preaching of God's word; a 
committee-was organised in 1915 to see to the welfare of the 
brethren over conscientious objection; by 1937, The Christadel­
phian itself had become a limited comr,any. 
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formal occasions with big set-piece speeches, soon, as a general 

rule, preaching had become a matter for a specialist, talks were 

advertised exr,ensively in newspapers or on privately printed invi­

tation cards, and delivered in comfortable municipal halls. 1 

Initially, perhaps, Thomas was to be blamed for the disaster 

in 1885, in that he had not made provision for any ecclesiastical 

polity. On the other hand, he had be~n interested in mining Truth, 

not in organising the mineworkers' union. Roberts, who succeeded 

Thomas, was more political in bent than his predecessor, yet was 

not overconcerned in 18642 , or even in 1871,3 with politics either. 

After all, the Christadelphian community, in 1864, was tiny,4 but 

with growth organisation became a more important issue. However, by 

the 188os, Roberts was absorbed in various activities - editing, 

lecturing, touring, writing, problem-solving - and had little op­

portunity to step back from his situation to reassess his perspect­

ive on Christadelphian political arranger.ents - he was in the 

saddle, the horse was galloping, and he simply had to ride. 

Given this disorganised background, it is not surprising that 

political problems, when they arose, wreaked a disproportionate 

ar.;ount of havoc, There were many problems with which Roberts, the 

lone rider, could deal by industry and devotion. The problem, as 

it arose, however, involved in part the questioning of his lone 

ridership - perhaps, it was implied, Roberts should have shared his 

seat with a rota of other jockeys.5 Given, also, the theologically 

1, There was a certain continuing degree of individualism in 
Christadelphia after this point, as is cade evident in the 
history of the Heanor ecclesia by Birks, but it was now ex­
ceptional. 

2. This was the year when Roberts became editor of The Ambassador. 
3. This was when Thomas died and Roberts became de facto leader of 

the Christadelphian movement. 
4. According to B.R. Wilson's London University Ph.D. thesis, P• 

921, 'there can have been hardly more than a few hundred Christ­
adelphians in Great Britain in the mid-1860s, and perhaps not 
more than a thousand in the world.' 

5, Roberts, writin& in The Christadelnhian in 1883, had been very 
scathing indeed about comnittees, after it had been sugcested 
that he might run the magazine by comr.:ittee. See TC, xx (1883), 
75, quoted on p. 196 above. -
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fundamental nat~re of the problems raised, it is not surprisine 

that the rider became distracted in mid-gallop, was almost unseated, 

and that his ~cunt lost the rhythm of her stride and became un­

nerved. Nor is it astonishing that, having stumbled in 1885, the 

&ait of the mount was thereafter lace and its probress less rapid 
than before. 

The main protagonists in the clash of 1885 were Robert Roberts, 

editor of The Christadelphian, and Robert Ashcroft, 1 its assistant 

editor. One of the principal components in explaininc this confront­

ation was the meteoric rise of Robert Ashcroft. In January 1876, he 

was still the Consregationalist minister at Rock Ferry in Cheshire. 

By January 1883, his credit as a Christadelphian stood so high that 

he was encouraged by Roberts to become assistant editor of the 
2 magazine on an annual stipendl 

In early 1877, only six months after Ashcroft' s immersion as 

a Christadelphian, a fuss was made of him in the pages of~ 

Christadelphian magazine - how wonderful were his abilitiest how 

much had he given upt what was bis job to be now?3 Later in the 

same year, he was cast in the role of a Christadelphian parson. 4 

During the next twelve months, articles from Ashcroft cas­

caded through the pages of The Christadelphian in a happy prolix­

ity, so that articles from his pen were second in nu~ber only to 

those by Roberts5 and Thomas hinself. 6 His articles ran5ed over 

biographical matters such as 'Extracts from the Diary of a 

1. For details of Ashcroft's conversion in 1876 1 see pp. 106-107 
above. 

2. Roberts bad gone to Birmingham as a reporter for The Birmin5har. 
~- When accepting the job as editor of The Christadelphian he 
had not considered it a remunerative post. Ashcroft had had to 
forgo his minister 1 s salary. His pianO business and two other 
projects had got into financial straits by 1882. Something, felt 
Roberts, must be done for him. So, in June 1882 1 Roberts appealed 
for financial aid to make Ashcroft 1 sub-editor 1 • This help was, 
apparently, forthcoming. 

3. TC, xiv (1877), 329-30. 
4. TC, xiv (1877), 381. 
5. According to A.T. JannaHay1 The Inspiration Division, p. 5 1 by 

1885 Ashcroft had 1more moral weight in the ecclesias than any 
living brother. 1 

6. Thomas had died in 1871 1 but articles by him, including a great 
many previously published only in the U.S.A., were multiplE! in 
the pages of.The Chrietad~lph1Qn until 1898. 
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Congre(;ational Hinister' and 'Pulpit Perplexities' to works of 

exhortational or execetical importance. By February 1880, he was 

claiming1 that it was expected of him that he should send in an 

article to the magazine every month for publication. 

It was not only in the literary sphere that Ashcroft's ser­

vices were in demand. 2 In 1878, the first of a chain of Young Hen's 

Mutual Bible Study Associations had been founded. By 1880, a num­

ber had sprunc up. The main purpose of these associations was, in 

the absence of a Christadelphian ministry, to train younc men in 

the methods of Bible study and public speaking. Gatherings of these 

trainees were addressed, at regular intervals, by the.top speakers 

available within Christadelphia - speakers such as J.J. Andrew, 

F.R. Shuttleworth and Roberts himself. By 1880, Ashcroft joined 

this select group, and, by 1881, was working hard in that particu­

lar corner of the vineyard - a guest speaker at 'J.:utual I gatherings, 

on a regular basis. 

Because of Ashcroft's skill in oratory, and because of the num­

ber of Christadelphians in the newspaper industry, several of 

Ashcroft's addresses in defence of Christadelphian views were taken 

down verbatim by one of his listeners skilled in shorthand and re­

produced by this rieans in the pages of The· Christadelphian.3 Of the 

four Town Hall lectures for 1881, two were·given by Ashcroft and 

reprinted in the marazine - even though that meant &iving over 

hrenty pages of one month's issue to an Ashcroft article.4 

1. TC, xvii (1880), 81. 
2. One leading Christadelphian, in verbal evidence, said Ashcroft 

preferred to move an audience, rather than manipulate a pen. 
3. 'What Christadelphians are not',!£, xv (1878); 'Divine Nature', 

TC, xvii (1880); 'Impending Changes in Human Affairs', TC, xviii 
TT881); 1 The Abiding Condition of the Vast Najori ty of Tiie Dead', 
TC, xix (1882); 'What ftakes a Ean a Friend of Christ?', TC, xix 
\1882) • were examples of this. -

4. TC, xviii (1881), 148-168. These were very well attended meet­
ings - Birmingham Town Hall being packed with three thousand 
visitors, four hundred Christadelphians occupying the orchestra 
seats and 1 many [visitors) standing in the passages'. Forty 
thousand leaflets had been distributed to aUvertise these 
meetings. 
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A further index of the success of Ashcroft and his recogni­

tion as a top Christadelphian spea.~er was his appearance, in 1882, 

at the annual tea meeting at Bir~ingham. Ashcroft, along with F.R, 

Shuttleworth, Robert Roberts and J,J, Bishop, delivered the major 
addresses. 

In 1881, Ashcroft was attacking the local Congregationalists 

at Tranmere. By 1882, or 1883, he had teamed up with a former 

Wesleyan1 minister frorn Derby, now baptised a Christadelphian, 

called J.B. Chamberlin, 2 to expose clerical apostasy in double-bill 
meetings,3 

By June 1882 1 Roberts4 had decided that increasing success, and 
consequent increased pressure of work on himself, and the existence 

of a young5 and talented brother, short of work, fitted together 

like complementary jig-saw pieces. Thus, he used his position as 

editor to appeal, through the pages of The Christadelphian!' for fin.: 

ancial assistance in paying Ashcroft a salary in order to appoint 

him assistant editor. By August 1882, Ashcroft had removed from 

Rock Ferry to Birmingha.c, presumably to facilitate the accomplish­

ment of this plan. By January 1883 1 Ashcroft appears to have been 

appointed assistant editor. 6 

In the meantime, Ashcroft had been asked to visit the U.S.A.'s 

Christadelphians on a lecture tour and had accepted. The narrative 

record of his journey occupied over fifty pages of The Christadel­

phian in 1882 and 1883. His visit was recarded by the American 

1. Some sources say 'Methodist New Connexion• 1 for example, B.R. 
Wilson, Ph.D. thesis, P• 954. 

2. For additional details respecting the conversion of Revd. 
Cha~berlin, see ch. III above, p. 117. 

3. For example, Shipston-on-Stour witnessed such a gathering - see 
TC, xx (1883), 142-3, 

4. There was some reservation in the Christadelphian movement about 
Ashcroft's rapid pronotion. Roberts stood as personal surety for 
Ashcroft's good conduct. This may help explain Roberta's per­
sonalisation of the issue in 1885. 

5. Ashcroft was only in his early thirties when baptised in 18?6. 
6. Ho fanfare was made about this at the time, but, in the index of 

articles from January 1883, Ashcroft's contributions appear 
under the heading of 'Articles by the Assistant Editor', whereas 
the 1882 index described all such articles as 'Articles by 
Brother Ashcroft'. 
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brethren as a great success. One of them wrote to The Christadel­

phian that 'he never listened to anything like Brother Ashcroft's 

discourses, which move him even to tears. 11 During the Autumn and 

Winter of 1882, and the Spring of 1883, unmitigated adulation of 

Ashcroft poured into The Christadelphian's office from all over 

the U.S.A. - even from intellectual brethren like Dr. Reeves and 

Thomas Williams. 2 By the Summer of 1883 1 Dr. Edwards (a Cbristadel­

phian) wrote to Ashcroft, pleading with him to remove from Birming­

ham and live in the U.S.A. Ashcroft took these expres5ions of 

affection and respect, as they were indeed, no doubt, intended, in 

a serious way. So, too, did Robert Robertsl Roberts had, himself, 

previously toured the U.S.A., although he was not really invited to 

make a lecture tour as such, but rather to stay on in 1871 after he 

and Brother Bosher had attended Dr. Thomas's funeral. Thomas him­

self had made several aeries of American tours, and Brother J.U. 

Robertson, of Liverpool, had toured Canada. However, none of these 

tours had produced the same euphoria as had Ashcroft'& visit. 

All of this must have fallen on Roberta's ears a little like 

that of the women out of all the cities of Israel who said 'Saul 

hath slain his thousands and David his ten thousands. 13 Not sur­

prisingly, from this point of view, when ROberts was absent from 

his office in 1883, it was not Ashcroft whom he asked to deputise 

for him as editor, but F.R. Shuttleworth, the man who took over as 

assistant editor after Ashcroft's return to the Congregationalists.5 

During 1884, overt rancour broke out between Roberts and Ashcroft 

over the suggested move to the U.S.A. By the end of that year, it 

bad become necessary to answer the question, now explicit in Christ­

adelphian circles, as to whether be was jealous of Robert Ashcroft 

or not.4 

,. 
2. 

3. 
4. 

TC, xix (1882), 456. 
Williams later became the founder of the 'Advocate• fellowship, 
whose English eccleaias subsequently united with the 'Suffolk 
Street' fellowship - seep. 222 belowo 
I Samuel xviii. 7. 
TC, xxi (1884), 528. It is not explicitly clear that Roberts 
wis referring to Ashcroft. It is unlikely that he would be 
thought jealous of many others, however. 
The source of this information was the cover-sleeves of TC, xxv 
(1888), from January to May. In June 1888, Shuttleworth 16name 
was replaced by that of C.C. Walker, who succeeded as editor 
after Roberta's death in 1898. 
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Meanwhile, however, the ex-Wesleyan minister, Joseph H. Cham­

berlin, was being given favoured status within Christadelphia 1 de­

spite being less gifted than Ashcroft. Chamberlin was invited to 

exhort at the Breaking of Bread service on the very first Sunday 

after his baptism. Before long, he too was taken onto the staff of 

The Christadelphian magazine, though in a ~inor capacity. Again, 

apparently, Roberts took personal responsibility for this move. 

Possibly his new-found popularity caused Ashcroft to neglect re­

straint he would have otherwise preserved - possibly bis new atti­

tudes owed their source to some different derivation - but, begin­

ning in April 1883 1 Ashcroft began to express what was to become 

known as the 'Partial Inspiration' point of view. 1 

Briefly put, this view was that inspiration of the Scriptures 

extended to those areas where it was essential for the salvation of 

Man - that is, what is commonly defined as theology. Matters of 

history, geography, astronomy and the like may or may not have been 

correct simply because they were non-essentials to salvation. These 

may have been the innocent questionings of an inquisitive mind, open­

endedly seeking answers. However, a veritable hornet's nest was 

stirred up as a result. A series of highly controversial questions 

began openly to be asked - Why should these views be given express­

ion from a public platform as if Christadelphian? Where was the 1ine 

to be drawn, precisely, over which aatters were to be regarded as 

'theological' and, therefore, inspired? More importantly, who was to 

draw the line? Was the implication in brother Ashcroft'& contention 

that there were things God did not know? Was it, in fact, a kind or 

theological atavism drawing brother Ashcroft back to his earlier 

Congregationalist predispositions?2 

These, and questions like them, sprang from a series of im­

pulses: there were those, by 1883, who had joined the Christadel-

On the fourth Sunday in 
ture on this subject in 
238. 

April 1883, Ashcroft gave a public lee­
the London ecclesia - see!,£, :a: (1883), 

John Thomae's comments on plenary inspiration were directed 
against those who rejected the Bible as an authority or who 
wished to supplement Biblical authority with an additional_ di­
dactic source. The problems presenting themselves to Asbcroft'e 
mind had not been considered previously by Christadelpbians. 
For Tbomas's views, see ch. II above, pp. 44-49. 
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phian movement largely in response to the theological uncertainty 

which had afflicted ~ritain suddenly during the previous three 

decades1 - here, in Christadelphia, by contrast, was certainty, 

soundness, authority; brother Ashcroft's views, par contre, 

seemed to involve a regression to the scourge of Higher Criticism, 

currently blighting Christendom at large; there were those, too, on 

the other hand, who had put into perspective, seven years on from 

1876, the joyous conversion of a man of the cloth and viewed with 

growing alarm the increasing ascendancy of the popular, young ex­

minister; there were others, however, who felt their faith secure 

enough against the storms of Higher Critical attack to look even 

profound uncertainties unflinchingly in the eye. Of these cate­

gories, the latter were more likely to be irked by the responses to 

'Ashcroftism 1 of the former two categories of Christadelphians.th~n 

by Ashcroft himself. Thus, fragmentation, when it developed within 

Christadelphianism, emerged from two apparently opposite stances -

the 'defend the~ at all costs' party and the 'defend the free­

dom of speech at all costs' group. The irony in the situation was 

that, fully expressed, the viewpoint of the two 'parties' could be 

stated as 'defend the~ at all costs - because it really is the 

source of truth and must not be sullied by·theological jibes' and 

'defend the freedom of speech at all costs, because that is how we 

came to discover the real truth from within the fill!. in the first 

place'. That is, both 'parties' were defending slightly different 

emphases within the same viewpoint. However, because of the highly 

charged polemical atmosphere in which the discussion between them 

took place, _reaction produced equal and opposite counter-reactions, 

finely-boned edges of spiritual nicety designed for delicate 

theological surgery were sacrificed for the blunt instruments of 

theological polemics, and personality-issues replaced principles. 

Even this was not all - for a third 'party' emerged, which, in 

s~veral areas, constituted the minority, which attempted to steer 

a middle course. By this stage, however, each of the extreme parties 

1. See Owen Chadwick, The Victorian Church, P• 530. 
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had taken up well-defined defensive stances and refused to move. 

The existence of two extreme factions and a moderate centre group, 

moving through a minefield of controversy created groups, sub­

groups and sub-sub-groups until an almost atomic level of disin­

tegration was reached. 

Bryan Wilson summarised this complexity nicely: 

'Once divided, every attempt to reconcile con­
tending parties merely resulted in widening the gulf, 
and creating new and varied positions of schism. 
There were heretics, those who would fellowship here­
tics, those who would not emphatically 1 disfellowship1 

heretics, and those who sought to pass resolutions 
which permitted heretical views on inspiration to find 
accommodation in ecclesias predominantly orthodox.• 1 

The world-reaction, within Christadelphia, was even more compli­

cated. 2 Elsewhere Wilson commented: 

'The issue of who might fellowship whom involved 
numerous ecclesias, and caused many minor secessions 
over the following months. In many places the divi­
sion was not clean once and for all, - there were 
second splita among the orthodox who remained.'~ 

As splits sub-split into splinters, the stance of some ec­

clesias, such as Edinburgh, Manchester4 and Cardiff, was to take no 

stand, and to hope to remain aloof from the issues until the storms 

died down. 

By the end of the Spring of 1884 the differences between Ash­

croft -and Roberts seemed to have been resolved in terms of Ash­

croft's giving up the idea of emigrating to the U.S.A. For six 

months, a period of uneasy calm reigned in Cbristadelphia. Ash­

croft continued to publish articles on varied s~bjects5 in~ 

Christadelphian. Then, in the Autumn, a further period of chaDge 

1. B.R. Wilson, Sects and Society. ( London, 1961), P• 248. 
2. If one were to include the non-British Christadelphian ecclesias, 

the position was more complex - as Wilson continues (op. cit. 
P• 248): 'Overseas there was less willingness to accept Roberta's 
formulation, and the ecclesia at Washington roundly attacked 
him for libelling Ashcroft and Chamberlin.' 

3. B.R. Wilson, Ph.D. thesis, P• 961. 
4. See The Bible Lightstand, ii (1885) 1 383. 
5. 'The Character of Christ' (May); a short biography of the Apostle 

Stephen (June); a similar study of Paul (July); •Religious Pre­
tence• (August). 
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began. J.H. Chamberlin and Robert Ashcroft both left the offices 

of The Cbristadelphian. Chamberlin, with a thinly-disguised 

Robertsian flea in his ear, 1 went to Glasgow to start a new maga­

zine, The Aeon. Shortly afterwards he left the Christadelphian 

movement altogether. Ashcroft left his assistant editorship for 

Liverpool in September 1884, to start a magazine entitled~ 

Bible Exegetist which was 'intended for circulation mainly among 

scholars and students of an alien type•. 2 Concerning Ashcroft's 

departure, Roberts was much less critical than be had been of 

Chamberlin's remo•al 1 but he was also less fulsome in his praise 

of Ashcroft compared with remarks he made about F.R. Shuttleworth 

in the same paragraph.3 Ashcroft continued to lecture on the con­

troversial topic of inspiration from Christadelphian platforms. On 

21 September, he spoke at Swansea on 'Inspiration: its Necessity, 

Nature and Limits'. This evoked fears from South Wales brethren, 

many of whom wrote to Robert Roberts expressing their concern. In 

October, the first shots-in-anger were fired. The first issue of 

Ashcroft's Exegetist appeared. In this he took up a variety of 

Higher Critical stances, unacceptable to Christadelphia as a 

whole.4 In mitigation of Ashcroft 1 s offensiveness here, Professor 

1. Roberts said of bifil 'Brother Chamberlin bas left Birmingham ••. 
He was taken into the office as a substitute for "the work­
house 11 , which he said be saw ahead... If be prove an apostoliC 
servant of the truth - which means more than literary ability, 
good men will rejoice .•. It would be a pleasure to speak in 
more confident terms.• Later, in response to criticism, Roberts 
went further in c,ensuring Cha.mberl.in: 1 We should esteem it a 
great calamity for the brethren to be innoculated with bis 
spirit and principles ... be can write well - so can the 
clergy - beautifully •.. he lacks nearly all the qualifications 
except literary ability ••• should it subsequently appear 
necessary to speak more particularly in the way of explanation, 
we shall do so. 1 TC, xxi (1884), 426-7, 474. 

2. TC, =i (1884), 427. 
3. Of Aahcroft's Exegetist, Roberts said 'We cannot but wish the 

project God-speed, and shall rejoice in its success.' Of 
Shuttleworth, he said I he may be relied upon to reflect the 
true mind of the Spirit in this age of rampant Gentilism, ele­
gant and otherwise.' TC, xxi (1884), 427. 

4. However, Butterfield 'reported that 'literally hundreds' ot 
difficult Biblical texts were latched on to by brethren who 
supported Ashcroft's views - see The History or the Truth in 
the Latter Dage, (Stockport 1958) 1 p. 31. In a single issue of 
TC (January 1 85) alone, Roberts sought to deal with 28 criti­
cisms of Biblical accuracy. 
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Tom Turner
1 

later pointed out that Ashcroft's journal was in­

tended for external consumption only and that zeal for making 

converts had overbalanced his judgement: 'he seemed to have the 

idea that he would catch their attention by going as far as poss­
ible in their direction.' 2 

The exact parameters of Ashcroft's views on inspiration are 

difficult now to determine. According. to Turner, Ashcroft was a 

delicate academic, not able to stand up to someone of so robust a 

temperament as Roberts. It may be, therefore, that apparent diver­

gencies between statements made by Ashcroft about inspiration were 

real discrepancies - that is, that, under pressure from Roberts, he 

modified bis view. 

Thus, in October, Ashcroft wrote: 

'The inspirational power would, therefore, pro­
bably come upon the writers in silence, and it would 
serve as an infallible guide to them for all its pur­
poses. This, of course. would onlv apply to the ori­
ginal documents, and, in our view, to only such parts 
of them as could not otherwise be produced. 13 

Here, Ashcroft seemed to be speaking of inspiration in general, and 

to be enunciating what, in the circumstances, could be regarded as 
quite a liberal view - that is that only the partis or the~ as 
could not otherwise be produced (that is salvation •• opposed to 
history and the like) were inspired. 

Towards the end of November, however, having been attacked 

stridently by Roberts, he expressed himself on the same issue in 

the following way: 

1. 

2. 

'The statement which the Editor of the C. chal­
lenges, was not made of sacred history as a-whole, 
but only of certain minor features present in all 
our versions, which are allowed to be discrepant, 
and which no ingenuity can make to appear otherwise. 
My remark is connected with what Dr. Alford says 
about Stephen's speech. Let any one compare Acts 
vii. 15,16 with Gen. 1. 13, and see if there be not 

Turner, later to become professor of metallurgy at Birmingham 
University, was an able young brother iD 1885 and stibsequently 
became a leader of the 'Suffolk Street 1 fellowship. 
T. Turner, 'Inspiration and Fellowship Past and Present', from 
The Fraternal Visitor, January 1921. 
From the Bible Exe~etist, reprinted in How it Happened, ed. J.W. 
Lea (Birmingham. 19 3), P• 4. 



208 

some justification of it. The one account says that 
Jacob was buried in Syehem: the other, that he was 
buried in Macpelah before Mamre - nearly 50 miles 
to the south of Sychem? Stephen is made to say 
(though I do not think he ever did) that Abraham 
bought the burying place of the sons of Emmer. In 
Genesis xxiii. 16, he buys it of Ephron the Hittite. 
It was ~' not Abraham, that 11 bought a parcel of 
a field 11 of the children of Hamor, Shechem'S father; 
but neither be, nor Isaac, nor Abraham was buried 
there. It is for those who somnolently contend that 
inspiration covers every fragment of Bible history 
as we now have it, to explain away the obvious con­
tradiction. 11 

It is noteworthy that, in this passage, Ashcroft denied that his 

remarks were of general significance, but that they applied 'only 

[to) certain minor features present in all our versions'. 

However, Ashcroft could be q~ite truculent. In another pass­

age from the same magazine he said: 

'This painful controversy, which bas been with­
out the least provocation on my part, bas illustrated 
to me and many others the danger of entrusting any 
one man with unlimited and irresponsible control 
over the literature of the truth. I beg permission 
to record my emphatic protest against the super­
cilious disregard of brotherly counsel which marks 
the general policy of him from whom·I have the mis­
fortune to differ. When, in the early part of the 
first century a question of difficulty arose among 
the disciples, the apostles and elders met with 
their brethren to consider the matter. They had the 
gifts of the Spirit in their midst, while we have 
not. The necessity for such a conference in our day 
is surely none the less apparent on this account. 
11Where no counsel is the people fall: but in the 
multitude of counsellors there is safety. 11 (Prov. 
xi. 14). I believe in the inspiration of this verse. 
It would be well for the brethren if such belief 
were shared by all. 1 Z. 

It is possible that Turner's judgement was faulty and that 

Ashcroft's variability was not a derivative of his timidity, but 

of failure to make up his mind. 

Ashcroft's non-belligerent intentions were unobserved by 

Robert Roberts, who conducted against him what Turner described 

1. R. Ashcroft in the Aeon magazine for 21 Nov. 1884, reprinted 
in How it Happened, -i;:-22. 

2. R. Ashcroft, op. cit., p. 23. 
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as a 'campaign'. In November, Shuttleworth, who had also started 

a new magazine, called The Bible Lightstand, printed a long 

article by Roberts, attacking Ashcroft for his position regarding 

theological scholarship. Three weeks later, on 21 November, Cha.m­

berlin's magazine, the~, printed Ashcroft 1 s reply to this 

attack. By now, the battle lines bad been well drawn up for inter­

necine strife to commence. 

Two-thirds of the December edition of The Christadelphian 

was devoted to issues relating to the controversy, including 

letters which attacked Ashcroft very strongly. Of the 48 pages of 

the January 1885 Christadelphian only two, which advertised 

Roberta's forthcoming book Further Seasons of Comfort, ignored the 

'Inspiration' issue, and for the first time the possibilty of a 

division occurring over this matter within the Cbristade1phia.n 

Household was the subject of discussion. 1 

Action was taking place on other fronts, too, to resolve the 

dichotomy before it turned to schism. Professor Evans, 2 who had 

tutored Ashcroft in Hebrew and Greek, visited his former pupil 

and produced a formula on the subject of inspiration which he 

hoped would heal the breach. Roberts printed its text, in appar­

ently approving terms, in the magazine.3 

Roberts was engaged, simultaneousl1, in actions which did 

not appear to proceed along the same conciliatory path, and which 

were not recorded in The Christadelphian. In January 1885, an 

ecclesial meeting of the Birmingham (Temperance Hall) ecclesia 

was held at which the Ashcroft Exegetist article was discussed. 

A preliminary4 vote, rather than one specifically on the inspira­

tion issue, was taken, according to Turner, 'in which Bro. Roberts 

did not obtain the majority; that is to say, the majority were 

against him. ,S 

1. In The Cbristadelphian, :v::ii (1885), 38, Roberts said 'Whether 
we shall escape division altogether, remains to be seen ••• 
speaking for myself, I shall refuse to remain associated with 
any assembly that tolerates the doctrine in their midst that 
any part of the Bible is not divine.' 

2. For details of Prof. Evans·• s conversion to Christadelphianiqm, 
see ch. IV , p. 193, above. 

3. TC, xxii (1885), 60-1. 
4. This was Turner's word to describe the nature of the vote. The 

information he provided revealed more about what the vote was 
not about than what it did concern. 

5. Turner, Inspiration and Fellowship, Past and Present 1 P• 5. 
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In the days following this meeting, Turner, then a young man 

of 24, visited Roberts to attempt a reconciliation over the two 

entrenched positions on Inspiration. Turner claimed 'that Bro[ther] 

Ashcroft denied that he ever intended to teach what Bro [ther] 

Roberts made out in regard to hie article.• Roberts was not paci­

fied by this approacp - '[he) was very excited, and stormed at me, 

saying something to this effect, 11Do you think I haven I t the in­

telligence to understand what a man means?". 11 'l'urner observed 

dryly to Roberts that 'a man is usually supposed to know what he 

means when he writes. He must surely be the man who is to inter­

pret his own writings.• 2 But bis intervention was fruitless, ex­

cept that Roberts disavowed the use of the 'postcard' method of 

solving this dispute which he had twelve years previously adopted 
to great effect in the Edward Turney 'Clean Flesh' controversy.3 

Roberts claimed that his reason for attacking Ashcroft in­

volved the defence of a dead man's good name: 'He who touches Dr. 

Thomas, does touch the apple of our eye. 14 Again, 'I am ashamed 

to have Dr. Tbomas's achievements placed by the side of the modern 

system of "Biblical criticism11 and the "entire apparatus" of 
modern learning. What have these done for the truth?'5 

Ashcroft replied, in the Aeon6, stating that his letter to 
Roberts about Thomas had been private and that: 

1. 
2, 
3, 
4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 

1 I may say that my private allusion to Dr. Tho­
mas was intended to restrain the immoderate and 
fulsome panegyrism of him which is so prominent a 
feature in his successor's writings. This I am per­
suaded, cannot be other than displeasing to him who 
"will not give his glory to anotber. 11 The Dr. him­
self admitted that he "wrote some chaff". I have 
said nothing stronger than this.,7 

Turner, Inspiration and Fellowship, Past and Present, pp. 5-6. 
Turner, Inspiration and Fellowship, Past and Present, pp. 5-6. 
See ch. III above, pp. 98-99. 
:!'.£, =i (1884), ,559• 
The Bible Ligbtstand, 1 November, 1884, cited in How it Hap­
pened, ed. J.W. Lea, p. 15. 
Cited in How it Happened, ed. J.W. Lea, p. 23. 
After the controversy had blown over, a number of brethren on 
Roberte's side in the issue freely admitted that the discussion. 
between Ashcroft and Roberts over inspiration had shown up de­
fects in John 1'homas's linguistic skills. For example,!£!. 
Bible Lightstan.d, ii (1885), 359-360, where Bro. H.B. Smither 
wrote 'The controversy has taught us that our noble brother, 
Dr. Thomas, was no scholar, and that hie Hebrew and Greek were 
satisfactory only to himself and a few devotees.' 



211 

Ashcroft's view of Roberts seemed to be not only that he 

was authoritarian, but that he extrapolated from bis own authori­

tarianism and mistakenly applied the same characteristics to Dr. 

Thomas. Having mistakenly worshipped Thomas•e teachings as them­

selves authoritative, Roberts then went to excessive lengths to 

defend his leader against a man who showed Thomas's views were not 
authoritative. 

A further meeting of the Birmingham Ecclesia was held on 

Thursday, 19 February, 1885, at which Hobert& stated in public, 

under questioning from Tom Turner, that he would not use the post­

card method in this case. 1 A resolution was proposed by Roberts 

and carried regarding the Inspiration question. '.l'he text read: 

1 COPY OF RESOLUTION. 2• 

Passed at Birmingham, February 19th, 1885. 
11That this Eccle.f!iia believes that the Roly Scrip­

tures of the Old and New Testaments, which now exist 
in all luguages, were originally produced, in all 
parts of them, by inspiration of God, in this senae, 
namely, that the Holy Spirit moved and guided the 
writers either to use its own words conveying in­
formation of which they had no knowledge, or to re­
cord their own knowledge in words which it superin­
tended; or tO adopt and incorporate, from outside 
sources, whatever it might approve or require to be 
recorded for its own purposes - the writers being 
in no case left to their own unaided efforts, and 
the result being that their writing was free from 
error; - and further, that this Ecclesia will here­
after refuse to fellowship all who mai.ntain that in­
spiration was limited to the writing of certain 
parts only, and that the other parts were the work 
of a merely human authorship liable to err, but will 
take no action of withdrawal from any member of the 
ecclesia until accusation is made against him in the 
Scriptural form, and he has been heard;n his own 
defence. 11 - Proposed by Bro. Roberts.' 

1e Turner's interpretat1on of this meeting was supported by 
Hadley in the!!£!!,, June 19th, 1885, no. 38, PP• 298-300. 

2. From How it Happened, ed. J.W. Lea, p. 24. 
3. The Recording Brother of the Temperance Hall ecclesia later 

claimed that the brethren of the Central Fellowship 'did not 
think M_attbew xviii applied to the situation created in 1'S'B3'., 
- 20 Years Ago and Now, by 'P', (B 1 ham 190.5), p. 22. The last 
section of this resolution, however,was clearly alluding to 
Matthew xviii. 
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So far as Turner and his associates in the Birmingham 

meeting were conc~rned, the matter was now closed: Ashcroft bad 

removed six months before to Liverpool, and was no longer the 

Birmingham Ecclesia 1 s concern; a resolution on the controversy 

had been proposed by Roberts, had been found acceptable by a 

meeting of the ecclesia and everyone was satisfied; Roberts had 

foresworn the use of postcards, and was therefore committed not 
to adopt unilateral action. 

Three months and three days of calm passed by. Ashcroft had 

published no more issues of The Exegetist, little had been pub­

lished in The Cbristadelphian about the inspiration issue, other 

than two articles by Roberts continuing his series on 'The ~uest-· 

ion of the Inspiration of the Bible' in March and April, and let­

ters expressing ecclesial support for Biblical inspiration. 

In May, however, the Washington (D.C.) ecclesia wrote from 

America attacking Roberts and_praising Ashcroft and Chamberlin. 1 

The volume of support for Ashcroft from British ecclesiae began 

to grow too - Birkenhead, Abergavenny, Manchester, Grantham, lid­

derminster, most of the large Halifax meeting, Glasgow and most 

of Mumbles favouring him. 2 Ashcroft began rather tartly to turn 

1. TC, xxii (1885), 234. 
2. See B.B. Wilson, Pb.D thesis, pp. 957-958. Wilson, as far as 

the Manchester ecclesia, at least, was concerned, was too 
sweeping here. Private correspondence between the Oldham and 
Manchester ecclesiaa on this issue was printed in full in The 
Bible Lightstand in November and December 1885. This revealed 
that, whilst the Manchester ecclesia's detractors sought to 
tar Manchester with Ashcroft's brush, Manchester were merely 
supporting the concept of ecclesial autonomy. The secretary 
of the Manchester eccJ.esia, WiJ.lia.m Carr, wrote that 'there 
are none in our midst who call in question the inspiration of 
any portion of the original Scriptures fresh from the bands 
of the divine penman.• However 1 replying to Oldha.m's cross­
questioning on the persons Manchester considered themeelves 
in fellowship with, Carr wrote 1 By what authority are ye con­
stituted the judges of those who have put on the saving name 
of Jesus in the divinely appointed way •.• As to who we would 
or would not fellowship, we may just say, that we are not in­
debted to you ••• we would therefore thank you not to inter­
fere in our affairs, where you have no right.' - See The Bible 
Lightstand, ii (1885), 383 & 397; also p. 205 above. 
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down offers of speaking appointments at ecclesias whose plat­

forms were also available to Roberts. 1 

Ashcroft was being encouraged to face up to Roberts by a 

number of other developments, too. Brother W.D. Jardine; for ex­

ample, described the Exegetist article as 'the best article on 

inspiration that has appeared in Christadelphian literature.• 2 

Another prominent brother wrote to Ashcroft 'Personally, I go 

with you all the way •.• You are perfectly right in what you say. ,3 

Ashcroft was invited by members of the Temperance Hall ecclesia 

in Birmingham to lecture on their behalf (although it was made 

clear that the subject of the addreSs was not to be inspiration).4 

Butterfield noted that 'outside Birmingham, resolutions were being 

passed denouncing the Editor of The Christadelphian and expressing 

confidence in Ashcroft and Cbamberlin. 15 
Whether these were the 

the old antagonism or not,6 

Turner and his ae~ociatea7 

sparks which were required to rekindle1 

Roberts called a meeting to which 

were invited, on Friday 22 May. This 

was not called in an officious-sounding way - indeed, it was Whit­

suntide, and the invitation was to tea with the editor of the 

magazine in the Garden Room. Roberts had declared in bis invita­

tion that be 'had nothing to propose', but a quiet talk could do 

no harm. 8 

The tea appeared pleasant enough. What occurred after tea 

was rather less palatable to Turner. Be later wrote: 

1. See Row it Happened, ed. J.W. Lea, p. 21. 
2. Cited in Twe:nty Years A40 and Now by 'P' 1 (Birmingham 1905), 

p. 17. 
3. See How it Haupened, ed. J.W. Lea, P• 21. 
4. See How it Happened, ed. J.W. Lea, P• 33, 
5. Butterfield, History of the Truth in the Latter Days, p. 33. 
6. Hadley certainly felt· this was the case. Ashcroft's invitation 

to lecture in Birminbham was regarded by Roberts, he said, as 
1 unsati5factory', and led directly to his 'insist (insl on re­
newing the stir in our midst.' - From The Aeon, 19 June 1885, 
reprinted in How it Happened, ed. J.W. Lea, p. 33. 

7 • The list of naJ:1es included those of brethren Bishop, Collins 1 
Hadley, Shepherd and Thorneycroft. 

B. Hm·: it Happened, ed. J.W. Lea, p.34. 
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'After tea Bro [ther) Roberts asked us - he did 
not refer particularly to me, but to Brethren 
Collins, Radley, Bishop and others who were there 
- whether we would retire from the meeting ami­
cably. It was a bombshell. We had no desire to 
retire from the Eccleaia; we bad no reason to sup­
pose that

1
our work in the Ecclesia was not satis­

factory. 1 

Roberts next proceeded to a manoeuvre intended to mollify 

he said, 2 the effects of this proposal. 

were prepared to denounce the 

If the brethren present, 

two leaders of dissent, namely Ash-

croft and Chamberlin, all could be forgiven and forgotten. How­

ever, when it became apparent that the brethren present were not 

prepared to undertake such a course of action, Roberts proceeded 

to reveal that Turner and his 29 or so brethren were in for more 

unpleasant shocks. 

Very shortly afterwards,3 Roberts produced postcards and cir­

culars on which the recipients were to sign full and unequivocal 

acceptance of the Robertsian formula for Inspiration, and their 

promise to withdraw from brethren Ashcroft and Chamberlin.4 

Turner's shock gave way to anger that an unscriptural method of 

1. T. Turner, Inspiration and Fellowship, Past and Present, P• 6. 
2.. 1 Bro {.ther J R., in the presence of abdut 30 brethren, including 

bro [therJ Badley and bro [tberJ Bishop, frankily told us that 
if we would but repudiate yourself and bro(therJ Ashcroft, the 
matter is settled.' - Letter to Chamberlin, editor of the Aeon, 
from brother James Thorneycroft, 28 May 1885, cited in Bowit 
Happened, ed. J.W. Lea, P• 28. ---

3. Hadley felt that all this happened too smoothly and speedily 
to be a natural cause and effect sequence. Writing to Chamber­
lin in the Aeon four weeks later under the heading 1 The major­
ity in Birmingham - bow obtained and of what sort', he said 
1 Bro fl.her] Roberts never told us that be had had a little 
secret meeting of intimates, at which the whole 11plant 11 bad 
been devised and agreed upon ••• The measures were by the~ 
day's post to send out a circular and post-card, containing, 
among other things, an affirmation of belief in bro [tber) 
Roberta's representation of bro[ther] Ashcro!t's and your own 
teaching, to which be knew those of whom he wished to be rid 
would not consent.' - Cited in Row it Happened, ed. J.W. Lea, 
P• 34. 

4. For the text of this postcard, seep. 215 below. For Roberta's 
use of this method of solving disputes in 1873 and 1885 see 
ch. III above1 pp. 98-99° 
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resolving the issue bad apparently been adopted and that Roberts 

was likely to have his way because 'he bad the lease of the pre­

mises ••• and had told those brethren that he had the lease, and 
1 whoever remained with him would remain in the premises.• In 

short, total agreement with Roberts was the price to be paid for 

a ticket to the Breaking of Bread service. Hadley &aid that the 

postcard and circular advertised a caucus meeting 'where [Roberts] 

would be relieved of the pressure of some who ... he had found in­

conveniently powerful in argument. This meeting was deferred for 

a fortnight, while a vigorous personal canvass was carried on by 

his supporters to get in the postcards of a majority of the ec­

clesia.• 2 The text of Roberta's postcard was as follows: 

'BROTHER --------, Address, ----, 
'Brother Ashcroft having publicly promulgated, 

and Brother Chamberlin having publicly endorsed, a 
doctrine to the effect that the Bible is only part­
ly inspired, and that there is in it an element of 
merely human composition liable to err, I recognise 
the necessity for standing aside from all who re­
fuse to repudiate this doctrine, and I will co­
operate in any measures that may be adopted to en­
able us in Birmingham to do so in a peaceful 
manner. 

J.J. Hadley, 

Daily Post and a 

'Initials ............... ,3 

a fellow employee Of Roberts on the Birmingham 

leading Christadelphian, tried to organise a 

counter-coup. He issued a circular which st&ted the following: 

'DEAR BRETHREN,---The unseemly haste of Brother 
Roberts in the endeavour to snatch an unfair advan­
tage of certain brethren, of whose statement of the 
case he is afraid, has placed them in a position of 
great difficulty in arranging fOr the Ecclesia re­
ceiving full information upon what is being done. 
Brethren are, however, earnestly besought to with­
hold the posting of their post-cards, by which they 
band themselves over to Brother Roberts, until they 
have attended a meeting to be held as early as 
possible this week, in defence of those Birmingham 
brethren unjustly aspersed. This meeting - to an­
nounce the time and place of which means will be 

1. T. Turner, Inspiration and Fellowship1 Past and Present, P• 6. 
2. From the Aeon, cited in How it Happened, ed. J.W. Lea, P• 34. 
3. The text of this postcard was cited in How it Happened, ed. 

J .w. Lea, pp. 25-6. 



216 

devised without delay - will be convened by bre­
thren who 11 believe that the Bible is wholly in-
6pired11 , and who hold that there is no Scriptural 
ground for exacting a more minute definition of 
inspiration than the following:- Inspiration is 
the imparting of such a degree of divine influ­
ence, assistance or guidance, as enabled the 
authors of the several books of Scripture to com­
municate divine knowledge to others without error 
or mi.stake. ' 

'P.S. - The meeting will probably be held in 
the Girls' Department of the Bristol Street Board 
Schools, at eight o'clock on Tuesday evening; if 
otherwise, see Tuesday's ~.• 1 

It is noticeable that, whilst 1885, in Christadelphian histo­

riography, is known as the Inspiration Division, the main subject 

of disagreement in the texts of the above was on fellowship, not 

the definition of Inspiration. Roberts felt that the case was 

urgent enough to demand immediate, summary withdrawal of fellow­

ship: Badley and his peers did not. 

Very shortly afterwards, the meeting together of those who 

agreed with Roberts produced a new ecclesial constitution, auto­

matically excluding thoee unticketed (and, therefore, not present) 

not only from the Breaking of Bread meetiJ?.g~ but from ecclesial 

fellowship in toto. Raving officially dissolved themselves and re­

constituted themselves upon the basis of a constitution incorpor­

ating a clear and Robertaian definition of inspiration, the Temper­

ance Ball meeting held a Brea.king of Bread meeting for ticket­

holding Christadelphians only - non-ticket-holders being excluded 

from com:nunion, but allowed to remain as witnesses. Turner de­

scribed what happened to him: 
1 1 went to the door on the Sunday morning - there 

was a strong brother put ther~ to keep the door, and 
behind the door there was a table, so that the door 
could only be opened a little way, and no one without 
a ticket could pass. I was asked where was my ticket? 
I replied, 11What ticket? You did.not ask me for a 
ticket last week; why do you want one this week? 11 The 
answer was, 11Do not pretend I Bro (tber) Turner. Up to 
the gallery for you! 11 Up to the ~llery went Bro[ther) 
Turner. And this is what Bro [therJ Bober ts termed 
Bro [ther) Turner withdrawing from the Ecclesiat , 2 

1. Hadley's circular is cited from Bow it Happened, ed. J.W. Lea, 
p. 26. 

2. T. Turner, Inspiration and Fe1lowship 1 Past and Present, P• 6. 
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Turner was scandalised, but rational as to the success of 

Roberts in the face of a plethora of printed material from leaders 

of the Ecclesia1 which dismantled the logic inherent in his view­

point. Looking back, with over thirty years of hindsight, Turner 

said of the 1885 schism: 

'It went through the length and breadth of the 
land - nay, of the world. The methods were not re­
peated elsewhere, I am thankful to say. The methods 
in Birmingham were condemned by some of Bro [ther J 
Roberta's best friends and supporters, but the camp 
had been riven into two, and the brethren had to 
stand on one side or the other. The way most of them 
looked at the position was this: Here is Bro[tber] 
Roberts, who bas stood so many years for the Faith; 
and on the other hand we have two weak men like Ash­
croft and Chamberlin, whom we are not prepared to 
support. Is it a matter of surprise that so many 
supported Bro [ther) Roberts in these circumstances? 
They did not realise, however, that we who were tur­
ned out, who were expelled, were not voting in 
favour of partial inspiration, or any other fable, 
but that we were protesting against the violation of 
all Ecclesial rules and the following or unapostolic 
methods. ,2 

The Fraternal Visitor magazine produced volume one, number one 

in October 1885. It was sent free of charge for three issues to all 

those who were previously subscribers of The Truth. These people 

had, by then, received nine issues of that magazine, in addition 

to the one and only issue of the Exegetist. The Fraternal Visitor 

subsequently became the main organ of the 'Exchange' brethren, or 
as they were shortly to be known, the •Suffolk Street' fellowship. 

These brethren opposed Roberta's tactics of May 1885, but otherwise 

considered thelll6elves 'Central' fellowship Christadelphians. As 
such, the Fraternal Visitor became the rival of The Christadelphian 

magazine. These facts led opponents of the Fraternal Visitor 

scornfully to dismiss it, and the Suffolk Street brethren along 

with it, as the equal representative of Higher Criticism with~ 

!!2!!_, The Truth or The Exegetist.3 

1. Such as J.J. Hadley, Jam.ea Thorneycroft and J.J. Bishop. 
2. T. Turner, lns iration and Fellowshi Past and Present, p. 7. 

Bryan B. Wison coilll!lented siniilarly to j'urner on the persoµ­
al_isation of ecclesial politics in Christadelphia - see his 
Ph.D. thesis, P• 963. • 

3. See, for example, A.S. Thompson, Separation? When is it Nec­
essary?, {London 1921), pp. 5-6. 
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~uffol.k Street brethren themselves explained the facts diff­

erently. They claimed that many of them were opponents of Ashcroft 

of as vehement an ilk as Hoberts, but that they were equally op­

posed to Roberta's politics as to Ashcroft's theology. However, 

they believed, The Truth had possibly been unjustly blackened and 

'in the absence of any other vehicle of communication, owing to the 

closing to us of the pages of The Christadelphian, The Trutrr was 

used for a very brief period, until its character was manifested.' 

Because: 

'Later numbers contained attacks by Bro[ther] 
Thirtle on Dr. Thomas and advocated "immortal emer­
gence 11 ••• the Exchange brethren then decided ••• to 
start anew. A committee of brethren of experience 
and good repute was formed .•• Bro [ther] J .J. Hadley 
wrote a four-page, closely printed, and well rea­
soned article ••. showing why it was decided not to 
take over The Truth, but to start an entirely new 
magazine •.• Bro[ther] Ashcroft was not in fellow­
ship with the Exchange brethren, in October, 1885, 
when the Fraternal Visitor was started. 11 

However innocently the Fraternal Visitor may have begun life, 

as a medium for exchange of information between like-minded people, 

it became, through process of time, a focus for the Suffolk Street 

point of view, and, as such, a magnet of ~pposing polarity to~ 

Christadelphian. 
Dreadful havoc was wreaked in Christadelphia by this divieiveneas. 2 

1. This extract comes from an article entitled I The 11 Fraternal 
Visitor". Its Origin 1 , which first appeared in the Fraternal 
Visitor, liii (1938). It was subsequently re-issued by S.P. 
Clementson of the Young Christadelphians' Amity Movement, as 
part of a pamphlet entitled Walking Together, (New Malden n.d.). 
Ashcroft was admitted to the Suffolk Street fellowship in 1889 1 

after a declaration by him repudiating his former stance - see 
Eccleaial Fellowshi and the Ins iration of the Seri tures, pub-

ished anonymously by the Birmingham Suffolk Street Ecclesia in 
January 1930. 

2. Roberts himself confessed: •a state of comparative prosperity 
ten years ago bas been succeeded by one of strife, division and 
obstruction, and unutterable affliction has followed in the 
wake of ventures and expectations that seemed big with bless­
ings.' - from TC, xxvii (1890), 27. For a comparison of eccle­
sial membershiji'figures before and after 1885, see AppendixN. 
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1 
As B.R. Wilson recorded : 'Barely a month passed without a divi-

sion in some ecclesia, and certainly no year passed without many 

such secessions and a few reunions.' In general, the figures Wil­

son quoted. for ecclesial membership for the early 1890s were about 

half the totals recorded in 1885.2 Of the 25 ecclesias whose num­

bers Wilson cited, ten did not exist in 1885. This was not, as 

Wilson suggested,3 evidence of 'a steady gain of personnel grad­

ual.ly replac(ing) those lost to the fellowship of the ·Masonic 

Hall. 14 but of a little increase coupled with a lot of fragmentation 

of the older, larger ecclesias into several factions. In many 

areas, the Suffolk Street fellowship retained control of the lease 

of the ecclesial hall. The Temperance Hall faction had perforce to 

move on. 

On a number of occasions, reconciliations between Temperance 

Ball and Suffolk Street were attempted. For example, in August 

1889, an olive branch preferred to Temperance Hall by Suffolk 

Street foundered when the wording of the Temperance Ball resolu-

tion required Suffolk Street not only to adopt a form of words simi­

lar to that originally proposed by Roberts four years earlier but 

also to agree that 'we are unable to compromise that principle by 

continuing in association with those who either believe or tolerate 

the doctrine promulgated by brother Asbcro!t ••. •5 This, Suffolk 

Street felt, would have healed one breach but created many others, 

since some of their brethren tolerated Ashcroftism only in that 

they were prepared to discuss it, rather than dismiss it out of 
6 hand. In 1890 and 1892 further attempts were made at reunion. 

These, too, proved abortive, mainly because Suffolk Street ecclesias 

1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 

Wilson calculated, in his Ph.D. thesis, p. 965 1 on the basis 
of figures provided by Roberts in !.Q., xxx (1893) 1 21, that 
there were 'something toward 3 1000 Christadelphians in the 
Central fellowship' in that year. Before the division in 1885 
there had been about 6,000. 
At Halifax, for example, out of an ecclesia totalling, in 1885, 
196 members, only 23 sided with Roberts. 
B.R. Wilson, Ph.D. thesis, p. 965. 
An alternative title for the Exchange or Suffolk Street fellow­
ship. 
Cited in w. Butterfield, The History of the Truth in the Latter 
Days, p. 45. 
w."'lfutterfield recorded the details, op. cit., P• 45. 
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were alleged to have fellowshipped individuals with known doctrinal 

heresies or character weaknesses. 1 On one notable occasion in March 

1920, the two large Birmingham ecclesias2 had healed the breach to 

the extent of agreeing a wording on the definition of inspiration. 

However, even after 35 years since the division, the tenderness of 

the feelings involved was great •. Ad bomi.nem arguments vere suffi­

cient to undo emotionally what reason bad well-nigh perfected, even 

when these arguments were brought by a third party: 

'This reply was accepted as satisfactory and the 
committees met. The meeting was adjourned for further 
consideration of the matter, but before the further 
meeting took place London Temperance Hall brethren 
issued circulars full of allegations against the Suf­
folk Street brethren. At the second meeting which was 
held it was found that progress was impossible, and a 
resolution was passed that the time for

3
the consider­

ation of the matter was not opportune.' 

While the Birmingham meetings were thus locked in periodic 

efforts to renew dialogue and unity interspersed with periods Of 
renewed hostility, ecclesias away from the 'epicentre' were attemp­

ting reunion in their own locality. This illustrated the degree to 

which, despite the supremacy of Roberts, Christadelphian thinking 

still refused officially to recognise ultimate leadership as being 

exercised either by the Birmingham ecclesias, the Christadelphian 

magazine or its editor. One such area where reunion was attempted 

was Derby. In 1901, three years after Roberta's death, an attempt 

was made to debate the issues and to effect a reconciliation. Some 

movement was made by each side, but the St. JBJJJ.etl Street (Suffolk 

Street fellowship) ecclesia took the lead in the issuing of written 

documentation to the 'Temperance Hall' ecclesia, then meeting at 

the Atbenaeum. The text of the initial letter was as follows: 

See TC, xxvii (1890), 274, and xxix (1892), 475. 
Temp'erance Hall and Suffolk Street. 
Ecclesial Fellowship and the Inspiration of the Scriptures, pub­
lished by the Birmingham Suffolk Street Ecclesia, p.7i. 
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' MAY, 1901. 
DEAR BROTHER OR SISTER, 

Greeting in the name of our dear Lord. 

We wish to inform you that a sincere and loving 
effort will be put forth on SUNDAY, JUNE 16th, 1901, 
in ST. JAMES' BALL, ST. JAMES' STREET, DERBY, to help 
forward the work of healing up the breach in the 
House of God, which was made upwards of fifteen years 
ago on the question of 11 Inspiration11 • 

We most earnestly invite you to come, whatever may 
be your position as regards 11 fellowship 11 ; also that 

·you will kindly ask all with whom you come in contact 
to do the same, and thus support this Scriptural effort 
towards being reconciled in the work of the TRUTH. This 
is a duty from which the faithful in Christ Jesus will 
not shrink. 

To facilitate this good work it bas been arranged 
that the following proposition be discussed between 
two bretbren:-

"'l'hat the division of the Household of Faith on 
the Inspiration Questi.on is unjustifiable." 

Bro. R.R. JARDINE will affirm. 
Bro. W.H. BOFMEYER will deny. 

The discussion will take place in the afternoon 
and evening of the above mentioned date, commencing at 
2 and 6 o'clock respectively. 

Jou will do a good work in the Lord's service by 
helping forward this, and all efforts towards "re­
union 11 in The Faith as proclaimed by Jesus and the 
Apostles. 

We remain, 

Yours sincerely in Christ Jesus, 

W.B. HOFMEYER.
1 R.H. JARDINE. I 

The Athenaeum meeting's letter of reply simply asked the St. 

James' Street meeting to accept the pro-Roberts text of a resolu­

tion accepted by themselves in 1886. This stated:-

, 1. 11We hereby affirm our unabated confidence in the 
Divine Authorship and consequent infallibility of the 
Bible, and in the reliability (subject to errors of 
translation) of the copies in our possession - a re­
cognition of which bas hitherto been implied in our 
basis of fellowsbip. 11 

1. Source: Derby (Bass St.) .ecclesia's archival records. 
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2. 11We reject the doctrine which attributes to some 
parts of the Bible a fallible authorship 1 and we 
deem it our duty io decline the fellowship of those 
who believe it. 111 

The subsequent correspondence illustrated that this genuine 

and apparently sincere attempt by both sides to come together was 

frustrated by the desire of the St. James' Street ecclesia not to 

adopt any form of words devised by man to define Biblical inspira­

tion, but to rely upon the Scriptures themselves (lest they should 

fall into some unforeseen error arising as a by-product of humaD 

reasoning) and the desire of the Athenaeum ecclesia not to fall into 

the error of creating the appearance of an agreement based upon a 

Scriptural text's definition of inspiration, whilst actually dis­

agreeing on the precise interpretation of that text.2 

As the standard around which non-Christadelphian Christadelph­

ians rallied, the Fraternal Visitor and the Suffolk Street fellow­

ship attracted ill-assorted comrades-in-arms. By about 1898, this 

group included the original assortment3 (less the more extreme sup­

porters of the Ashcroft line who had followed him into the 'Wilder­

ness~ 4 ; the Advocate fellowship, led from the U.S.A. by T. Williams; 

and, because some Suffolk Street ecclesias were prepared to tolerate 

what, by Christadelpbian standards were wide latitudes of diseent,5 

a whole range of unorthodox viewpoints. These unorthodox views in­

cluded, for example, differences on who was to be 'responsible' to 

the Judgement Seat after Resurrection; on what, if anything, was to 

1. Source: Derby (Bass St.) ecclesia's archival.records. 
2. There is little doubt that the St. Jam.es' Street ecclesia's re­

solution was more in the spirit of John Thomas. For Thomas's 
views on the advisability of written creeds, see ch. IV above, 
p. 147. 

3. Referred to on pp. 212-8 above. 
4. Despite reconciling himself to Suffolk Street in the manner de­

scribed above (p.218 ), Ashcroft soon afterwards fraternised with 
Congregationalists at Seaforth, near Ormskirk, and received 100 
guineas from them before leaving for the U.S.A. See W. Butter­
field, History of the Truth in the Latter Days, p. 50. 

5. As well as coming to differ from the Central fellowship on the 
doctrine of fellowship itself, Suffolk Street also disagreed on 
the nature, scope and methods of ecclesial discipline - especi­
ally on whether arranging brethren could discuss a brother in bis. 
absence, as in 1885, or whether be was entitled to be heard per­
sonally - and the issue of ecclesial autonomy. The Central Fellow­
ship always remained in line with the 1885 Roberts standpoint and 
looked to Birmingham for a lead. Suffolk Street· hotly contended 
that the ecclesia was the only Biblical unit and that hierarchies 
were anathema. 
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1 be included in the category of pardonable doctrinal weaknesses, 

and even, on a smaller scale, the nature of man and of salvation. 2 

'.!.'he eventual healing of the breach was as strange as the 

failures to heal which had preceded it. John Carter, editor of~ 

Christadelphian (1937-62), was known to oppose reunion between the 

Temperance Hall and Suffolk Street fellowships. In a very short 

space of time, however, in the 1950s, be inexplicably changed his. 

view. This volte-face was so sudden and so drastic that not only 

was a further splinter group - the 'Old Paths' fellowship - gen­

erated, but many Cbristadelphians who remained within the Central 

fellowship found it difficult to understand, or even forgive, 

Carter. Some went so far as to cancel subscriptions to The Christ­

adelphian in protest. 

The consequences of this controversy did no good to the 

Cbristadelpbian movement - distaste was expressed openly for any 

form of learning; 3 many of those with intellectual status were 

squeezed out of the Temperance Ball fellowship, like Turner, or 

out of the movement altogether, like J.W. Thirtle;4 any form of 

1. 

4. 

See, for example, Tom Turner, cited in W. Butterfield, ru 
History of the Truth in the Latter Days, p. 42-43. 
See Butterfield, op. cit., PP• 52-53. 
For example, Zechariah Drake wrote to TC, :xxii (1885), 76-7: 
'As to the question of 11Inspirat:i.on11 , I am with you, and am 
sure that in taking a stand on "Christ I s estimate of the Old 
Testament 11

, you are on the 11ROCK 11 that all the D.D.s cannot 
overturn ••• the 11M.A.a 11 , 11D.D.s 11

1 step in as Christ and Paul 
walk out, and a distrust and uncertainty take the place of that 
wise and just reverence for the Scriptures that bas hitherto 
reigned among us. 1 

Thirtle, much of whose early life was spent as a journalist and 
editor in Staffordshire, when he was a Christadelphian, later 
became part of an evangelical no-man's land between Cbristadel­
pbians, Haptists and evangelical Anglicans, became editor or The 
Christian in 1920 and obtained doctorates in both literature -­
and divinity. For details of Thirtle's earlier career as a Cbrist­
adelpbian, see ch. III above, pp. 117,127,133. The exact date 
at which Thirtle left the Christadelphian movement is not clear 
from the records. He may well have been part of the massive ex­
odus in 1885-6 after the Inspirat:i.on controversy. It is certain-
ly the case that be took over editorship of The Truth from Ash­
croft, Roberta's arch-opponent, in Sept. 1885, that he had cast 
doubts upon the linguistic skills of John Thomas, and that his 
books were unfavourably reviewed by A.T. Jannaway. Despite Jann­
away 1 s dismissal of Bullinger•s The Companion Bible (prefaced 
by Thirtle in March 1910) as 'an attractive but dangerous work', 
many or Thirtle's books, especially The Titles of the Psalms, 
were read avidly by Christadelphians. Thirtle died in 1934. 
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academic treatment of Biblical topics was anathematised from the 

pages of The Cbristadelphian for many ;rears; 1 and, in Tom Turner's 

view, it altered the whole basis of the faith, twisting it away 

from that of Dr. Thomas: 2 

'W'e may not say so much about 11originals" as 
our Temperance Hall brethren. Obviously if there 
are copies there must have been originals. Presum­
ably they.would partake of the character of the Holy 
Spirit under whose direction they were produced. But 
these originals never all existed at one time in one 
place. If they were put into my bands I could not 
read them. Hence the opponents of the Bible regard 
us as trying to hide behind a fence if we make 
claims for the originals which we cannot clearly de­
monstrate. My training in scientific investigation 
has led me to adopt another course. I do not claim 
the inspiration of the Bible to prove its truth. I 
prove its truth and then claim its inspiration.•! 

This distaste for learning in the Central fellowship did not 

flag in succeeding years - if anything it accelerated. One corres­

pondent wrote to The Christadelpbian, 'I shall read with consider­

ably less interest the next announcement of 11Another "'Revd. 11111 obey .. 

ing the truth.' Roberts supported this conclusion.4 Bracketed with 

this was another letter deprecating 'learning of the nature r.Ash• 

croft] advocates' and extolling the virtues of •unlearned fisher• 

men'. 'The adherents of the truth'~ this writer went on, 'are suf• 

ficiently educated to understand God's laws. To advocate learning 

of the kind suggested would lead to striving about words to no 

profit. I think this affair will stem the tide of mere head know­

ledge which lately set in. 15 A strong feeling, amongst certain 

Christadelphians, regarded all formal education beyond the legal 

minimum as tending in a potentially dangerous direction. This view 

1, 

2, 

3, 

4. 
5, 

The formation of The Testimony magazine in 1931 was to fulfil 
the objective of. providing rational treatment of academic 
issues in their relation to Christadelpbian principles. 
That is to say, given an open Bible and freedom of speech, the 
Bible could be proved true, ratii'er°tban claimed to be true a 
priori. See p. 204 above for a discussion of how Cbristadel°phia 
was unsettled on this principle by the events of 1885. 
From Divisions .. their Cause and Cure by Tom Turner, (Birming-­
bam 1929), p. 15. 
See B.B. Wilson, Ph.D. thesis, P• 956. 
!£, xxi (1884), 562. 
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persisted well into the twentieth century. 

A further result of the 1885 division was the search it pro­

voked, amongst Central fellowship members, for causes of schism 

other than personality differences between Roberts and Ashcroft. 

It was argued that many converts to Christadelphianism lacked an 

adequate understanding. This had led to schism. It was the result 
. 1 

of the inadequacies of 'examining brethren•. 

In conclusion, the schism of 1885 can be seen to have been 

the result of a long- and a short-term weakness. In the long term, 

Christadelphians had made no political provision of any kind for 

regulating their internal affairs. Consequently, when important 

differences arose they were bound to have an explosive effect upon 

the structure of Christadelpbia, since no method of containing them 

bad been devised. Questions of fundamental importance in dealing 

with contentious matters - who in the ec~lesial unit was to re­

solve disputes? who was to resolve inter-ecclesial disputes? what 

was the role of The Christadelphian in such scenarios? what was the 

importance of its editor relative tO brethren holding offices with­

in ecclesias?2 what were the limits of tolerance on doctrinal and 

moral issues? - bad never been considered, and agreed upon, uni­

versally.3 In the short term, Roberta's twenty years as editor and 

.1. See TC, :xxvi (1889), 444. 
2. J.J.7iadley put this question forcefully to the brethren in his 

letter of 28 May, 1885 (cited in How it Happened, ed. J.W. Lea, 
p. 27): 'Whence does bro[therJ Roberts derive authority to 
make his theory of inspiration the only one which brethren 
shall be permitted to bold'on peril of being denied the privi­
lege of fellowship •.. inasmuch as an exact theory of inspira­
tion, and precise information as to how far the holy spirit in 
giving divine instruction interfered with the ordinary mental­
ity of God's messengers has not been vouchsafed, it is simply 
papal arrogance on the part of any man, howe?er estimable, to 
endeavour to bind the Ecclesia to the acceptance of his dicta 
on these matters.• 

3. It was not, of course, 'political' issues only which the 1885 
division raised. As Bryan Wilson has stated, 'Ro~erts saw the 
attack on the Bible as the undermining of the whole Christadel­
phian position - where would they be if they could not with 
certainty declare what they quoted to be the inspired word of 
God? 1 - Ph.D thesis, p. 959• 
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his 1etar role' in confronting Hine, Stern and Bradlaugh had given 

him great prominence. The undoubted mistake in allowing the rapid 

rise or Ashcroft and Chamberlin had created friction at the top of 

a hierarchy that was already 

were undefined. The 
unstable because its behaviour­

precedent of 18?3, where ecclesias patterns 

bad felt uncomfortable, but had let Roberta's summary treatment of 

Edward Turney pass unchallenged, was the only precedent available. 

In that sense, Roberts could hardly have been blamed for thinking 

the policy would work satisfactorily a second time. It is clear 

that the non-'political' nature of the Christadelpbian constitution 

pre-1885 allowed the development of a power-vacuum, which was 

filled by 'personality cults' among leading brethren. As Bryan 

Wilson remarked: 'The frequency with which the principal proponent 

of a heresy could draw all or almost all of bis own assembly with 

him ••• indicates the charismatic element at work. 11 In addition, 

Roberts had ta.ken on Ashcroft at The Christadelphian office, against 

the advice of many brethren, on his personal guarantee of Ash­

croft's behaviour. This factor ensured a personalised aspect to the 

scbi.em. 

In sum, when one considers the "'fireworks' sparked off by the 

friction of 1885, the raging fires which developed from them and 

the length of time - 72 years - required for the furore thus en­

gendered to die down, it is not surprising that more has been 

written about this single topic than any other in the history of 

the Christadelphian movement. Beside the accounts written by those 

who were actual participants in the events, 2 a number of subsequent 

authOre have added their contributions to the general mtl&e.3 fhe 

1. B.R. Wilson, :Ph.D. thesis, P• 963. 
2. For example, Ashcroft, Bishop, Chamberlin, Hadley, Roberts and 

Turner. 
3. For example, G.M. Lees, 'The Pioneers', The Mutual Magazine, 

xvi (1939); J. Owler, 'Controversies and Divisions', The Mutual 
Magazine, xvi (1939); W.J. White, 'The Past 100 Years',~ 
Dawn Ma5azine, This last series of articles was published as a 
booklet in May 1948, at Peckham, London, having been serialised 
in The Dawn magazine between April 1947 (vol. viii) and March 
1949 (vol. ix). 
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long period which the Christadelpbians gave tbecselves to con­

sider the matter did not 1 however, signify that the process in­

volved careful mental digestion of the issues and logically-

wrought deductions, leading to unanimity. Rather, Carter's sudden 

conversion to union between Suffolk Street and Temperance Hall was 

dissatisfying to the movement, not only because it generated yet 

another s-plinter group (the Old Paths) 
1

, but also because it blur­

red the issues over into a working compromise rather than effecting 

neat spiritual surgery to excise what Roberts had certainly con­

sidered a cancerous growth. 

The questions to which a nu~ber of ~Titers - both actual 

ticipants and subsequent authors2 - have addressed themselves 
par­

are 
two-fold. First, was Robert Ashcroft correct in theology in.his 

contentions concerning the Inspiration of the Bible? Second, were 

Robert Roberta's methods of dealing with the theological and pas­

toral implications of Ashcroft•s views spiritually sound? These 

major problems were connected with a number of lesser polemics: was 

Ashcroft reflecting the Biblical Criticism which he had only recent­

ly forsaken? was he given responsibility within the brotherhood too 

early? bad it gone to his head? was Robert Roberts jealous of Ash­

croft's oratorical prowess? could brethren be fellowshipped3 who, 

themselves, were known to have fellowshipped those in error on the 

Inspiration issue? 

For the reasons outlined above, 1885 has assumed, within 

Christadelpbian historiography, more significance than any other 

single year in the century and a half since the movement's incep­

tion. 

1. This, in turn, sub-split, giving off 'The Wayfarers' sect. 
2. These included w.v. Butterfield, J.W. Lea, S.P. Clementson and 

A.S. Thompson, in addition to the individuals mentioned in 
footnotes 2 and 3, p. 226 above. 

3. See Glossary. 
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CHAPTER VI 

SCHISMS WITHIN THE CHRISTADELP!!IAN MOVEMENT 1 1847-1885 

(a) INTRODUCTION 

In this chapter, the theological nature of a number of 

heterodoxies within Christadelphianism is considered, along with 

the history of the development of each one, and with some comment 

about the interreaction between orthodox Christadelphianism and 

these sub-sects. 1 One paradox is immediately striking - namely. the 

numbers seceding from Christadelphian orthodoxy in most of these 

cases were small, yet the amount of disturbance caused by their 

departure from the fold in all cases was substantial. A complex 

series of reasons contributes to the expl~ation of this dichotomy: 

a group having just cleansed itself from what it believed the cor­

ruption of established religion would clearly be dismayed at being 

sullied by doctrinal corruption itself; a sect registering a high 

degree of success, relative to its size, in its preaching efforts, 

would view with automatic scepticism news of reverses and would 

minimise to known defectors its reporting of such news; realisa­

tion of the importance of the role of The Christadelphian in 

nationwide communication would cause an editor to wish to prune 

news to a minimum, rather than to seek to advertise the problems. 2 

All this might help to explain a minimising of the statistics, 

without recourse to an explanation which involved the editor of 

1. Detailed references about the manner of the dealing by Christ­
adelphians with several of these groups already exist in ch. 
III and V above in particular. 

2. A classic example of ·Roberta's censorship of news for this 
reason is mentioned on p. 259 below. 
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The Christadelpbian in sharp-practice. A tradition of free, open 

discussion; a zeal sufficient to brave the taking on of all-comers 

such as leading atheists or prominent members of the established· 

church; and a deep-seated desire to expunge any spot of worldli­

ness would help to account for the publicity that even a tiny 

group would generate within Christadelphia. 

(b) BAFTISED BELIEVERS, OR DOWIEITES (1848-1895) 

In 1864, the Christadelphians in Britain comprised a small 

but homogeneous unit. By 1885, seven schisms had taken place -

six brought about by named factions, known and recognised at the 
1 

time - and one brought about by a group not organised initially 

as a self-aware fifth column, but recognisable by historians today 

as holding a distinctive viewpoint, and which could be described 
2 as the 'Democratic Polity' group. Two other groups - the 'Reaur-

rectional Responsibility• and Advocate groups - manifested them­

selves shortly after 1885 and displayed theological traits which 

had repercussions on the religious alignment of the seven sub­

sects already extant. 

George Dowie (1824-95) was a Scot. He had become persuaded 

of John Thomas'• views by March 1853. From that date, he and 

twenty-three other believers began to meet at his house at 12 

Heaumont Place, Edinburgh, for their 'Breaking of Bread' meetings. 

Dowie's group was loath to adopt any distinguishing name, as were 

most early .. Christadelphians, but eventually agreed to call them­

selves 'Bal)tised Believers in the G,ospel of the Kingdom of God. 13 

1. These were the Dowieites, the Dealtryites, Proto-No-Willists, 
Renunciationists, No-Willists and Asbcroftites. 

2. The line taken by Roberts, after his assumption of the editor­
ship, on ecclesial polity had a distinctly hierarchical fla­
vour to it. The •Democratic Polity' group aligned themselves 
along the older pro-Thomas axis. 

3. w.v. Butterfield and Robert Roberts referred to them in this 
way. Norrie, in bis Early History, i, 9-10, referred to al­
ternative early titles for believers in Scotland, such as 'The 
Royal Association of Believers', and, in vo1. iii, 279-80, as 
'Antipas'. Usually Norrie referred to them simply as 'the 
Church'. No separatism within the brotherhood was intended by 
the adoption Or these titles - the term 'Christadelphian' was 
not coined until 1864. 
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A major distinction between the views of Dowie, and those who 

thought like him, and the views of Roberts, and what came to be 

Christadelphian mainstream thinking, was that Dowie wished to 

preserve the exciting, experimental debatability of issues which 

had existed for his peers and himself in the period 1848-64, 

whilst Roberts wished to clear up the disorganisation which pro­

longed debates on every imaginable subject bad left and, ,ventually, 

to clamp down on debate itself, rooting out any remaining opposi­

tion. 
1 

Roberts, Butterfield and other writers presented a picture of 

tiny minorities in Scotland being led by Dewie into holding doct­

rines different from accepted Christadelphian tenets. 2 However, 

Norrie presented a picture of Scots ecclesias being populated by 

a large number of dour, independent-minded individuals such as 

James Lawrie who, on one occasion, referred to an old High Street 

brother called W.K. Bose who lived in days when brethren 'stood up 

for the 11open communion" principle from which we had now with­

drawn. 13 Other such individuals nominated by Norrie included 

Grierson G. V.i.tchell, John Forman, James Cameron, James Bannerman, 

Susan Mark 1 William Laing, William Dickson, John Duncan, Jamee 

Steele, John Menzies, David Lawson, Allan· }'ordyce, Francis Ren­

wick, Agnes Norrie, Margaret Swanson, John Norrie, James Dowie 

and William Norrie himself. Perhaps both these views contained 
4 truth, in that Dowie was primus inter pares. However, the later 

186os formed a period, coming after a decade and a half of debate, 

when it was resolved, only slowly, what accepted Christadelphian 

tenets were to be. It would be wrong, therefore, to view Dowie 

as a heretic. It would be nearer the truth to view him as an 

1. For a list of the issues Dowie felt useful to discuss, see 
Appendix O. 

2. For example, a member of the Edinburgh ecclesia pleaded to be 
allowed to continue to believe in the 'doctrine of eternal 
torments' - w.v. Butterfield, History of the Truth in the 
Latter Days, pp. 11-12. 

3 W. Norrie, Early History, i. 31?-8. 
4. George Dowie, for example, produced'Edinburgh's first attempt 

at a pamphlet, The Bible,· in 1855, and, in 1861, he wrote 
Reasons for Reimmersion, which the Roberta's had submitted to 
- see Norrie, Early History9 iii. 304, 307, and i. 234-239. 
Dewie's hymn book, The Disciples 1 Choral Services of Bible 
Themes: a Selection of Short Anthems and Motetts 1 in the Words 
of Holy Scripture, produced in 1864 1 antedated by five years 
that of Roberts - See Norrie, op. cit., iii. 296; and !£, vi 
(1869), 147.9. 
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independent-minded individual unwilling to move in the same dir­

ection as Roberts over the clarification of doctrine. 

The view, presented bluntly by Butterfield, and to some ex-

tent by Roberts, of Dowie,in 

gradually being cornered and 

a minority of one in the ecclesia, 

ousted, was not one which squared 

with the position as illustrated in Norrie, who, in volume iii of 

his Early History, presented the ipsissima verba of many inter­

ecclesial debates on controversial topics in the period 1854-65. 1 

These detailed extracts indicated a lively debate with two or more 

viewpoints being supported by articulate proponents. 

The story of the coming to a head of the dispute between 

Dewie and Roberts was complex and unhappy, and involved the status 

of Dr. Thomas, too. Thomas's relations with Roberts bad been 

'frosty' for some period.2 One of the reasons for this was 

Roberta's failure to deal adequately with Dowie, who had developed· 

a different view of the book of Revelation from that of Thomas as 

currently being published in~• Of this clash of interpreta­

tions, Norrie wrote: 'To an ardent disciple of Dr. Thomas's, fresh 

from the perusal of Eureka, the whole of George Dewie's article 

must have been as ga~ wormwood ••• ,3 In March 1864, Roberts 

wrote to Dewie attempting to produce a formulation of doctrine 

which would bridge the gulf between Dewie and Thomas.4 Dewie ac­

quiesced in this test and replied to Roberts to that effect. 5 

Roberts was delighted. However, in the April 1864 edition of 

Dewie's Messenger magazine, 6 an interpretation of part of the 

book of Revelation was produced in which Dowie alluded to belief 

1. w. Norrie, Early History, iii. 1-1790 
2. W. Norrie, Early History, ii. 97. This period followed the 

visit of 1862-3 to Britain of Thomas and was referred to in 
Roberts MDAMW under ch. XXIs rubric 'Strained Relations with 
Dr. Thomas'i'":-

3. W. Norrie, Early History, ii. 94. 
4. W. Norrie, Early History, ii. 91-3. 
5. W. Norrie, Early History, ii. 93. 
6. The role of The Messenger of the Churches, first published in 

1860, north and south of the Scots border, was gradually taken 
over by The Ambassador and The Christadelphian, Dowie'B magazine 
s~rus-gleaTnto the 1870s under new names. For details see the 
Bibliography below. 
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in a personal devil. Norrie wrote: 

'This, it is to be noted, was not a new piece 
of intelligence to Robert Roberts as, during his re­
sidence in Edinburgh, five years previously, be was 
well aware that some of the brethren believed in a 
personal devil, and he had always combatted the idea, 
although never suggesting that such a belief invali­
dated the faith of the person who held it.' 

However, Roberts wrote at once to Dowie 'cancelling the acknow­

ledgement of brotherhood be had sent only a few days previous-

ly ••• 12 A further letter from Roberts was the last which was ever 

exchanged between the two. It was followed shortly after by a 

thaw in the frost between Thomas and Roberts, which had lasted 

approximately nine months. 3 A fellow Scot, James Cameron, was 

later to stigmatise Roberts for making the personal devil a sudden 

and expedient ground for fellowship.4 Norrie, too, although 

Roberts's brother-in-law, criticised him over this issue, especi­

ally since, shortly afterwards, another individual, Maria Henry, 

was not disfellowshipped by Roberts on the identical grounds of 

belief in a personal devil. When Norrie broached the matter with 

Roberts, Roberts replied that: 
111There was a great difference between the two, 

as George Dowie could teach error in the meeting, 
while Maria could not. 11 I said this was making a 
person's capacity to teach the test of fellowship, 
and not his or her individual belief. He would not 
admit th:i.s ••• t 5 

Tbomas's opposition to Dowie was not mollified by the latter's 

ostracism. In December 1864 he wrote: 'Had 1 the authority and 

power, I would very soon suppress, without one warning, much less 
6 three, such twaddling sheets as the Messenger ••• , Roberts, too, 

pursued the antagonism. Norrie wrote that, whilst Robert and Jane 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 

W. Norrie, Early History, ii. 93. 
W. Norrie, Early History, ii. 94. 
W. Norrie, Early History, ii. 97. 
Cameron's article appeared in the October 1874 edition of the 
Christadelphian La.mp, then edited by Edward Turney. It was 
cited by Norrie in Early History. ii. 97-8. 
w. Norrie, Early History, ii. 98-9. 
W. Norrie, Early History, iii. 341. 
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Roberts were reading their Bible Companion readings from Proverbs, 

in April 1864, and whilst they were simultaneously contemplating 

the new magazine which Thomas had suggested they should go to Bir­

mingham to begin, they read: 'A wicked messenger falleth into mis­

chief: but a faithful ambassador is health. 11 Norrie recorded: 

'Both Roberts and Mrs. Roberts laughed heartily when they found 

how exactly this Proverb of Solomon fitted their requirements. 12 

Three months later the first edition of The Ambassador of the 

Coming Age was produced, taking over the role of supplier of 'in­

telligence' of Dewie's Messenger. 

Although Dovie was disfellowshipped, with official opprobrium 

from both Roberts and Thomas attaching to him, the issue was re­

garded as having been resolved unsatisfactorily by some Scots. 

When, in 1867 1 Roberts viGited the Aberdeen ecclesia a confronta­

tion took place in which Roberts refused to break bread with the 

ecclesia because they bad not 'endorse[d] his judgment• in the 

They said they could not do this without case 

full 

of George Dewie. 

investigation of the tacts. Roberts equivocated. 'After much 

Bro[ther] Gill for an answer ••• 

private judgement.,} Eventually 

evasion and repeated pressure by 

[Roberts stated that] it was bis 

Roberts became involved in •much disputing concerning the position 

of the brethren in Union Hall, during which be asserted many 

things concerning them which by the evidence in our position4 

they did not hold ••. 15 The ecclesia eventually 'deemed it the 

safest course to pass no judgement on the matter. 16 

Roberts had been accepted as a leading light in Birmingham, 

soon after his arrival there early in 1864, and despite his youth­

fulness.? Supported by Thomas, Roberts's Ambassador flourished; 

opposed by Thomas, Dewie's rival Messenger went into .decl.ine. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

5, 
6. 
7. 

Proverbs xiii. 1?. 
W. Norrie, Early History, 111. 357. 
Aberdeen Ecclesial Minutes, p. 85. 
A MS. error appears to exist here. Perhaps 'possession• was 
meant. 
Aberdeen Ecclesial MinuteS 1 p. 86, 
Aberdeen Ecclesial Minutes, p. 86. 
For the details of this reception in Birmingham, see ch. ~II 
above, p. 8}, 
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Discussions were taking place in Scotland at this time on topics 

objection. These about which no-one had previously raised 

included the immortality of the soul and 

sponsibility of 'the Esquimaux' and 'all 

official 

the resurrectional re­

heathens'.1 The doctri-

nal distinction underlying these divergent views was that of 

fellowship, of which the Dowieites had a much more liberal view 

than that which was developing in England under Roberta's direct­

ion.2 

The weight of received opinion began to tell against George 

Dewie, so that, in May 1866, the majority of Christadelphians 

followed the lead of the Birmingham Ecclesia, and Robert Roberts, 

in disfellowshipping the Scot. The text of the excommunication 

1. w.v. Butterfield, History of the Truth in the Latter Days, p. 12. 
Why the Eskimos should have been selected for special consider­
ation, either by Dowie or Butterfield or both, is difficult to 
establish with certainty. 

2. That the real source of disagreement was other than the im­
mortality of the soul was borne out by the fact that the 
Dowieites eventually became the Conditional Immortality Miss­
ion, a group which existed well into the twentieth century, and 
which, as its name implied, was against the immortality of the 
soul. One Scots Christadelphian corresponding with the author 
commented that he felt Robert Robert~ had been very unfair to 
George Dowie over this issue. }tany brethren baptised in the 
late 1840s and 1850s expressed reservations about the fissi­
parist direction in which Christadelphian credal punctillious­
ness was going. Norrie, in his Early Historyt cited instances 
regarding intercommunion (vol. i. 72, 317-8; vol. ii. 143); 
preaching being regarded as essentially a non-bureaucratic in­
dividual responsibility (vol. i. 190); suspicions against 
written constitutions (vol. i. 245); tremendous variation in 
ecclesial organisation {vol. ii. 179-80); and instanced com­
ments by Thomas, from that period, in support of these atti­
tudes (eee vol. i. 28-9, 71-2; vol. ii. 103-4). Dowie, at an 
Annual Aggregate Meeting held at Edinburgh in 1864, reminisced: 
111We have been accustomed to date the origin of our several 
assemblies to the lectures of Dr, John Thomas, in 1848-50, 
when a large proportion of the earlier brethren had their at­
tention first directed to the Gospel of the Kingdom of God -
preached by our Lord and his apostles as the subject of saving 
faith. The bond of fellowship amongst us, as established at 
the first, was a common faith in ttt the things concerning the 
Kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ"\ and a subsequent 
immersion into the name of the Lord. Along with this uniformity 
of belief and practice, there existed, on the part of many, a. 
difference of opinion on other matters, which, though important 
in themselves, were not reckoned matters of saving faith; and 
the holding or expressing of them was not regarded a.a antagon­
istic to the most cordial fellowSbip in our common faith and 
salvation. Now, however, it is dit'ferento 119 - Norrie, Early 
History, iii. 136. 
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'That the Ecclesia, having heard read to them, and 
having considered the report of a discussion on the 
bearing of the immortality of the soul on the one 
faith, which took place on Sunday, April 8th, Sun­
day, April 15th, and Sunda7, May 6th (1866) among 
those in Edinburgh, styling themsel.ves "Baptised 
believers in the Kingdom of God", and meeting in 
Union Ball, 98 Southbridge, the Ecclesia consider 
it their duty, as witnesses of the truth, to disavow 
with the so-called 11 Baptised believers in the King­
dom of God", and requests the secretary to write to 
George Dewie, the Secretary of the community in 
question, apprising him for the information of him­
self and1the said community of this their solemn de­
cision.' 

Dowi.e, however, was not cowed by this treatment. He himself felt 

that even John Thomas was too authoritarian - certainly as his 

views were presented by Roberts. 2 

The clash between Roberts and Dowie was perhaps unavoidable, 

given some difference over doctrine and a wider difference of 

ecclesiastical polity affecting the issues of both hierarchy and 

fellowship. However, although the term 1Dowieite' did persist, it 

was mentioned in the 1870s only in terms ~f former Dowieites mak­

ing application to rejoin the Central fold. As early as 1869, the 

issues involved in Dowieism bad been ossified, as far as main­

stream Christadelphianism was concerned, to the extent that they 

were relegated to the 'Answers to Correspondents' section of the 

Ambassador. 3 The Messenger maintained a continued existence by 

going through a variety of metamorphoses - a new-series beginning 

in November 1876.4 

1. w.v. Butterfield, History of the Truth in the Latter Days, 
PP• 12-13. 

2. Although Dowie began with a very charitable view of Roberts -
during the early 1860s Dowie included a note of praise in the 
Messenger regarding Roberta's impact on Birmingham, as recorded 
by Norrie, Early History, ii. 65 - Dowie later became critical 
of what he saw as Roberts 1 s authoritarianism. On one occasion, 
Dowie described the situation of the Birmin~bam Ecclesia vis­
~-vis Roberts in this way: 'the [Birmingha.mJ Christadelpbiaiis 
are an inconsiderable faction under the domineering dictation 
of a pride-blown novice.' - the Ambassador, iii (1866), 48. 

3. See the Ambassador, vi (1869), 103.Ji. 
4. For the details of this, see Norrie, Early History, iii. 350-

351. 
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As an issue of live debate within Christadelphianism, Dowie-

ism was important until 1866 or 1867. Although basic differ-

ences made a clash between the Dowieites and the Central fellow­

ship seem likely, one of the sparks which ignited the explosion 

was struck fortuitously. In 1849 1 a rupture in Wesleyan Methodism 

had led William Clement of Mumbles in South Wales to separate him­

self. In abhorrance of the system by which Methodist Chapels be­

came the property of the Methodist Conference, half the congrega­

tion followed in Clement's footsteps when, in 1863 1 he decided to 

become a Christadelpbian. Since the congregation had built the 

chapel themselves, under Clement's direction, it was their own 

property. Many problems bad to be resolved during the next few 

years. Robert Roberts described the situation of flux as follows:-

'For awhile things were in a transition state. 
The old foundations were upheaved 1 but the new ones 
were not yet laid. An ecclesiastical chaos set in. 
No-one knew what was to be believed, or what might 
turn up next. Bro[ther] Clement went on steadily 
preaching the new doctrines eo far as he understood 
them, anf gradually order began to come out of con­
fusion.' 

In the confusion someone in the Mumbles ecclesia felt that 

help should be sought from the Edinburgh.brethren, from whom 

Clement had first learned about Christadelphianism. However, the 

ecclesia communicated with was the Dowieite not the 'Central' one. 

George Dowie responded to this appeal for help, much to the chag­

rin of the Central fellowship. Not only was Dowieism to spread, it 

seemed, but at the expense of this Welsh chapel congregation who 

had only just escaped enslavement to Wesleyan Methodism. Roberts 

subsequently visited Mumbles to help develop a more orthodox 

attitude in the congregation. The outcome, Roberts felt, was 

successful. He later wrote that, in terms of ecclesiastical 

polity, 'The Mumbles ecclesia, perceiving the wisdom of these 

considerations, acted upon them, and have thus protected· them-

1. The Ambassador, iii (1866), p. 24. 
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selves against the perils incident to the former1 arrangement., 2 

In terms of doctrine, too, Roberts felt that Mumbles was moving 

in the right direction: 'The Mumbles ecclesia is progressing to 

this position, and will, doubtless, in due time obtain the vic­

tory. 13 Clement had converted to Christadelphianism in 1863;4 Dewie 

bad fallen out of favour with Roberts and Thomas in 1864;5 as late 

as 1865, Clement was speaking out in appreciation of Dewie. At the 

Annual Aggregate Meeting of the Scots' ecclesias in July 1865, 

Clement, in commenting on his conversion from Methodism, had said: 

'Soon afterwards I saw Brother Dewie ••. I re­
collect putting some very straightforward questions 
to that Edinburgh brother; and what struck me was, 
that he never answered me at all, but quoted from 
the Biblet I thjught Brother Goldie was bad, but he 
was far worse t' 

Whether the Mumbles ecclesia had disowned Dowie by 1866, or whether 

this was wish.:Cul thinking on Roberts's part is difficult to decide·. 

Whichever was the case, the Mumbles ecclesia, from which Professor 

Tom Turner 1 s 7 family came, had come to think so little of Roberta's 

views that they separated themselves from him after 1885. 

Later, in April and May 1866, a three day discussion was ar­

ranged at the Union Hall, South Bridge, Edinburgh, between Dowie 

and the Scots brethren opposed to him.8 Roberts reported the out­

come of this discussion in The Ambassador with some satisfaction.9 

1. This 'former arrangement 1 regarded the over-hasty administ­
ration of adult baptism 1 at a moment 1 s notice, to any person re­
questing such a service', (The Ambassador, iii (1866), 149), and 
discussing the admission of the baptised person to the ecclesia 

2. The Ambassador, iii (1866), 150-151. later. 
3. The Ambassador, iii (1866), 150-151 - the Mumbles ecclesia 

was also in doubt about the existence of a personal devil and 
about the necessity of a literal judgement of the saints, in 
Roberta's opinion. 

4. See pp. 35-36 above. 
5. See PP• 231...233 above. 
6. Norrie, Early History, iii. 168. 
7. One of the leaders of the Suffolk Street fellowship. 
8. The debate was occasioned by a brother David Watson or Dundee 

stating that, at the time of his baptism, he had belieTed that 
all men were 'naturally possessed of immortality•. This led to 
controversy about whether or not Watson should be in fellow­
ship as a Christadelphian. Dewie said this was acceptabl~, but 
the 'Central' brethren disagreed with him. 

9. See The Ambassador, iii (1866), 261-2?4. 
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Dowie, supported by a number of the brethren present, began by 

seeming to get a very positive hold of the debate. As time went 

by, and questions from his opponents became more and more specific 

about whom Dowie would be prepared to fellowship, Dewie became 

vaguer and vaguer. When asked by William ~orrie whether •we should 

receive into OQr fellowship visitors from other meetings who had 

not at the time of their baptism believed that eternal life was 

only to be had through faith in Jesus Christ 1 ,
1 Dewie proposed 

that 'the question should not be taken up.' When pressed on the 

issue three times he said 'Oh! you may give me a twelvemonth [to 

consider the issue], and perhaps another after that.' A few min­

utes later he left the meeting. He was not present at all at the 

final meeting in May 1866, 2 at which a unanimous agreement on the 

issue was arrived at. The text was as follows: 

'A clear understanding of eternal life being had 
only through Christ must precede baptism, in order 
to render it valid, and that all who are admitted 
into our fellowship must have had such an under­
standing previous to their baptism.,! 

However, despite the efforts of Robert Roberts to contain 

Dowieism in Scotland, and despite the diligence of many Scots 

brethren to extirpate it in that country, Dowieism did spread 

south of the border. In January 1867, a discussion was reported 

in The Ambassador entitled 'The Good Fight of Faith', subtitled 

'Letter from Certain in Huddersfield, Holding the Truth Dowie­

istically, and Rejoinder by the Faithful in Halifax.• 4 If the 

criticism of George Dowie's performance at Edinburgh by the Cen­

tral brethren had been his lack of Scriptural precision, they 

could hardly cavil at the Huddersfield Dowieite brethren from this 

angle, since their short letter contained over a hundred Scriptural 

1. The Ambassador, iii (1866), 272. 
2. Roberts omitted to record the existence of twelve years of 

discussion between George Dewie and those who opposed him, in 
which Dewie believed be had won the arguments, but lost out to 
big guns firing from south of the English border. These dis­
cussions in Scotland (mainly Edinburgh) during the period 
1854-66 were recorded in detail by Norrie in his Early History, 
volume iii, having been taken down in shorthand initially. 

3. The Ambassador, iii (1866), 274. 
4. The Ambassador, iv t1867), 11-15. 
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citations. 1 In fact, the reply from Halifax did not refer directly 

even to one of these references, but called upon Huddersfield 

to make unconditional surrender. It ended: 

•N.B. Any future relationship between us must be 
based upon your expressed and avowed renunciation of 
the foolishness by which you are now adulterating, 
and otherwise making void the word of God. We §ball 
be ever happy to hear of such a renunciation.•~ 

By the time the May 1867 edition of The Ambassador was ready for 

printing, the Huddersfield Dowieites sent in the following for­
lorn intelligence to Robert6: 

'James Mitchell, Mrs. Mitchell, and Thomas 
Fisher, lately meeting with the Dowieite church 
here, have withdrawn, and united themselves ~ith 
Brother Rhodes and those who meet with him.'~ 

That was the end o! Dowieism as a virulent opposition group 

to Roberta's dominance within Christadelphia. Some of their an­

xieties cropped up again, in 1873 and 1885, especially as far as 

ecclesiastical polity was concerned. Dowie himself merged, by the 

1870s, with Protestant mainstream tradition. He became part of the 

theological 'ginger group' which produced The Rainbow monthly maga­

zine.4 The significance of the journal's title was in reference to 

Genesis ix, rather than to any ecumenical spirit. Its objects were: 

'The restoration of Biblical doctrine respect­
ing the nature of Man and the promised Kingdom of 
God. lt exposes the Dogmatic Errors which theology 
bas retained since the Dark Ages; it proves that man 
is not immortal by nature, but that immortality is 
exclusively the gift of God in Christ; that the dogma 
of everlasting misery is no part of Revelation; and 
that the glorious work of the Redeemer will issue in 
a holy and happy universe; with kindred topics of 
profound and universal interest. 1 5" 

1. The Huddersfield argument was by far the most closely-reasoned 
of the various extant Dowieite postulations. Their case - that 
'subjects, more or less abstruse, such as the personality or 
non-personality of the devil, the mortal or immortal resur­
rection of the saints, etc., we cannot exalt into portions of 
the glad tidings... but are "questions which do gender 
strife 111 (The Ambassador, iv (1867) 1 13) - had at least !. 
priori validity, and merited a fuller discussion. 

2. The Ambassador, iv {1867), 15. 
3. The Ambassador, iv (1867), 130. 
4. Although relations between Christadelphians and The Rainbow had 

never been fraternal, they had been less than frosty on occas­
ion - see ch. Ill above pp. 90, 103 and 108. 

5. Cover of the Sept. 1875 issue of The Rainbow (vol. ii, no. 21). 
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Contributors to the periodical included such notables as Professor 

Shearer, Professor Birks 1
1 Dr. F.D. Huntington, Dr. Robert Young2 

and Dr. Seiss.3It was edited by Revd. Dr. W. Leask, 4 minister of 

1. 

2. 

4. 

Thomas Rawson Birks (1810-1883) was famous as a theologian and 
controversialist. He came from a non-conformist family. After 
graduating at Cambridge, he became a fellow of Trinity College, 
and professor of moral philosophy from 1872. Birks joined the 
Church of England after completing his studies, and became 
curate to the Bevd. E. Bickerstetb. From the 1850s, Birks be­
came especially interested in Bible prophecy. His works in­
cluded Horae Paulinae {1850), Modern Rationalism (1853), The 
Inspiration of the Scriptures (1853), and, at the requestof 
the Religious Tract Society, The Bible and Modern Thought 
(1861). Birks later enlarged this work with a ser!es of notes 
on the evidential school of theology, the limits of religious 
thought, the Bible and ancient Egypt, the human element in 
Scripture, and Genesis and geology. In the same year as his 
appointment as professor, be published bis Scripture Doctrine 
of Creation and The Philosophy pf Human Responsibility. In 
later years, he delivered the annual address to the Victoria 
Institute on 'The Uncertainties of Modern Physical Science' 
(1876) and published Modern Physical Fatalism and the Doctrine 
of Evolution (1876), Manuscript Evidence in the Text of the New 
Testament (1877), and Supernatural Revelation (1877). For 
twenty-one years, he was the secretary of the Evangelical Al­
liance. Be was also an examiner of theological studies and a 
member of the board of theological studies. 
Robert Young (1822-1888) was a theologian and orientalist. 
After a private education, Young became a printer, studying 
Hebrew, oriental languages in general and religion,in his spare 
time. Be was connected for some time with Dr. Cbalmer's Terri­
torial Church Sabbath School, in the West Port, Edinburgh. He 
spent the period 1856-1861 as a missionary in India, adding 
Gujarati to his linguistic accomplishments, which already in­
cluded Hebrew, Gaelic, Finnish, and the Romance and Teutonic 
languages. He eventually proceeded to the degree of Doctor of 
Laws, but was unsuccessful in standing for the chair in Hebrew 
at St. Andrew's in 1871. He was best known for his Analytical 
Concordance to the Bible (1879), although he also produced a 
literal translation of the Old Testament and a translation of 
Maimonides' 613 precepts. 
Joseph A. Seiss 1 D.D., was pastor of the Church of the Holy 
Communion, Philadelphia, and author of The Apocalypse or the 
Prophecies of the Revelation (London 1882). 
William Leask (1812-1884) was a Congregationalist. He was born 
in England, and converted to Christianity at the age of sixteen. 
He agitated against the established kirk in Scotland, becoming 
a member of the Scottish secessionist movement. For a time he 
edited the Christian Examiner, contributed to the short-lived· 
Universe, edited the Christian Weekly News, until it became 
known as The Christian World. He also edited, for about a year, 
the Christian Times (1864) 1 and, for two years (1864-5), The Rain­
~' which J.M. Rigg described in the Dictionary of National 
Biography as 1a magazine specially devoted to propagating 
millenarianism and the Lockeian heresy of conditional immortal­
ity'. He was an honorary D.D. of an American university. 
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Maberly Chapel, Balls Pond Rd. Although produced in Scotland, it 

had subscribers on the Continent and in the U.S.A. Its theological 

complexion may be gathered from some of the volumes it advertised, 

such as The Alliance of Roman CatholiciBm with Protestantism against 

the Kingdom of God by B. Brittain, and Wesleyan Methodism and it 

'Cutting' the Progressive Christian Church, Atberton1 by John Skel­

ton. Dowie 1s part in The Rainbow was to act as an agent for some 

of its publications - at least one of which he wrote himself. Sig­

nificantly, considering his Christadelphian background, this was 

entitled The Restoration of Israel. 
The Rainbow engaged in controversy with The Cbristadelphian on 

two occasions shortly after Dewie had joined them.2 On. each occa­

sion the issue for debate was the immortality of the soul1 on each 

occasion Christadelphians felt that their views were mis-stated;3 on 

each occasion The Rainbow view was the traditional one of the in­

herency of immortality. This was in opposition to the tenets of the 

group as set out above. One possible deduction from these facts is 

that The Rainbow responded to Dowie's membership of their organi­

sation by moving to a more traditional stance. 

A handful of Scots ecclesias were the only ones who embraced 

Dowieism, but the exact number of i>owieites is unknown.4 

1. This church considered moving wholesale .to Chri.&tadelphianism 
- see TC, xiv (1877), 187-8. 

2. TC, vii(1870), 173-176, and TC, xi (1874), 497-504. 
3. This mis-statenent related toan assessment of Christadelphian 

views as being 'materialist', Unitarian, and even atheistic. 
The first of these disputations occurred whilst Roberts was in 
the middle of looking after Dr. Thomas, who was on ·a visit to 
Britain - see ch. III above, P• 90. The controversy was dis­
cussed in The Rainbow in Nov. 1869, but referred to later in 
TC, vii (1670), 173-176. 

4. The number, as recorded by The Ambassador and 1:2,, during the per­
iod, was 18 1 15 of whom returned to the Central fellowship after 
a period of Dowieite exile. However, variable aC1.ounts of censor­
ship were exercised by Robert Roberts over reports of the acti­
vities of the various sub-sectso The record of the debates at 
Annual Aggregate meetings in Scotland between J.larch 1853 and 
July 1865, as preserved in Norrie's Early History, iii. 1-179, 
indicated a substantial degree of general sympathy for Dowie, 
especially over the issue of the increased importance accorded 
to the tightening of the criteria of creOal acceptability, in 
comparison with the liveliness of the faith - see, for exitmple, 
Norrie, Earlv History, iii. 136, cited p. 234 above. Supporters 
of Georce Dowie preserved an identity independent from Christ­
adelphians until the mid-twentieth century. These Christadelph­
ian fie;ures, therefore, can be recarded us very conservative 
';stimates. 
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(c) DEALTRYISM OR 'JOSEP!!ISM' (1866-1868) 

Although the percentage of Unitarians who became Christadelph­

ians was only a tiny percentage more than one would have expected 

from the size of the Unitarian Community in Britain, 1 the Christ­

adelphian community was not unappealing to Unitarians, neither was 

it immune to appeal from a Unitarian type of standpoint. 

During one of his visits to Britain, Dr. John Thomas himself 

baptised a former member of the Adventists - Charles Dealtry. 

Dealtry busied himself in July 1866 in preaching his new-found 

faith, such that, at Bradford on Avon, large numbers of people at­

tended his lectures - four immersions taking place promptly, with 

other people interested in following suit. This incensed members of 

the local clergy, one of whom interrupted one of Dealtry's lectures. 

Pressure from clerical sources behind the scenes caused the cancel­

lation of the next in the series of lectures - the lessees refusing 

Dealtry leave to use the premises. Dealtry, undeterred, simply 

switched venues to an unoccupied Unitarian chapel and continued bis 

activities. 
The broadmindedness of Unitarians allowed Christadelphians a 

platform even when their chapels were not_untenanted. ~.R. Shuttle­

worth, for example, travelled the twenty miles from Halifax to 

Rawtenstall in Lancashire to speak from a Unitarian pulpit, in the 

same month as Dealtry's lectures in Wiltshire. 

Shuttleworth and Dealtry got together at Whitby the following 

year, when sizeable numbers of people were converted to Christ­

adelphianism. However, the value of Dealtry's assistance was soon 

questioned: 
'Brother Shuttleworth thus reports ••• 11I am happy 

to say that brother Cheetham and I found the friends 
at Whitby, brethren, '°waiting for the kingdom of God 
and looking for the mercy of God unto eternal life. 111 

True, I found them entertaining an error respecting 
the sonahip of the Christ (holding that he was the 
son of Joseph) but being of a teachable disposition, 
it was speedily relinquished for the truth on my 
'"preaching (;hrist that he ie the Son of God 111 

-

Acts 9.20. 1111 

1. Bee ch. VII be1ow, P• 287. 
2. The Ambassador, iv (186?), 286. 
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It was later reported that •a subsequent visit by sister Shuttle­

worth has developed in some a desire for reimmersion. 11 

In January 1868, the following 'Intelligence' was accredited 

to Whitby: 

'WHITBY - Brother and sister Shuttleworth (trans­
ferred from Halifax) have settled here, taking up 
their abode at 8 1 Grey street. Breaking of bread has 
for the meantime been suspended among the friends of 
the truth gathered by the labours of Mr. Dealtry. 
The reason of this is that they have seen the fallacy 
of the belief upon which their immersion was based, 
that Jesus was the son of Joseph; and are progressing 
toward a mature comprehension of the truth in its 
several details. Upon this new foundation they desire 
to place themselves, and will shortly be re-immersed 
and organised as a Christadelphian ecclesia. 1 2 

This is quoted in full because it illustrates the care with which 

the 'heretics' were dealt with - Shuttleworth, a keen, able zealot, 

was dispatched from the numerically strong Halifax ecclesia to keep 

an eye on the situation; breakings of bread were suspended lest 

unfortunate precedents be established regarding fellowship. By the 

following month, the pastoral discussions implicit in the sending 

north of Shuttleworth bore fruit in the reimmersion of four breth­

ren and sisters. However, there was a relative brusqueness implicit 

in the above 'Intelligence' as far as Charles Dealtry was concerned: 

no olive-branch was held out to him; no plaudits for work well done; 

no offer, tactfully put, of setting him on the right theological 

tracks again; and he was entit'led 'Mr.' Dealtry, even though he had 

not been disfellowshipped by any ecclesia and was a keen, if mis­

guided, Christadelphian. Dealtry evidently felt the chill wind of 

editorial disapproval, because, in the truncated version of cor­

respondence between Dealtry and Roberts that the latter allowed to 

be published, Dealtry always referred to Roberts's letters to him 

as 'strictures•. However, despite censure, Dealtry continued to be 

interested in the views of Christadelphians. In March 1868, he said: 

1. The Ambassador, iv (1867), 287. 
2o The Ambassador, v (1868), 24. 
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'I must say that I should be very sorry to see 
the Ambassador given up, through want of means to 
keep it on. You ably conduct it. I much relish the 
articles on 11 the Judgment", by J .J. Andrew. Do me 
the favour of putting me down as an annual subscri­
ber for two guineas. 11 

Implicit in this, perhaps, is the voice of misunderstood brotherli­

ness -.a desire that, for one mote in one eye, a diagnosis of wholly 

insensitive organs throughout the body should not be inferred. 

The 1 Dealtry heresy', or 'Josephism', as it was sometimes 

called, stated that Jesus was the Son of God in a non-biological 

sense: 'The Christ is called the Son of God for two reasons: first, 

because this title is equivalent to that of Messiah ••• second ••• 

because he was the first raised from the dead to an immortal life.' 2 

Dealtry supported his view by citing substantial numbers of Scrip­

tural references. His view can be summarised as follows: 

(i) None of the apostles postulated the doctrine of the virgin 

birth; it had to be deducede If it bad been true, it would have 

been central and, thus, explicit. 

(ii) Isaiah vii was not literally predictive of Christ in every 

respect - for example, he was never called 'lmmanuel 1 .3 

(iii) On some occasions in the New Test~ent, the sonship of 

Jesus from Joseph was mentioned. 

1, 

(iv) Joseph's registry of Jesus directly implied he was Jesus•s 

father. 
(v) 'Born of a woman• was a Hebraism and did not imply a miracul­

ous birth.4 

(vi) Jesus's life as the Son of God was recorded as beginning 

with his baptism - for example, the temptations of Jesus, who 

was 'tempted in all things like ourselves, though without sin', 

took place after the immersion, not the physical birth. 

(vii) The authenticity of the early chapters of Matthew and Luke 

- the only New Testament passages from which the virgin birth 

The Ambassador, v (1868), Bo. 
2. The Ambassador, v (1868), 44. 
3, Matthew i. 23 was an interpolation in Dealtry's view. A Gospel 

written in Hebrew and for the Jews would not need 'to give the 
interpretation' - see The Ambassador, V (1868), 45, 

4. The Ambassador, iv (1867), 306. 



could be established - needed scrutinising. 1 

(viii) Old Testament predictions of the virgin birth were non­

existent. 

Roberts replied to Dealtry's views by occupying over three 

times the amount of space he allowed to his opponent; pro rata, he 

used less scriptural support for his argument. Roberta's lengthy 

answer can be summarised in the following eleven points: 

(i) Jesus was unique amongst Bible prophets and seers; Dealtry's 

view had him as no more unique than many another holy man. 

(ii) When, in the New Testament, Jesus was occasionally referred 

to as the son of Joseph, this was in citation of the historical 

fact that people of his generation believed that that was the 

case, rather than in Biblical corroboration of the fact. 

(iii) Old Testament predictions of the virgin birth were sparse, 

but extant. 

(iv) The vast majority of early manuscripts contained the first 

chapters of Matthew and Luke, and so 'the question to be decided 

is, were the chapters in question fraudulently excluded from the 

few copies, or fraudulently introduced into the many?
12 

Also, 

'••• as against Mr. Dealtry•s hypothesis, we have to place the 

internal evidence of genuineness presented by the chapters in 

question. 13 

tv) 'If Christ was a mere man, how is it that he was sinless? 14 

Though Jesus needed, in part, to be of sinful flesh, 'a mere pro­

duct of Adamic procreation ••• would have been a sinner.• 5 

lvi) Some N~w Testament passages clearly imply that Jesus was the 

Son of God before his baptism - for example, 'THOUGH HE WERE A 

1. Implicit in Dealtry's reasoning was a Biblical~criticism type 
of standpoint, which was foreign to and disliked by Roberts and 
the majority of Christadelphians. Roberts terminated Dealtry's 
defence of his views, after the publication of only three 
letters, in March 1868, and disallowed much being said on this 
topic. However, Dealtry had been allowed to state, in The Am­
bassador iv (186?), 305, that early manuscripts, such as Mar­
cion's in the second century, omitted the first two chapters 
_of Luke, and that the Cambridge manuscript contained the same 
genealogy in Luke as in Matthew - that is, a 1 Josephite 1 one. 

2. The Ambassador, iv (1867), 311. 
3. The Ambassador, iv (186?), 311. 
4. The Ambassador, v (1868), 46. 
5. The Ambassador, v {1868), 48. 
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SON, ,l!l learned he obedience by the things which he &uffered. 11 

Roberts added 'Did be not learn obedience before he was thirty1 12 

(vii) Matthew's Gospel may not have been written in Hebrew; or 

may have been originally in Hebrew and later translated into 

Greek - thereby providing the textus receptus with an authentic 

Hebrew term like 'Immanuel' translated for the reader.3 Similar­

ly, there was no evidence of Jesus's being known as 'Wonderful, 

Counsellor ••• , et cetera, but this did not debar him from ful­

filling lsaiah ix. 
(viii) Joseph's registry of Jesus's birth may have been simply to 

satisfy legal requirements rather than the concomitant of frank­

ness about the child's biological origin.4 

(ix) Dealtry bad asserted that Roberta's views were merely prim.a 

£!.ili allegations rather than proofs. By this yardstick, said 

Roberts, 'Mr. Deal try also •.. alleges •.. he does nothing more. ,.5 
(x) The disciple Philip's statement that '"Jesus of Nazareth" was 

"the eon of Joseph 11 ' could be understood to be a legalistic, 

rather than a biological comment.6 

(xi) If man could be justified 'by doing what God bas commanded 

to be d.one• 7 , and if Christ's merit was as an exemplar, a •mere 

man', then 'Christ's first advent was merely an incident, and 

not a necessity, or a vital means of salvation.•
8 

Other, minor, casuistry was involved in Roberta's answer to 

Dealtry - such as the precise calculation of the chronological 

prophecy of seventy weeks in Daniel ix - but the controversy 

brought from Roberts one important declaration, at least. This was 

the clearest resolution to the paradox - bow could Christ, if the 

Son of God, really suffer temptation and meaningfully invite sons 

of men to follow him, and also, par contre, if less than the Son of 

1. Hebrews v. 8. 
2. The Ambassador, V (1868), 48 
3. The Ambassador, V (1868), 51-2. 
4. The Ambassador, V (1868), 52. 
5. The Ambassador, V (1868), 52. 
6. The Ambassador, V (1868), 81. 
7. As Dealtry had claimed. 
8. The Ambassador, v (1868), 82. 



247 

God, offer a sacrifice ot universal significance. Roberts said: 

'His inception by divine energy gave an affinity 
for divine things which is lacking in us, poor sons 
of earth. To speak phrenologically, the spirit en­
stamped the perfect image of the elohim on the pro­
duct of Mary's womb, and gave to the powers of his 
mind that perfect balance, which sin disturbed in 
the first Adam. Thus there would exist in him that 
soil for the quick germination of.divine ideas, and 
a strong affinity for the divine revelation which 
was impossible in the first Adam, and impossible with 
us; - impossible with Adam, because the weight of 
painful ancestral experience did not exist to incline 
the balance on the right side; and impossible with us 
because we inherit a nature hopelessly out of balance 
••• Thus constituted, he was capable of developing a 
spotless character, and having our condemned nature 
upon him, he could stand in our stead. Be died for us. 
He rose again. He was without sin. Death had no claim 
on him as an individual ••• Having risen, he is immor­
tal ••• It is his exaltation to this position that is 
our salvation. 11 

The exact number of the followers of Charles Dealtry is un­

known - he himself was regarded as a 'Mr•' - that is, not in fellow­

ship as a Christadelphian - without haviDg been technically dis­

fellowshipped by any ecclesia; but the numbers concerned were very 
• 2 

tiny, according to the accounts submitted to Robert Roberts. 

(d) PROTO 'NO-WILLISM' (1866-1876) 

Shortly after Dealtryism had disappeared, an opposite heresy 

- 'Froto-No-Willism' - came to light. The 'No-Will' heresy as such 

did not occur until 1877. However, there were those, from the 

earliest days of The Ambassador, who believed that Jesus Christ 

was a mere emanation of his father and, therefore, had no indepen­

dent will of his own. 

In the U.S.A., in 1866,a number of Christadelphians adopted 

this viewpoint, and had an article written in opposition to their 

views in The Ambassador by Sister Lazius, Dr. Tbomas•s daughter. 

This was entitled 'The Origin and Nature of the Lord Jesus.• 3 

10 The Ambassador, v (1868), 83-84. 
2. The Ambassador and The Christade1phian 1 in the period 1864-18859 

recorded only two individuals as being withdrawn from, or ,as 
resigning to, Dealtryism. These figures are, however, subject 
to the caveat contained in the introduction to this chapter. 

3. The Ambassador, iv (1867), 85-88. 
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A short skirmish on the issue developed ten years later in 

Britain. The origin of this was that one, unnamed, ecclesia had 

developed ideas of this sort. The ecclesia subsequently invited 

Robert Roberts to lecture for them. He wrote, in January 1876, that 

he 'could not feel at liberty to be identified' with their stance 

in public, and asked them to defend themselves scripturally. 

All the correspondence involved was published in the March 

edition of The Christadelphian. 1 On this occasion, Roberts worked 

to try and 'leave the door open for conciliation 12 by suppressing 

the names of the ecclesia and individuals involved. The correspon­

dence in question included the excha.Dge of nine letters, some from 

the original ecclesia concerned and addressed to Roberts, others 

from two sisters involved, one of whom was answered by Roberts in 

detail without the publication of the original text. Finally, in 

June 1876, J.J. Andrew noticed in the Christian Standard} an ac­

count criticising the idea of 1No-Willism' from the viewpoint of 

mainstream Christianity. Extracts from the Standard, along with 

Andrew's observations, were reprinted in The Christadelphian.
4 

The 

particular view postulated in 1876 was not that Jesus Christ had 
1 no will' because he chose to surrender it voluntarily at some 

point in his life; it was not even that he had had no will primo, 

from his birth; it was that Jesus Christ pre-existed as 'Jehovah 

of the old [Testament] ,5 and, ipso facto could have no other will 

than that of God Himself. 

Roberts, in reply, conceded that 'while Jesus of Nazareth was 

the Son of God, and therefore the arm of Jehovah in the execution 

of the work which be was sent to do,' there was also another aSpect 

to the work of Jesus Christ which was completely negated if a 'No 

Will 1 position was adopted. This was that: 

1. 
2, 
3. 

4. 
5, 

as the Son of God, [be] bad a part of that 
work to do, in the rendering of a free and uncon­
strained obedience to the commandments of the Father, 

TC, xiii (1876). 
TC, xiii (1876), 118. 
Insufficient information was provided in TC accurately to ident­
ify this publication from the several sharing that title. 
TC, xiii (1876), 271-2, 
TC, xiii (1876), 118, 



under circumstances that made obedience difficult 
and the rendering of it a victory, which free lov­
ing, willing, intelligent obedience is the ground 
of his exaltation, and the bfsis of his headship 
over all the saints of God.' 

Whilst this Jesus of Roberts may have sounded a very human one, it 

is to be born in mind that nothing is easier when correcting what 

one believea to be misemphases, than to appear to mi.semphasise 

oneself. Pronouncements by Hoberts on other occasions and in other 

circumstances presented a more balanced view, which indicated a 

rather more divine Jesus. 

Because of the suppression of information by Roberts, which was 

designed to allow members to change their minds without losing face, 

little is known of the numerical significance of this Proto-No­

Willist movement. Bowever, the publication of the articles and 

letters seem to have effected the desired result because, for the 

rest of 1876, nothing further was heard of the issue. Nevertheless, 

in February 1877 it became clear that 'No William' had not been 

stamped out, and a further flurry of articles appeared in~ 

Christadelphian. 

(e) THE 'CLEAN-FLESH' THEORY OR 'RENUNCIA'l'IONISM' (1873-1881) 

In 1873, a schism occurred over what came to be known as the 

'Clean Flesh' or 'Renunciationist• view. 2 The two leaders of this 

movement, ae in the case of the Inspiratio·n division in 1885 1 had 

both previously been important individuals in other denominations~ 

Edward Turney amongst the Methodists and David Handley amongst a 

small group of evangelical Christians I not dissimilar .to the Bap.;. 

tists 1 known as the 'Peculiar People 1 •
3 

Turney and Handley's view was that if Jesus Christ was to have 

1. TC, xiii l1876), 121. This comment, as understood in general 
by Christadelphians, would imply a worshipful appreciation by 
Roberts of the sacrifice of Jesus Christ, rather than being a 
tacit analysis of the humanity rather than divinity of Christ. 
Roberta's examination of Christology is outlined in ch. IV 
above, pp. 187-192. See also pp. 249-254 below. 

2. See pp. 92-103 above. 
3. See Appendix P. 
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been a 'ransom for all', that must have implied that his own 

nature was not stained by the effects of the Adamic curse. He 

died not as an exemplar, but as a substitute to satisfy the re­

quirements of a divine equation that necessitated the sacrifice of 

a perfect, untainted 'free life' to balance out the effects of Sin. 

The traditional view of Christadelpbians had been that Christ, 

like a High Priest, under the Law of Moses, sacrificed first for 

himself, then for the People - not that he had committed actual 

sin, but that, being human, he carried potential sin in his nature 

- and that Christ died as an example to his followers both of how 

to follow God's commands, and of what the weaknesses of human 

nature merited, namely annibilation. 1 

This controversy was not 'argued out' into its fine doctrinal 

ramifications, but dealt with by Roberts by the 'Post-card' 

method. 2 The result of this was that, whilst Christadelphians knew 

this was a sensitive issue, and tended to keep clear of it for that 

reason,-no-one had actually won the argument about the nature of 

Christ. Thus, this issue remained beneath the surface as a poten­

tial threat. It reappeared during the 1950s with Ernest Brady -

part of whose platform was that Edward Turney had never actually 

been proved wrong.3 The analogy with the problem of statehood de­

tected by political scientists is difficult to avoid. Bow can a war 

end, without a real victory? There was no real victory on this 

issue within Christadelphia, and the problem dragged on. Brady also 

1. Whilst this is so, Roberts made a very fine line of distinction 
on this point, when contending with Charles Dealtry. Roberts 
maintained that Jesus's mind, and character, were different 
from those of the average man in that 'the spirit enstam.ped the 
perfect image of the elohim on the product of Mary's womb, and 
gave to the powers of his mind that perfect balance which sin 
disturbed in the first Adam. Potential sin, however, appeared 
not to have been erased during Jesus•s conception, for that, 
from a Christadelphian view, would have made the struggle 
against sin by Jesus too easy. See p. 247 above. 

2. For details of the outworkings of this, see ch. III above, p. 
98ff. The issue of matters not being argued out substantively 
by a thorough and exhaustive opening up of all the issues, but 
rather glossed over to prevent friction being generated by dis­
cussion and ieading to fissiparism, is one which has bedevilled. 
Christadelphian history, with a ~umber of controversial and 
troublesome points of view recurring in cycles and being touched 
on rather than extirpated. 

3. Hence the re-issue by Brady of Turney's leaflet The Sacrifice 
ot Christ,~ the 1950s. 
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contended that the argument from Hebrews vii. 27 about the High 

Priest offering first for himself, then for the people, and the 

deduction that therefore Christ's nature was tainted, was invalid 

because, in Hebrews xiii. 11-13, Christ was equated to a sacri­

ficial animal which did not die for its own sins, but for the sins 

of others. 

As in the case of Charles Dealtry, Robert Roberta's treatment 

of the disaffected minority was such as to guarantee a hardening 

of attitudes between the two groups. There cciuld be no doubt that, 

of the two leaders of the Renunciationists, Edward Turney was the 

more strong-minded - two years after Turney's death in 1879 1 David 

Handley recanted and the Renunciationist movement collapsed. Yet, 

two years before Turney's death, the Renunciationists held out 

an olive branch to the Central Christadelphian fellowship. This 

was met with a frosty and negative response from Roberts: 

'If they have changed their minds ••• there is 
no difficulty whatever in the way of the re-union 
they ask for. If they have not c~anged their minds, 
their proposal is inexplicable.• 

There was in this response no joy, no proposal from Roberts of a 

meeting to discuss any outstanding differences so that brotherly 

affection could be restored - me.rely cold indifference and a dis-
-µ: 

tinct •us' and 'them' emphasis.· 

The numbers recorded in the official magazines - The Ambassa­

~ and The Christadelphian - as having been affected by Renuncia­

tionism were much more substantial than those influenced by 

earlier heresies. 2 Apart from the Inspiration controversy, which 

began in 1885, no other schism appears from official figures to 

have influenced the Christadelphian movement so much as the 'Clean 

Flesh' heresy. 

1. TC, xiv (1877), 539° 
2. According to the two magazines, 68 individuals and one large 

family were influenced by Renunciationism in the period. Of 
these, 62 returned to the central fellowship and six remained 
permanently disfellowshipped. The family concerne_d was ment­
ioned specially since it was the family of David Handley. 
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(f) NO WILLISM (1877-1885) 

Following the combatting of Dealtry 1 s Josephism, a heresy 

of the opposite polarity afflicted Christadelphianism.- Roberts 

wearily picked up his pen in January 1877 and wrote: 

'Some time ago, it was a mere-man assault on 
the truth that came under our notice in this form: 
now it is the opposite extreme. We regre·t both ex­
ceedingly - one as much as the other; for both ob­
scure some portion of the truth, and both are 
fraught with mischievous practical consequences. 
When we have the choice, we choose peace, but we 
have no alternative when error advances to the at­
tack .•• •1 

What Roberts was commenti.ng on was a pamphlet written by John 

Heywood of Manchester, and entitled Letters on the Doctrine of 

God-manifestation, and Extracts from the Most Recent and Advanced 

Writings of the Late JOHN THOMAS, M.D. This was, moreover, backed 

by John Birkenhead, one of the early notables of the Cbristadel­

pbian community, baptised in 1868, and younger brother of William 

Birkenhead2 , who had returned from the U~S.A. to found the Sale 

1. !2_, xiv (1877), 9. 
2o 1 The Records of the Christadelphian Eccleaia, Sale' are ver­

bose and almost poetic in their convolution of style. However, 
it would appear from these that William Birkenhead, an ortho­
dox Christian,on leaving for the U.S.A., attacked Christadel­
phianism in America; but eventually, having been convinced 
that Christadelpbianiem was the Truth, he returned· to Britain, 
founding an ecclesia in his home town of Sale. The ecclesia 
originally met in his house, and a number of his relatives -
hie mother; his sister, Mary Birkenhead; and his younger bro­
ther, John Birkellhead - were baptised. Members at Sale con­
tinued to exercise an independent voice in ecclesial affairs 
even during the tensions of 1885. In the aftermath of the 'In­
spiration' controversy, William Carr, originally of Sale, but 
by December 1885 of the Manchester Ecclesia, wrote as secret~ 
ary of his ecclesia to the managing.brethren at Oldham in the 
most trenchant terms. One letter, published in Shuttleworth's 
Bible Lightstand, ii. 397, included the words 'As to who we 
would or would not fellowship, we may just say, that we are 
not indebted to you, except for this, that you have exceeded 
the limit of your privilege in making this enquiry. And we 
would· therefore thank you not to interfere in our affairs, 
where you have no right. We fellowship all those who are 
obedient believers of tbe "Truth as it is in Jesus", which 
11 Truth 11 hath its foundations in the writings of Moses and the 
Prophets ••• If such is your position, you are with USi if not, 
then you are removed from these ancient bulwarks of divine 
truth that shields the believer from the coming storm ••• 1 
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Ecclesia, Cheshire, in about 1868. 1 

John Birkenhead's position was similar to that of the No­

Willists of 1876, but much more verbose and obfuscate. Roberts 

wrote a simple two-point letter querying the logic of Birkenhead's 

view: 
1 1. Bad Christ, the manifestation of God, a will of his own, 

which he voluntarily subjected to the requirements of his Father 

who sent him? 

2. Did Christ undergo probation before exaltation?' 2 

Birkenhead asked for definitions of five of the words and phrases 

in enquiries - 'Christ', 'the manifestation of God', 'will', 'vol­

untary' and 'probation 1 before he would reply. After these had been 

defined, Birkenhead wrote another long and complex rejoinder, from 

which Roberts printed what were described as 'extracts', but which 

amounted to over seven hundred words. The essence of this pro­

lixity, in answer to Roberta's two queries, was, first~ that Jesus 

Christ only had the same freedom of choice as God Himself, that is, 

he could no more choose to do evil than God could, and, second, 

that Jesus was only tempted in his lifetime as 'Christ before he 

clothed himself with our sinful flesh, was tried, tempted and 

proved by the Israelites in the wilderness 40 years. 13 This, then, 

was just as near traditional definitions of the Trinitarian nature 

of God and the pre-existence of Jesus Christ as the Proto-No­

Willism of 18?6 had been. lndee·d, an anonymous letter, supporting 

Roberts, concluded as much': 'We could understand a Trinitarian 

writing such a strain; but how a Christadelphian could do so, is 

utterly incomprehensible.• 4 The possibility of light being shed on 

1. 'The Records of the Christadelphian Ecclesia, Sale' were not 
very e%plicit on the year involved. They mentioned a number 
of baptisms of people not in the Birkenhead family, such as 
Mr. R.O. Mcilwrick, Miss E. Eveso~ and William Carr, after 
'a time' during which William Birkenhead had endured opposi­
tion alone, and a further period of •a time' when W. Birken­
head and a Sister MacDonald 'who bad been in the One Faith 
for some years ••• continued to contend ••• earnestly for the 
faith.' - Sale Records, ppQ 10-11. 

2, TC, xiv (1877), 131. 
3. TC, xiv (1877), 133, 
4. TC, xiv (1877), 136. 
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Bible doctrines about God's nature extra to that available in 

traditional Christadelphian formulations was admitted by Roberts 

in the abstract, but denied in this particular: 

'The doctrine advocated is not an advance in 
knowledget but the reverse. We admit that increased 
acquaintance with the word should produce clearer 
perceptions of its teachings or growth in the truth, 
but this is very different to beginning in "second 
childhood 11 tO discuss what are the first principles 
of the faith into which we have been immersed.,, 

The numbers affected by No-William, according to the official 

record, were very small, only four individuals leaving the central 

Cbristadelphian fellowship in the period 1864-85.2 When and bow 

this heterodoxy terminated is cloked in silence.3 

(g) ECCLESIASTICAL POLITY (1885) 

The greatest controversy within Christadelphianism in the 

period 1864-85, by far, was the Inspiration Division of 1885.4 

The schismatic slivers split from Christadelphianism fell in a 

variety of directions: the main Temperance Ball and Suffolk 

Street fellowships were themselves hybrids produced by the amal­

gamation of a number of strange bedfellows; a number of the more 

able brethren joined evangelical fundamentalist groups, as Dowie 

bad done twenty years earlier; some rejoined traditional main­

stream denominations; and a few may have lost faith altogether. 

From the two large hybridised fellowships, a number of subgroups 

emerged, as time went by, and as attempts were made with hind­

sight to rationalise into eternal verities spiritual stands made 

in the heat of debate in 1885. Thus came into existence a whole 

range of Christadelphian sub-sects. When fully developed, this 

range came to include the Temperance Hall fellowship, the Suffolk 

Street fellowship, the Berean Christadelphians, the Dawn fellow­

ship and the Advocate fellowship. Smaller groups included the 

1. TC, xiv (1877), 133. 
2. Figures cited here are derived from The Ambassador and The 

Christadclphian, i-xxii (July 1864 - December 1885). Hoffler, 
see the reservations about the figures quoted and the signi­
ficance of the heresy on p. 228 above. 

3. Se_e pp. 258-259 below. 
4. For a detailed delineation of this controversy, see ch. V 

above. 
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Elstonite fellowship, Bijou Hall, the Remnant of Christ•s Ecclesia, 

the Old Paths Christadelphians and the Wayfarers. 1 All these groups 

existed in addition to ·a call for individual Christadelphianism 

made from Vancouver by W. Mosley. 2 

This process·or fragmentation was augmented by the develop­

ment, in the period after 1885, of a number of other issues of 

spiritual difficulty not present in the original pre-1885 gamut of 

problems. 

of 1894,3 
These included the Resurrectional Responsibility debate 

and 
led by Thomas 

the emergence of the Advocate 

Williams and A.H. Zilmer. 

fellowship in America, 

Whilst only 46 individuals and one entire ecclesia were re­

corded as having been lost to Ashcroftism in 1885 1
4 a much more 

considerable number was in faot involved by the time the Inspira­

tion oontroversy had worked its way through the Christadelphian 

system.5 Thus, from a small, tightly-knit community in 1864, 

blossomed a potent, rapidly increasing denomination, whose seed­

pods burst after 1885, distributing true progeny, hybrids and 

mutants in profusion over the vineyard. 

Amongst the group of brethren who supported Thomas's view 

1. The Wayfarers were an offshoot from the Old Paths Christadel­
phians. 

2. 'When we are tried we shall be left alone of God' - w. Mosley, 
The Sin of My Soul, p. 266. 

3. This related to the nature of the constitution of individual 
responsibility to Christ's Judgement Seat. The Central fellow­
ship contended that even hearing the Word constituted responsi­
bility to Judgement; J.J. Andrew et alia believed that God 
alone knew who, in addition to baptised believers, was re­
sponsible. See Appendix K, for a specimen of the type of issue 
involved in this debate. A number of the brethren who had 
separated themselves from Roberts and the Central fellowship 
in 1885 had done so because they felt they had detected an in­
temperance and intolerance whioh exceeded by a wide margin a 
simple zeal for doctrinal rectitude. Other brethren, nine 
years later, came to share this view over the way in which the 
Resurrectional Responsibility issue was handled by Roberts. 
Thus, in 1894, a link was forged, on the anvil of distaste for 
dictatorship, between the Suffolk Street brethren and the 
followers of J.J. Andrew, who, in 1885, had appeared to share 
few common bonds. This 'fellowship of adversity' aspect to 
Suffolk Street brethren led to the growth of a view within the 
Central fellowship that Suffolk Street brethren were doctri-
nally lax. • 

4. Figures are derived from The Ambassador and TC (1864-1885). 
5. See ch. V above, pp. 218-227 for a detailed description of this 

situation. 
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that a minimum of organisation was for the best, 1 were w. Birken­

head, W. Clement, W. Carr, W. Norrie, J. Birkenhead, Henry Sulley, 

C.F. Smith and W. Grant~ A desire to continue to adhere to the 

principle of ecclesial autonomy and dispense with hierarchies of 

all kinds also lay behind much of Dewie's disagreement with Robert 

Roberts. The Boberts 1 camp included F.R. Shuttleworth, J. Butler, 

Dr. S.G. Hayes, J.J. Hadley, W. Robert, John Norrie (a relative of 

Roberts) and J.U. Robertson. There were 'defectors' from both 

camps in the period up to 1885 - Henry Sulley became a Roberts 

man arid J.J. Hadley a supporter of Suffolk Street, which tended to 

be more 'democratic' than Temperance Rall. What this illustrated 

was that leading brethren were evenly divided on the issue. Since 

1, For a detailed assessment of Thomas 1s views on this point, see 
ch. IV above, Po 147, It appears to be the case that, during 
the period approximately 1864 to his death in 1871 1 Thomas's 
views on ecclesiastical politics became rather more authori­
tarian than they had previously been. 

2. The Aeon, ed. J.B. Chamberlin, (Glasgow 1884 onwards), supplies 
additional names to this list. Amongst the contributors, sym­
pathetic correspondents and advertisers in The Aeon between 
vol. i, no. 2 (3 October, 1884) and vol. ii, no. 56 (30 Octo­
ber, 1885) were the following prominent brethren: J. Bland, 
W, Cundall, J.J. Hadley, J.J. Bishop (Secretary at Birmingham 
Exchange Ecclesia), R. Ashcroft, J.H. Chamberlin, W.H. Wilson, 
J.W. Lea, J.U. Robertson, D. Handley, W. Grant, J.W. Thirtle, 
T. Nisbet, C. Smith (Edinburgh), G. Dowkes, C. Reid (Wishaw), 
T.J. Thorneloe, T. Turner, E. Caldicott, F. Smith (Secretary 
at Kidderminster), J. Thorneycroft, W. Beddees, F.S. Herne, 
T. Williams (Iowa U.S.A.), C. Dealtry, J.H. Goldie and R. 
Goldie. In addition, there were brethren fro~ Portland, Oregon, 
Rochester (N.Y.), Toronto, Washington, St. Paul (Minnesota) and 
Hamilton (Ontario). In vol. i. (1885), 276, Chamberlin said 
that the following ecclesias would 'remain firm on the old 
basis: Halifax, Leeds, Birkenhead, Liverpool, Peterborough, 
London, Derby, Leicester, Abergavenny, Yarmouth, Xidderminster, 
Cannock, Wolverhampton, Dudley, Gloucester, ~ewkesbury, Barrow, 
Brierley Hill and most of the English ecclesiae.' Ch8lllberlin 
omitted to mention that, in the towns to which he referred, a 
majority, at best, supported his view. His reference to 'most 
of the English ecclesias' was simply an exaggeration. Nonethe­
less, 1885 was a body-blow to the development of the Christ­
adelphians from which they never entirely recovered to recap­
ture their early zest. 
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the merits of ecclesiastical polity were never debated in the 

period 1864-1885, it was left to the influence of the status quo, 

the development of schisms or a brother's own personal study to 

determine the view be adopted. 

A number of brethren who had been clerics outside Christadel­

phia 1 tended to agree with Dr. Thomas2 that the person_al influ­

ence of pastors was prone to be greater than that of the Chief 

Shepherd. Other brethren felt that a congregational system was 

more vulnerable in a crisis, and that some kind of hierarchy 

rendered Christadelphia more defensible, if less democratic. 

Because of the nature of this distinction, it is very diffi­

cult to measure its numerical support amongst Christadelphians. 

However, when one considers that the number of members who 

followed Ashcroft not only out of the central fellowship, but out 

of the Christadelphian movement altogether, was small; that the 

number seceding to the Suffolk Street fellowship was very con­

siderable; and that the Suffolk Street fellowship was of a more 

democratic disposition than the Central; it is clear that a sub­

stantial fraction, certainly one third, and possibly more, of 

~hristadelphians had sympathy with those who dissented from 

~oberts over eccl~siastical polity. 

The schismata of Christadelphianism can be subsumed under 

two headings - those which appeared to affect a very small num­

ber of people {under a hundred in each case)3 in the formation 

·of sub-sects, and those which affected many more. In the first 

category were Dowieism, Dealtryism tor Josephism), Proto-No­

Willism, No-William and 'Ecclesiastical Polity•~ In the latter 

were the Clean Flesh (or Renunciationist) group and the anti-

1. Brethren such as W. Clement, D. Bandley, R. Ashcroft and J. 
Cbamberli.n. 

2. See ch. II above, pp. 70-73, 
3. But see the reservations on this point expressed on p. 228 

above. 
4. Immediately after 1885, differences of view regarding the. 

inspiration of the Bible, ad hominem contentions against 
Roberts and disagreements over ecclesiastical polity were 
fused inextricably. After the division of 1885 1 it would no 
longer be possible to bracket schisms over ecclesiastical 
polity in the category of minor issues. 
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Roberts faction in the.1885 Inspiration or 1Jot and Tittle'1 

controversy. All other religious secessions from Christadelph­

ianism in this period involved individual consciences, rather than 

group action. 

Dowieism caused a number of Christadelphians to reconvert to 

Evangelical Fundamentalism. With the exception of a few Mumbles 

brethren, these were Christadelphians from a small number of 

Scots ecclesias. By 1885, over twenty of these individuals bad 

converted back from Dewie to the Central fellowship. 

Dealtry's heresy of 1867-8 was of little importance, more 

largely because Roberts nipped it in the bud, than because of any 

failing of eloquence on Dealtry's part. Twelve brethren were re­

converted to the Central fellowship from Dealtryism in the period 

1868-78. It is possible that, if Roberts had treated Dealtry•s 

main discovery - that passages proving the virgin birth were limi­

ted to the first two chapters of Matthew and Luke - as an inter­

esting idea needing explanation, more brethren, including Charles 

Dealtry, would have been won over. The exact number of Dealtryites 

remaining outside the mainstream 1 and the future of Dealtry him­

self, were not recorded. 

No-William's brief revolution in 1876 appeared to die still­

born. Again, Roberts moved quickly - but the most likely destina­

tion of any Christadelphians coming to believe in this was main­

stream Christianity2 - so that silence from those exiting, rather 

than continued agitation, was to be expected. This accounted, too, 

for the tiny number of No-Willists (three brethren in all) recon­

verting to the Central Christadelphian fellowship from both the 

1876 and the 1877 schisms.3 

1. The term 'Jot and Tittle' controversy was coined because Cham­
berlin and Ashcroft were perceived by their opponents as as­
serting that only theologically essential parts of the Bible 
needed to be, and were, inspired. A common and opposite view 
to this within Christadelphia was that every Jot and Tittle of 
the Bible was inspired. This picked up the reference to the 
Mosaic law in Matthew v. 18. 

2. No-William's affirmation of the pre-existence of Jesus, and 
its identification of Jesus and Jehovah, belonged more closely 
to the orthodox Trinitarian formulation than to Thomas's God­
manifestation beliefs. 

3.. See P• 259 below for a comment on the small numbers and large 
prob,lems for Christadelphia caused by these heresies. 
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Roberts, well prepared for the 1877 outbreak of No-William, 

simply dropped a cloak of silence over affairs at Sale until they 

should sort matters out in a satisfactory way. After publishing 

•tntelligence' from Sale in The Christadelphian for January 1877, 

stating: 

'We publish the report in the hope that it sig­
nifies a retreat on the part of Sale from the un­
scriptural position Tepresented by the pamphlet re­
viewed ..• we could have no interest in reporting 
operations conducted on a wrong foundation. 11 

Roberts published nothing from that ecclesia for the rest of 1877. 

Indeed, in the period from that report until the division over the 

'Partial Inspiration' controversy starting in midsummer 1885, the 

only report of any kind from Sale was a terse three-and-a-half 

line announcement of the death of Sister M.E. Birkenhead. 2 An 

announcement in May 1885, beaded 1Levenshulme' was signed 'Bro. 

Carr'. Levensbulme, south of Manchester, was about four miles from 

Sale; William Carr had been & member of the Sale ecclesia; there 

had been no prior announcement in The Christadelphian of the forma­

tion of a new ecclesia at Levenshulme - thus its origins are ob­

scure. It is possible, therefore, that pressure brought by 

Roberta's verbal excommunication of Sale had caused the restructur­

ing of the ecclesia, so that the new, small ecclesia at Levenshulme 

was now 'orthodox', whilst the old 'Sale' meeting was shunned. In 

the maelstrom of change after summer 1885, it is impossible now 

to determine what happened to all the former members of the Sale 

ecclesia. Thus, whilst the office of editor of The Christadelphian 

began by being a purely honorary and literary position, and whilst 

it was never required of any editor to defend a more hiera.rchical 

aspect than that tbeologically 1 it was evident that the power of 

complete censorship within such a small inter-dependent comz::iunity 

was enormous. 

Lucid distinctions made between the schismatic groups and 

mainstream Christadelpbia tended to be blurred in practice. This 

lack of clarity was increased after 1885 1 with certain Suffolk 

1. TC, xiv (1877), 46. 
2. TC, xix (1882), 239. 
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Street fellowship ecclesias operating an •open-table' policy, 

such that those with views hybridised between orthodoxy and hetero­

doxy were welcomed. Hybridisation after 1885 took many forms and 

included, for example, the joining of forces between the 'Baptised 

Believers' (Dowieites) with some of the followers of Robert Ash­

croft; both parties could be observed engaging in the activities 

of The Rainbow. 1 Another example was the joining together of some 

of the former Renunciationists with some of the Suffolk Street 

ecclesias.2 

This kaleidoscoping of theological alignments within Christ­

adelphianism has had a plethora of ramifications within the move­

ment in more recent times. 

Overall, fron this welter of information, two points stand 

out clearly. First, in the seventeen years between the for~ation 

of Baptised Believers in 1847 until the adopting of the editor's 

mantle by Robert Roberts in 1864 no divisions occurred within the 

movement. In the only slightly longer period of twenty-one years 

from 1864 until 1885 six major rifts disturbed the theological 

equanimity within Christadelphia, the las~, in 1885, leaving the 

movement bereft of many members and devoid of momentum. There is 

undoubtedly some connection between these two facts: it is not im­

possible that the abrasiveness of Roberta's personality ~ontributed 

to the friction involved, as contecporary writers maintained. 

Second, Roberta's method of dealing with problems - on occasion 

involving the use of political manoeuverings rather than exegesis -

swept problems under the theological carpet and accounted, in part, 

for their recurrence in identical form throughout the history of 

the Christadelphians. 

1. Further details about The Rainbow's status and activities are 
recorded in oh. III above, pp. 90, 103 and 108 1 and in this ch. 
p. 239, 

2. See w.v. Butterfield, History of the Truth in the Latter Days, 
P• 43. 
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CHAPTER VII 

A STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE GROWTH OF CHRISTADELPHIAlUSM, 

1864-1885 

(a) INTRODUCTION 

David Butler and Jennie Freeman have pointed out1 the diffi­

culty of applying numbers to the history of religion. In general, 

this difficulty arises from two sources - the variation in the 

threshold of official recognition of membership from church to 

church, from 1 tbe Roman Catholic Church (which] officially records 

the Roman Catholic population of all ages, regardless of chur.ch at­

tendance ..• [to] Nonconformist churches with adult baptism ••• 

[which) are the most exclusive 1
;
2 secondly~ no census since 1851 

'has included questions on religious affiliation. 13 

In dealing with the purely internal history of the Christadel­

pbians ~ these difficulties arise rarely. Under the editorship 

(1864-98) of Robert Roberts, The Christadelphian insisted4 on clear 

'Intelligence' from the ecclesias; unclear knowledge of ea·ch other's 

membership had led to difficulties in the earlier period (1848-64) 
under Dr. John Thomas5 and was now deploredi in a denomination with 

1. In British Political Facts 1900-1960 (London 1964). The quota­
tions on this page are from chapter XVI on Churches, pp. 200~204. 
Even the baptisms of eminent Christadelphians such as Dr. J.W. 
Thirtle and Professor David Evans were not recorded in the offic­
ial magazine of the movement. It was necessary to look outside the 
movement to find much in the way of detailed bio6raphies of such 
persons. 

2. Butler and Freeman, British Political Facts 1900~1960, p. 200. 
3. Even in 1851, there was no compulsion to answer questions on 

religious affiliation. 
4. See above, ch. I, p. 34. Even slight errors relating to the 

spelling of an individual's surname .or the nature of his pro­
fession were corrected immediately as a matter of course. 

5. See above, ch. I, pp. 26 and 34. 
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such a tiny membership1 each new convert was prized, treasured and 

certainly recorded with loving, meticulous care. 

In three respects, the figures regarding Christadelphian con­

versions do present singular difficulties. First, for a variety of 

reasons, ecclesial secretaries varied considerably in the amount of 

detail they recorded about. each convert. Thus, it is difficult to 

provide total statistical cover for Christadelphian conversions 

either throughout the country, or throughout the period 1864-85 

(whilst it would be possible to furnish full details for a particu­

lar town during the decade and a half tenure of office of a punctil­

ious and unrestricted sec~etary). 2 Second, when attempting to co~­

pare the Christadelphians 1 conversion success, or their social or 

geographical composition, with those of other churches, the keenness 

of one's analytical edge is blunted by the clumsiness of statistical 

non-comparability referred to by Butler and Freeoan. Third, the pe~­

iod 1848-64 was one in which extreme congregationalism was practised 

in Christadelphian ecclesial politics - there was no hierarchy, no 

supremo •.. the de facto theological supremo, John Thomas, saw to 

that. However, this led to problems over comparability of fellow­

ships, procedures, and the like. it was Roberts 1 s ~, from 1864, 

to bring order and system to Thomas's wild, raw, overgrown, if thriv­

ing, spiritual garden. This led to The Christadelphian's record of 

conversions being the 1 True Account' ipsissima verba, and is one rea­

son why local records were not preserved as -carefully as they might 

have been. This, in turn, led to the difficulty of substantiating the 

information furnished by The Christadelphian regarding the personal 

1. An ecclesia of twelve members in 1864 would have been respect­
ably·large. Many brethren by that date still met, as the few 
English 1Baptised Believers' had done in 1848, namely singly, 
well isolated from fraternal support, relying much on written 
contact. 

2. In some areas, where profession and religious affiliation were 
linked, Christadelphians suffered the loss of their position up­
on their conversion - see ch. III, p. 94n, above. In other areas 1 

such as Birmingham, where the Guilds were strong or where there 
was a tradition of tolerance, Christ.adelphians bad an easier lot. 
One reason for the vagueness of secretaries about the profess­
ional ·background of their most recent converts may have been fear 
of reprisal in terms of sackings. Certainly, tolerant Birmingham, 
was usually very full in the de.tails supplied about converts. 
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details of converts. 1 Wherever possible, the record from the offi­

cial Christadelphian magazine has been compared with eeclesial min­

utes and registers obtained at the local level, although this has 

only been achieved for a minority of cases. 2 

What, then, has been attempted in this chapter is a description 

of growth within Christadelphia in the period 1864-85 1 supplemented 

by a breakdown of the figures in terms of the churches of origin, 

the previous professions and the geographical distribution of the 

converts. 

In order to facilitate the usefulness of this work to others, 

I have employed the sort of scheme in use in standard works on re­

lated subjects. Thus, in the section on denominational origin of 

converts to Christadelphianism, a similar layout has been adopted 

to that used by Currie, Gilbert and Horsley in Churches and Church­

goers; in the section covering the analysis of the spread of pro­

fessions of converts to Christadelphianism, similarities to the~­

lish Historical Documents series3 will be noticed; the section anal­

ysing the geographical distribution of converts is intended to 

offer direct comparability with John Gay's The Geography of Religion 

in England. 

(b) A GEOGRAPHICAL ANALYSIS OF CHRISTADELPHIAN ACHIEVEMENTS. AS 

MEASURED BY ADULT IMI'.ERSIONS (1864-1885) 

From Map A on pa&e 264 it will be seen that, by January 1870, 

no county in England had baptised as many as one hundred Christ­

adelphians (since central records began in Jul~ 1864~ with the sin­

gle exception of Warwickshire. Of' the 12 other counties to record 

baptisms in this period only the West Riding of Yorkshire exceeded 

forty imlr.ersions. In the time up to 1864, the vast majorit_y of 

1. 

2. 

3, 

There are several other contributory causes of' this difficulty 
- the very passage of tice; change of ecclesial venuej schism; 
the destruction of records resulting frou embarrassment at 
schisms. 
They are those of ecclesias at Sale, Sheffield, Crewe, Cumnock, 
Halifax, Birk~nhead, Rock Ferry, Cannock and Heckmondwi.ke - see 
Bibliosraphy. 
Volumes XII (i) (1833-74) by Young and Handcock and XII (ii) 
(1874-1914) by Handcock. This, in turn, was based on the struct­
ure of the censuses of the period. 
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THE TOTAL NUMBERS OF CHRISTADELPHI.ANS BAPTISED IN ENGLAND, 
BY COUNTIES (JULY 1864 - DECEI·:BER 1869), 1 

1, For further details and source of statistics, see Appendix Q, 
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Cbristadelphians in England were isolated individuals, dependent 

upon the. circulation of John Thomas's magazines from the U.S.A. or 

letters from distant British brethren or upon occasional visits 

from brethren in larger eccleeias. Even Warwickshire was not really 

a thriving county, for all 149 of the baptisms recorded there in 

this .period were in fact baptisms by the Birmingham Eccleaia. In 

contrast, six ecclesias contributed to the West Riding's more low­

ly total of 48 i.1DI:;ersions by December 1869, indicating a more wide­

spread, if less prolific, establishment of Christadelpbianism than 

in Birmingham. 1 

In interpreting the spread of Christadelphie.niam in the 186Cs 

to individual counties, one or two notable features emerge. First, 

there can be no doubting the numerical superiority of Birmingham. 

over every other part of Enbland. The strength of the guilds and 

the non-ecclesiastical nature of the ties associated with most of 

the employment in the area, which has been referred to elsewhere, 2 

goes much of the way to explaining this superiority. 

Nottinghamshire, equal, in terms of number of baptisms, to 

Greater London, at this stage, was the county in which Dr. John 

Thomas gave his first address in Britain in 1848 and was the scene 

of much activity in the early development· of the Christadelphian 

organisation, partly because of the relatively high concentration 

of Campbellites in the county. 

All 28 of the North Riding's immersions in this period took 

place at Whitby, where 21 people were baptised in 1868 alone. Re­

cruitment of members there diminished in the latter half of the 

1870s, after the removal from Whitby of brother F.R. Shuttleworth, 

who later became Assistant Editor of The Christadelphian. Prior to 

this, recruitment.had slowed down by the tacit disfellowship of 

Charles Deultry. 3 

N.uch early success for the movement is attributable to earnest, 

industrious individual brethren working in areas where communica­

tions were well-developed. ~hus, the West Riding stood out, along 

with Warwickshire I from .the start, as a major area of Christadelph-

1. For details of the picture sketched here, see ch. I above, PP• 
23-28 and 32. 

2. See p.262n above. 
3. See ch. VI, pp.244-247 above. 
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ian devellopment. Preaching in this area also benefited from the en­

deavours of Shuttleworth, who, on leaving Vlhitby, moved to Halifax. 

Earlier, Robert Roberts, and even John Thomas himself, had worked 

in West Yorkshire. One little idiosyncracy in the statistics, as can 

be seen, for example, in those concerning West Yorkshire, inflated 

them in this period, however. That is that brethren were so few in 

nu'mber that prospective converts would travel lens distances to be· 

baptised. Thus, four of those baptised on one occasion in the 1860s, 

and credited to Halifax as converts, had travelled from the East Rid­

ing and from Lancashire. 1 

In the period to 1870, Devon alone, of Enbland's south-west, 

contained active ecclesias. This, again, was a success largely at­

tributable to the endeavours of a single, faithful brother. 2 

In general, the number of Cbristadelphians in 1870 was still 

tiny, with only one. county in England baptising over a hundred in­

dividuals in the five and a half years from the beginning of official 

records until January 1870. Indeed, only 13 out of England 1 s 41 

counties baptised any Christadelphians at all. The pattern, in Eng­

land, was predominance in the North and the Midlands, with the ex­

ception of two small communities at Barnstaple and Devenport in 

Devon, and the London ecclesia.3 However, even taking the six then 

extant West Riding ecclesias as a whole, the Birmingham meeting bap­

tised more than them all. Thus I growth in the Christadelphian move­

ment in the' period 1864 to 1870 was principally attributable to Bir­

mingham. 

Map B on page 267 reveals, a picture which differs in two main 

respects from the map covering baptisms made in the sixties. First, 

by 1879 Christadelphianism had become much more widespread - more 

than double -the number of counties in England were now recording 

Christadelphian conversions. Second, what is more, whereas only 

1. 'HALIFAX. Bro. R. Whitworth, under date Oct. 22 1 reports the fol­
lowing immersions: William Unsworth, tin plate worker, Hull, for­
merly Church of Englandj James Phillips, shoemaker, Hull ••• : John 
Birkenhead of Sale, near Manchester •.• ; William Carr, saddler, of 
Sale, near J-lanchester.• - The Ambassador, v l1868), 323. 

2. This was J.W. Moore of Devenport. He was encouraged by occ.asional 
visits from Brother Dr. S.G. Hayes, then of Jersey, and from Dr. 
Thomas. 

3. This baptised 13 individuals in the period 186~-1870. 
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Warwickshire ( that is, mainly Birmingham) recorded over one hun­

dred immersions in the sixties, the West Riding, Nottinghamshire, 

Greater London, Cheshire and Leicestershire had also baptised over 

one hundred individuals by December 1879, and the first, of these 

counties, along with Birmingham, recorded fiQJ.res approaching three 

times that total. 

Within Nottinghamshire, the bulk of the 204 baptisms were ac­

counted for by the city of Nottingham itself. The majority of these 

baptisms occurred in the first third of the 1870s 1 when Nottingham's 

records of registered immersions actually surpassed those of Bir­

mingham itself. After the division of 1873, concerning brother Ed­

ward Turney and the 1 Clean Flesh' theory, however, Nottingham was 

never the same again. 1 Indeed, Nottingham's performance was so poor 

in the 1880-85 period that Lancashire, which began in 1880 with 

iess than half Nottinghamshire's total, had almost exceeded Nott­

inghamshire's numbers by the end of 1885. The repercussions of the 

1873 schism were enormous, and it has been remarked that Nottingham 

today contains more Christadelphian splinter-croups than any city 

in the world. 

By 1880, Somerset, Worcestershire, Cheshire, Lancashire, Staff­

ordshire, Derbyshire, Northamptonshire and Essex had baptised at 

least 25 Christadelphians, and one county - Cheshire. - had baptised 

over one hundred; before 1870 1 none of these counties had baptised 

as many as ten. These successes were the result of a variety of 

different causes. In the case of Cheshire, the baptism of Robert 

Ashcroft in 1876 led not only to other members of the extensive 

Ashcroft family being immersed, but also, since he was a practising 

Congregationalist minister and well loved by his flock, this re­

~ulted in the passing of prestige and respectability to the Christ­

adelphian cause. In any event, there were only 36 Christadelphians 

in Cheshire before 1876 and as many as 124 by 1880, more than one 

third of these being at two ecclesias - Birkenhead and Rock Ferry -

1. For a detailed discussion of the problems at Nottingham in 
1873, see ch. VI above, pp. 249-251. 
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which were in the immediate vicinity of Ashcroft's former par~sh. 1 

A not dissimilar story ·1ay behind the figures from Essex, where 

David Handley, a respected figure amongst the Peculiar People at 

Maldon, was baptised in March 1869. 2 All 44 of the Essex baptisms 

were made at Maldon. All of them, too, were made prior to 1873 1 the 

year in which Handley, along with Turney of Nottingham, left the 

main Christadelphian body over the 'Clean Flesh' heresy. The effect 

of schism on Malden was similar to that on Nottingham - whereas 44 

immersions took place in the period before the schism (1869-1872), 

only nine were added in the longer period 1873-1885. 

There was a very rapid spread of Christadelphianism in the per­

iod to 1880, such that now 27 counties were baptising members and 

only 14 were not. The baptisns within counties which had recorded 

baptisms before 1870 increased, too. The West Riding's ecclesias, 

for example, increased by over 600 per cent in ten years. 

The most unproductive areas were the asricultural counties -

Cumberland, Westmorland and Hereford, and the South. Here, ·again, 

the slow spread of ideas in agricultural communities may be respon­

sible, in part, for this poor performance. 

Shuttleworth's departure from Whitby left that community in 

the doldrums, from a baptismal point of view. Bis new ecclesia, Hal­

ifax, was certainly the pacemaker for the West Riding: its 94 bap­

tisms (1870-1880) increased the number baptised since records began 

to 127 and its proportion amongst the seven West Riding ecclesias 

active in baptising to almost half. 

The greatest increases in Christadelphian successes in this 

period occurred in the North. Of the 14 counties still not report­

ing baptisms by 1880 1 ten were south of a line from the Avon to the 

Wash. Significantly, many of these areas were predominantly agri­

cultural. 

1. At the time of Ashcroft's resignation from the Congregational­
ist Church, 'there was a harrowing scene in the chapel two 
thirds of the congregation w1.shed him to stay; but he would not 
withdraw his resignation. Then the friendly majority offered to 
build him another chapel, and allow him to teach them what he 
liked. Mr. Ashcroft replied he would never again preach for hir,:, 
and declined their proposal. He left the.chapel in a state of 
suspense and progression.• The Record of the Rock Ferry Chriat­
adelphian Movement, 1876, P• 4. 

2. Details reported in !Q., vi (1869), 121-124. See Appendix P. 
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From map Con page 271 it is evident that two further changes 

had occurred in the period of only five years since map B, which 

served to emphasise trends originating in the 1870s. First, by 1885, 

only nine counties in England did not contain baptised adult Christ­

adelphians. Second, the success, in terms of baptismal numbers, in 

the three major areas of Warwickshire, Greater London and the West 

Riding of-Yorkshire, was even more apparent, by that date, than it 
had been previously - with over 500 Christadelphians having been 

baptised in each area during the previous twenty year period, whilst 

only about half that number had been immersed in the next most suc­

cessful counties. It would be misleading to suggest that there was 

anything approaching a genuine spread of interest in Christadelph­

ianism in the county of Warwickshire as a whole - for 903 of the 955 

baptisms there were made in the two Birmingham ecclesias - Temper­

ance Hall (by far the larger) and Ward Hall (later known as Suffolkt 

Street). The remaining handful of immersions were distributed fairly 

evenly among the other five Warwickshire ecclesias of Eatington, 

Leamington, Shipston, Small Heath and Stratford, with the exception 

of the last which was tiny. ln London, Christadelphianism, which had 

tended to focus in the area north of the River Thames, established 

three ecclesias out of the original North London meeting, in 1883. 

These were North London itself, along with Westminster and Fulham. 

Of these three ecclesias, Westminster baptised most in the 1883-85 

period, with the parent, North London, meeting running it a close 

second. Fulham managed 18 immersions in the three years. In the 

West Riding, Christadelphianism established much more in the way of 

a genuine geographical spread. Whilst the Halifax ecclesia, with al­

most 200 immersions between 1864 and 1885, was more than double the 

size of any of the others, it is also true that Leeds and Sheffield, 

along with Huddersfield and Elland, boasted big meetings, and there 

were 14 ecclesias in all in the fairly compact southern area of the 

West Riding, known at that time as the 'Yorkshire Woollen District 1 
•
1 

1. The ecclesias, with figures of baptisms in brackets, were: 
Barnsley (1) 1 Bradford (1), Elland (78) 1 Halifax {196), Heck­
mondw:i.ke (12), Huddersfield (66) 1 Jump l2), Keighley (53), Leeds 
(87), New Wombwell (2), Hormanton (9), Sheffield {74), Sowerby 
Bridge (5) and Todmorden (17). 
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The continuing effect of the internecine strife of 1873 in 

Nottingham and Maldon is evidenced in Map C by the continuing relat­

ively low numbers of baptisms in the counties of Nottinghamshire and 

Essex. Although Nottinghamshire's total looked reasonably healthy, 1 

a different perspective is made apparent when one remembers that, 

by 1872 (just prior to the schism) Nottingham ecclesia recorded 

more baptisms than Birmingham, but, by 1885, bad only 26 per cent 

of the Birmingham total. All this despite the fact that the twelve 

intervening years since the schism had seen a craven published apol­

ogy by the joint leader of the Renunciationists, David Handley of 

Malden, a measure of reconciliation of attitude, ·the return of large 

numbers of the Renunciationists to the Central fellowship, and the 

death of the other joint leader of the Renunciationists, Edward Tur­
ney of Nottinsham. 

Numbers of baptisms in the North RidinG of Yorkshire continued' 

fairly static throughout the period 1870-85 1 due in large measure 

to the departure of the energetic F.R. Shuttleworth. However, both 

Halifax and Birmingham benefited in turn from his enthusiastic ser­

vices in this period. 

Several counties did well in the period, doubling their bap­

tised populations. Notable amongst them were Lancashire, the bap­

tised population of which rose from 97 to 246,and Derbyshire, where 

immersions reached 154, having been only 55 in 1880. Cheshire, which 

had increased dramatically between 1870 and 1880, appeared to con­

tinue to do reasonably well between 1880 and 1885. Shortly after 

1885, the trouble which had been brewing in the Birkenhead area over 

the AShcroft episode fermented and made its impact on the statistics. 

In general, the perforcance of Christadelphianism in the area 

south of a line from the Avon to the Wash continued to be poor, with 

five out of the nine counties not to record baptisms to 1885 lying 

within this area. In particular, this was true of the South-East. 

Comparing maps A and C, it is clear that, whilst only 13 

English counties baptised Christadelphians by 1870, only nine did 

not by 1885. This was a remarkable achievement. It·was a more rapid 

1. 279 Christadelphians had been baptised in Nottinghamshire by 
1885, 238 in Nottingham itself. 
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geographical growth than that provided, for example, by the Primi­

tive Methodists or the Peculiar People, 
1 

despite the fact that­

Christadelphians, unlike the followers of Hugh Bourne and William 

Clowes in the one case or of James Banyard and Samuel Harrod in the 

other 1 did not have an extant major denomination to recTuit from, 

but were obliged to rely upon external conversions. 

An analysis of the implications of Map Don page 274 (based on 

statistics made available by dint of the 1851 census) in terms of 

the distribution of Christadelphians which one would have expected, 

bearing in mind the sole criterion of popuiation density, shows con­

siderable disparity between that· and the distributions which actu­

ally developed (see Maps A, B and C pp. 264, 267 and 271). 

In this comparison, Staffordshire and Lancashire come out as 

relatively poor areas for Christadelphian recruitment. They had 

populations in the densest category according to the census, yet 

neither of them rose higher in Hap C than the very modest total of 

200-300 recorded baptisms. The eight Staffordshire ecclesias had a 

particularly poor record having, between them, baptised only 71 in­

dividuals in the period 1864-85. Why there should be dense popu­

lations in these counties and diminutive baptism figures is very 

difficult to determine. Lancashire's elev·en meetings baptised 246 

persons in the same time-span - although almost two-thirds of these 

were immersed in the most successful part of the period, namely 

1880-85. The West Riding of Yorkshire, by contrast, had a very suc­

cessful record of baptisms in terms of its population density, 

1. Mark Sorrell considered the growth-rate of the Peculiar People 
phenomenal: 1 The increase in numbers bad been very marked. In 
1855, after Banyard's "fall from grace 11 , the combined congreg­
ations of the church had stood at about one hundred Peculiars, 
according to Bishop Harrod. In 1884, more than thirteen hundred 
brethren were able to make their way, some with considerable 
difficulty, to the county town, from the furthest corners of the 
county. It was no wonder that the proceedings, held in the 
Cbelmesford Corn Exchange, were marked with scenes of the keen­
est enthusiasm.' - M. Sorrell, The Peculiar People (Exeter 1979), 
p. 36. Christadelphians, in the period 1855-85 1 without a major 
denomination supplying converts, increased from 173 (see Table 2, 
p. 29 1 above) to over 5,000. 
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Whilst the West Riding's population was not as concentrated as 

those of Lancashire, Staffordshire, Greater London or Warwickshire, 

the number of baptisms recorded there was second only to that of 

the last of these counties. Its population was, in fact, at the 

same level as that of Durham, Cheshire, Worcestershire and Glou­

cestershire. Yet even the most successful of these counties, Che­

shire, produced only about a third as many converts; and Durham, 

the least successful, produced less than 0.5% of Yorkshire's total. 

Whilst it is true that any representation of statistics causes 

distortion, it must be significant that the exercise of adding to­

gether the total number of converts of the four counties of Durham, 

Cheshire, Worcestershire and Gloucestershire (which individually 

had a sioilar population-density to that of the West Riding) pro­

duces a total less than that recorded in the West Riding. 

Other areas where a significant divergence occurred between 

population-density and number of baptisms were Nottinghamshire 

(where despite a modest population in comparison to Lancashire or 

Staffordshire the baptismal figures exceeded both); England south 

of a line froo the Avon to the WaGh (where deGpite relatively 

healthy population figures the number of baptisms was limited to 

single figures in the cases of many counties1); and the North Rid­

ing of Yorkshire {which, despite being one of the two least densely 

populated counties in England, produced, particularly in the period 

before 1870, one of the top five growth rates in the country2). 

Map E on page 277 illustrates the development of the Christ­

adelphian movement in Britain between 18483 and 1864. This was the 

period before Robert Roberts was involved in the organisation of 

the movement, when, under John Thomas, there was a sort of dis­

organised fecundity about the way the movement developed. Also, 

1. Baptismal figures by 1885 for this area include the following: 
Bedfordshire 4, Cambridgeshire 2, Cornwall 5, Ha.lilpshire 2 1 Kent 
8 1 Oxfordshire 2, Suffolk 1, Sussex 8. 

2. This was larcely due to the exertions of one man - F.R. Shuttle­
worth, following on the labours of the discredited Charles 
Dealtry. For details of the situation in the North Riding, and 
especially at Whitby, see ch. VI above, pp. 242-3 and p. 247. 

3o This was the year of John Thomas's first viGit to Britain, and 
the year when he baptised the first British ChriGtadelphian at 
Lincoln. See ch. I above PP• 17-18. 
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there was no centralised record of statistics of baptisms, deaths, 

withdrawals or resignations at this time. Nor was there a Christ­

adelphian •creed' or set of dogmas against which the faith of each 

individual member in each ecclesia throughout the country could be 

matched.
1 

For these reasons, the unusual statistical problems en­

countered when dealing with matters of a religious nature are com­

pounded when comparing the 1848-64 period (Maps E and E1) with the 

period from 1864 onwards (Maps F and F1). 

It is clear that there were four areas within Britain where 

groups of ecclesias bad been formed before 1864, and an additional 

handful of ecclesias scattered 

Of the groups, by far 

widely and separately throughout the· 

the larsest was in the Central Low-country. 

lands of Scotland, where 18 of the 37 British ecclesias were situ-

ated. Foremost amongst the factors involved in exrlaining this is 

the great extent to which Christadelphia "drew upon Ca.J:1pbellitism 

for its early recruitment. The Campbellites 1 or 'Scotch Baptists', 

were very numerous in that area. The pattern of development of 

Christadelphian ecclesias owed significantly more to this fact than 

to the high urban population of the Central Lowlands, because ec­

clesias developed in the period 1850-61 in towns like Cumnock, Ber­

wick, Kirkaldy, Moffat, Crossgates, Dunkeld and Galashiels, which 

had very small populations. 

More difficult to explain is the development of a group of 

three North-East Scots ecclesias - at Aberdeen (1849) 1 Newburgh 

(1853) and Fraserburgh (1863) - on anything other than accidental 

grounds. ~obert Roberts, editor of The Ambassador and The Christ­

adelphian throughout'the period 1864-1885 1 was a native of Aber­

deenshire, and returned on evangelising tours, preaching the Gos­

pel as be_had newly come to understand it. However, this impact, 

such as it was, came a de~ade and more too late·to explain the 

formation of these three ecclesias in the period 1849-63. An 

alternative view - that the Plymouth Brethren {a group relatively 

strong in North-~astern Scotland, especially amongst the fishing 

communities in Aberdeenshire) proved fertile ground for Christ-

1, The latter developed over the period 1853-1883. For details 
see above ch. I, PP• 26-7 and 34; and ch. IV, pp. 145-8. 
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C (1963), 502. 
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adelphianism - is supported by the overall denominational stat­

istics 1, which indicate a 7 to 8 times greater proportion of ex­

Plymouth Brethren amongst Christadelphians than of Brethren amongst 

the population as a whole. 

Two small groups of ecclesias developed south of the Scots 

border: one in the West Riding, and a second in the North Midlands -

largely in Nottinghamshire. Of these, the 'North Midland' group 

(Derby, Newark, Nottingham and Lincoln) is the easier to explain, 

because, here again, there was a large number of Campbellites. Some 

of these Campbellites were eminently amenable to conversion, having 

already broken away from mainstream Campbellitism, and being pre­

pared, in 1848, to open their doors to John Thomas, even when Camp­

bellite headquarters in London issued a warning of the dangers in­

herent in Thomas'e views. 2 The West Riding group - Halifax (1852), 

Heckmondwik.e (1858), Huddersfield and Leeds (both 1863) - is more 

difficult to explain, as is the continuing success, relative to 

other much larger towns and cities, throuchout the period to 1885 1 

of the small town of Halifax. 

Only a few other ecclesias had developed in Britain prior to 

1864, and they were very scattered. In chronological sequence of 

their development they were at Devenport (1849), Liverpool and Bel­

fast (1859), Jarrow (1861), Mumbles (1863) and Birmingham (1855).3 

A comparison between the distribution of Christadelphians, as 
• 4 

recorded in maps A-Fin this study, and the research of John Gay 

1. See Table 7, P• 284 1 below. 
2. See ch I, pp. 15-17 above for details. Mr. Hudson of Nottingham 

made his Bible Advocate magazine, then one of the main Camp­
bellite periodicals, available as a mouthpiece to Dr. Thomas -
see Norrie, Early History, iii. 319-323. 

3. The Birmingham Ecclesia sent representatives to an inter-eccle­
sial conference held in 1855 and so must have existed by then. 
According to C. Evans (TC 1 xcvi (1959), 255) some of these mem­
bers had been baptised by John Thomas in 1848. By 1855 1 however, 
there were only 13 members and Christadelphianism in Birmingham 
was 'in a disorganised state, and no definite information was 
available ••• it was by no means successful until bro (ther] 
Roberts moved there from Huddersfield' (in January 1864) - Evans, 
1 100 Yrs.', TC, xcvi (1959), 255, See also Evans 1 100 Yrs.', TC, 
xciv (1957),293. William Norrie, in his Early History, ii. 33-65, 
certainly confirms this view. 

4. J.D. Gay, The Geography of Religion in England (London 1971), the 
relevnnt maps being on pp. 288 1 292 1 297, 301, 303-10, 317 and 
320. 
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affords some illumination upon the explanation of the growth of 

Christadelphianism, although Gay said nothing about the Campbellites 
and other fringe groups. 

There is a very large degree of asym:netry between the geog­

raphical pattern portraying the development of the Christadelphians 

to 1851 on the one hand, and those of the Baptists, Presbyterians, 

Congregationalists, Calvinistic Methodists, Primitive Hethodists, 

Bible Christians, Wesl~yan Methodists and Unitarians (as recorded 
by Gay), on the other. 

However, there is some similarity between the pattern of dev­

elopment of Christadelphia and the Wesleyan Methodist Reformers and 

the Methodist Original Connexion (as far as the importance, to 

Christadelphians 1 of the West Riding was concerned) and between the 

Christadelphian pattern and that of the Methodist New Connexion and 

the total distribution of Methodists (as far as Christadelphianism 
{ 

in both the West Riding and Nottingho.r.ishire were concerned). 

Whilst it is true that Gay's study related principally to fig­

ures from the census of 1851 - a year by which Christadelphianism 

was not in full flower - and that therefore the two studies are not 

strictly comparable, a number of possible imr.lications may be drawn 

from these statistics. For example, there does seem to be some kind 

of spiritual sympathy between some branches of Methodism and Christ­

adelphianism in their development in the West Riding:. 1 liowever, the 

major implication is that the development of Christadelphianism was 

generally reliant neither upon the decay nor the symbiotic support 

of one of the major churches studied by Gay, but upon independent 

phenomena. This conclusion would correspond, in broad 01Jtline, with 

the concl~sions reached from the examination of the previous religi­

ous allegiance of 9hristadelphians on pp. 282-287 below. 

(c) A DEJIO!t,INATIONAL ANALYSIS OF CHRISTADELP-tlIAN CONVERSIONS 

(1864-1885) 

Table 7 on page 284 records the figures available for Christ­

adelphians baptised between 1864 and 1885 in terms of their previ­

ous religious alignment. Also illustrated in the table is the ex­

pression of these figures in terms of percentage and the compa:iaon 

1. This may help to explain the probleo outlined on p. 281 regard­
ing Halifax and other West Riding towns. 



of those figures with what could have been expected in terms of 

percentage proportions of previous religious affiliation based on 

national figures. Finally, these two sets of percentage figures 

have been related to each other to illustrate the amount to which 

conversions to Christadelphia in the period displayed a drift away 

from what eight, in average terms, have been regarded as •normal'. 

In general, there was one very big difference between the 

Christadelphian recruitment pattern and the national distribution 

of sects, and a number of smaller, though important, differences. 

The big difference was that, in the period 1864-85, only one gener­

ation on from the founding of the Christadelphian movement, over 

30% of recruitmer.t was recorded as being derived from the children 

of parents who were Christadelphians, or from other relatives of 

those already converted. This position was complemented by the fact 

that the various churches and denominations of Britain reported 'nil 

returns• 1 as far as recruitment to their numbers from Christadelph­

ianism was concerned. Whilst Christadelphians did not invest much 

time or effort in market research or in the creation of a pleasing 

public i~age, and did not, therefore, attract as much attention as 

they might haRe done, they did alert a number of speculators and 

charlatans who swindled several of the brethren. Whether it was, 

therefore, that the obscure and difficult parts of the Christadel­

phian creed, such as God-manifestation, put off some potential re­

cruits, whilst the spectacle of a number of professional people 

losing their jobs on becoming Christadelphians put off others, the 

evident charitableness of the effects of these teachings on the 

lives of the early brethren attracted the attention of relatively 

large numbers of their inu::ediate family, is hard to determine, but 

sounds plausible. 

A related difference between the recruitment pattern of 

Christadelphians and what might be expected by studying an average 

distribution profile of denominational numbers is that sects of 

1. This is as far as national records were concernede The Christ­
adelphian did record a number of ex-Christ~delphians rejoining 
the various denominations of origin, in the period up to 1885. 
The number was very tiny, however. After the Inspiration Divi­
sion in 1885 1 this number temporarily increased. 
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TABLE 7 

A COHPARISON BETWEEN THE RBLATIVE SIZES OF DENOHINATIONS CORT.HI­

BUTING CONVERTS TO CHRISTADELR"lIAlHSH 1564-85 rn: ENGLA,....,1) AND WALES 

A B C D "Jo FIG-UR.ES "I., Ff<WRES F~ Dlff€RfH1"1AL 
l>ENON\INATION FOR CONVERTS TO~ KNCWN #:Et.1b1c1J BfN/EEN &fr-C 

CHRIST A PE.U'HIIIH IS ALlEG/AN(E2 £,,PR£SS,-p t.S A "L 

1. Churches of England, 18.58 26.084 71.2% Wales and Scotland 
18.43 2. Mem~ers of Christadelphian n.a. 

families (not children) 
3. Methodist (includes WMC) 16.28 11.95 136.8% 4. Children of Christadelph- 12.4 n.a. 

ians 
6 5. Baptists 12.0 5.47 222.2% 6. Congregationalists 7.07 5.6 8 126.2% 

7. Campbellites and related 6.8 0.12 5666.6% 
groups 

0.39 8. Brethren 2.25 750.0% 
9. Free Church 17 1.3 n.a1o 10. Presbyterians 1.3 21.1 6.1~ 11. Roman Catholic 0.58 28.211 2.0% 12. Previously unaligned 0.52 n.a • 15 13. Peculiar People 0.5 0.0216 2500.0% 14. Unitarian o.44 n.a.

12 15. QuakerG 0.25 0.2513 100.0% 
16. Mormons o.oa 0.06 14 133.3% 17. Jews 0.06 0.138 43-5% 

1. These are statistics avail;i.ble fro::i internal Christadclphic.n 
sources. They do not include convertu to Christadelphianism 
where the denomination of oricin, if any, was unl:nown. Converts 
of unknovm denominational origin amounted to 875 people, or 
14.6% of the total of 5,971 converts to Christad(lphianism, in 
the period 1864-1885. 

2. The source here is Currie, Gilbert and Horseley, Churches and 
Churchgoers, (Oxford 1977) - hereafter ffil!_. Concentration in these 
figures on known religious allegiance produces occasional stat­
istical artefacts, such as the hii;h Roman Catholic and low 
Established Churches percentages. 

3, Categories 2 and 4 are mutually exclusive. 
4. Table A41 CGH, p, 149, 5. Table A3, CGH, P• 142. 
6. Table A4, CGli 1 P• 149. 7, Table A4, CGH, P• 149, 
8. Table A6, CGH, P• 157. 
9. Table F1 1 CGH, p. 216. The figure given is for the no, of sittings. 

10, Tables A2 'and A4 1 CGH 1 pp. 132 and 149, These percentages include 
the mecbers of the"""i5resbyterian Church of Wales, then known as 
the Welsh Calvinistic Methodist Connexion. 

11, Table A5 1 CGH, p, 153. The fii;ure given in this table, for 18871 
is the earliest available. 

12, Table A6, Qfil!, p, 157. 13, Table A6, £.Q!!., p. 157, 
14. Table F1, CGH, p. 217, The ficure given i6 for the no, of 6ittings. 
15, This figur'econe6 from Mark Sorrell 1 The Peculiar People, p. 36. 
16. CGH give figures for mini6ters and for lay me~ber6 in Scotland 

only. See pp. 207-16, 219. 
17, The definition of 'Free Church' offered here includes a wide ranGe 

of small sects including 1Freegospeller' 1 'Moodey and Sankey 
ty1ieo', 'Town I-:iccion' cnC 1 BJ.ue Eibi~o,i Go.:::,:cl Arny'. 



sii::dlar doctrinal ilk to Christadelphians formed about 7% of total 

conversions in the period. Of this 7%, the largest single contri­

b~ting group was the Campbellites - the congregation from which 

John Thomas haci ori5inally emerged. Although statistical evidence 

is scanty, there is reason to believe that in the period before ~ 

Ambassador was founded in 1864, the recruitment from Campbellites 

to Christadclphians was ·higher still, 1 and very high indeed in cer­

tain areas of the country. Of the fifteen groups of which this 7% 

was comprised, only the Campbellites and Churches of Christ have 

national figures provided in standard works on nineteenth century 

religious history. 
Of the nationally numerous churches from which a relatively 

high recruitment nl?-ght have been expected, actual conversion pat­

terns illustrate a variable correlation. The churches which shed a 

number of adherents to Christadelpbianism approximate to their size 

in proportion nationally to other churches included the Established 

Churches, the Methodists, the Congregationalists, the Quakers and 

the Mormons. The nu:;;bers involved in the latter two cases were so 

small that no statistical significance can be attached to any in­

terpretation of them. Of the former three, conversion rates to 

Christadelphianism were so close to what might have been expected, 

in terms of the sizes of the churches relative to each other, that 

little of deep theological significance can be deduced. Traditions 

related to the use of lay-preachers in the case of the Methodists, 

and of that plus a strong disposition towards ecclesiastical inde­

pendence.in the case of the Congregationalists, may have contri­

buted to the development of sy.c.pathy between certain meobers of 

these denominations and Christadelphianism. As far as the estab­

lished Church is concerned, it is highly probable that any spirit­

ual sympathy existed between members of the Low Church and Christ­

adelphians, although converts to Christadelphianism were rarely 

described in sufficient detail as to allocate their theology to 

High Church, Broad Church or Low Church, rendering such calculations 

1. Norrie, Early History. i. 82-3, 131, 196-7 and ii. 1, 13, 135~6, 
160-161. 
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speculative. 

However I there appears in Table 7 a number of conversion 

rates wildly different from what o~e z:ri.sht have expected from the 

sizes of the churches in Britain. In the case of the Roman Catho­

lic Church, the Presbyterian Church and the Jews these were very 

low indeed. The size of the cocnunity of practising Jews was it­

self tiny in the nineteenth century, amountins to 8 1000. 1 It is 

odd, nonetheless, that a faith so ostentatious in its orientation 

to Hebrew semantics as Christadelphianisz::i should not have evol-:ed 

more response from the Jews. Roman Catholic antipathy to any Pro­

testant theology, especially one so radical as Christadelphianism, 

is understandable, Less easy to explain is the lack of interest 

shown by Presbyterians. Whether either the Calvinism of Presbyter­

ian theology or the tight organisation of their church discipline 

was mainly responsible for this disinclination for Christadelphian 

views is impossible to assess. 

In the case of the Baptist Church, there was more than double 

the nuober of converts to Christadelphianism pro rata than could 

have been expected. A number of sympathies of view existed in this 

case: the im:lersion of adult believers, after a confession of faith; 

some congregational independence; Biblical inerrancy; and the in­

tense moral earnestness and austerity of evangelicalism. Some of 

these views were shared by the Brethren, whose relatively tiny 

community contributed a relatively heavy nuober of converts to 

Christadelphianis_m. Most notable of all was the relatively vast 

influx of Campbellites and members of the Churches of Christ into 

the Christadelpbian fold. This is very significant because, as noted 

elsewhere, 2 the number of Campbellites who converted in the period 

up to 1864, when few official statistics were kept, was held by all 

commentators of the time to have been more considerable than it 

later became. 
The relatively high nu~ber of Peculiar People converting to 

Christadelphianism is largely attributable to the early conversion 

to the ranks of the Christadelphians of David Handley, one of the 

1. For details see Currie et alia, Churches and- Churchuoers,·p. 217. 
2. Citation from Norrie, footnote 1, p. 285, above. 
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originators of the Peculiar People movement. 

Despite their very idiosyncratic understanding of the nature 

of God, which could perhaps most pithily be described as a Christ­

ian version of Judaism, Christadelphians made no great impression 

upon that other bastion of heterodox theology, Unitarianism. The 

proportion of Unitarians within Christadelphianism, a tiny 0.44%, 

could hardly have been greater than the national average figure. 

The detailed picture presented above seems composed of two 

main elements. First, Chri.::tadelphianism had concentrated far more 

on research and development than on marketing; as such it had less 

immediate appeal than might have been the case. Consequently, the 

main sector of converts, once the movement was underway, ca.me frotJ. 

those close enough to see the effect of Christadelphian theory when 

put into practice and to be convinced by the integrity and sin­

cerity of the faithful. The majority of those in this position of 

close proximity was composed of me~bers of Christadelphian families. 

The second element in the picture appears made up of a number of 

individualistic radicals- rather more from denominations ill broad 

sympathy with Christadelphian principles, rather less from those 

traditionally antipathetic to radical nonconformity - from a wide 

range of sixty or more denominations, seCts and sub-sects. 

(d) AN ANALYSIS BY PROFESSION OF CliRISTADELP!!IAN CONVERSIONS 

(1864-1885) 

An an~lysis of the census returns for 1881 in terms of per­

centages of the population employed in England, Wales and Scotland 

in the various professions is presented in Table 8 on p. 289, Fig­

ures in the left column represent the averase percentage in main­

land Britain as a whole, whilst figures in the right hand column 

are those representing the percen~age of Christadelphians in the 

sa!lle profession. 

In Table 8 1 a nu:::,ber of professions are seen to have been 

si~ilarly distributed within the Christadelphians as in the popula­

tion as a whole - for in.stance the ·'Co.mnaercial Occupations', 
1 Mininc-', 'Building' and 'Brick }'.anufacture' categories were very 

similar. Those which were dissimilarly distributed did not, on the 

whole, display differences which could be described as significant. 
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There were, however, one or two exceptions, 'Agriculture', for ex­

ample, absorbed 13% of national manpower, but only 3.8% of Christ­

adelphians were involved in agrarian tasks. Similarly, over twice 

as many people on average worked as 'Domestics' compared with the 

picture within Cbristadelphia. The 'Professions• 1 
1 J1a:::hines, Vehi­

cles and Hetals 1 
1 

1 Jewellers' 1 'Wood I craftsmen, and I Skins and 

Leather Ware I craftsmen were all sicnificantly of a higher ·relative 

percentage within the Christadelphian body thar. in national terms. 1 

Of course, these significant differences were of a complement­

ary nature. The beliefs of Christadelphians spread rapidly in the 

first· felicitous era of growth down to 1885. They spread most rap­

idly alone lines of con..c;unication and within urban areas, where 

communication of the Gospel was easily facilitated. Equally, the 

growth in rural areas, bound by long traditions and relatively slow 

in the COI!l.Cl.unication of ideas, was very slow in coeparison. 

The growth of Christadelphianism in Birl:lingha.n, where craft 

guilds were important and the type of thinking associated with the 

Test Acts was not powerful, was reoarl-:able. Hany 'brothers' came 

from skilled craft jobs to the beliefs of the Christadelphians in 

the Black Country, and were able to continue in them. Although more 

than three times the national average number of Christadelphians 

caoe from professional backgrounds, a number of them who had been 

teachers, including some who were }lead Teacher.s, found it impossible 

to maintain their e~ployment after their conversion because of the 

attitude to religious toleration of their employers. 

Similarly, the relatively small nu~ber of Christadelphians 

among the •Do~estics' and the high number amongst the skilled 

craftsmen could be accounted for by the em;-hasis, within Christ­

adelphia, on two features - one, mental effort, and, the other, 

conscientiousness. The mental effort required from a body of men 

allowed no paid ministry and urged in toto to become lecturing 

brethren, exhorting brethren and deliverers of Bible class ad­

dresses on a frequent basis went along naturally with an alert and 

disciplined mind. Such minds were attracted to p~ofessions requirinc 

1 9 The terminology involved in occupational distinctions referred 
to in Table 8 may sound a little bizarre. It is derived from an 
analysis of the occupations of census groups as set out in W.D. 
Handcock (ed.), En5lish Historical Documents, xii (2) 1874-1914, 
(London 1977), 173-185. 
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TABLE 8 

A 

PROFESSION 

1. General Local Government 

2. Army and Navy 

3. The Professions 

4. Domestics 

5. Commercial Occupations 

6. Conveyance of men, goods 
and messages 

7. Acriculture 

8. Fishing 

9. Nining 

10. Machines, vehicles and 
metals 

11. Jewellers 

12. Building workers 

13. Wood, furniture, 
decorations 

14. Brick, cement, glass and 
pottery manufacture 

15. Chemicals 

16. Skins and Leather ware 

17. Paper, printing and 
stationery 

18. Textiles, drapers and 
bleachers 

19. Dress machinists 

20.- Food, tobacco and drink 

21. Gas, water and sanitary 
services 

22. Other, general and un­
defined workers and 
dealers 

B 
OVERALL 

NATIONAL. 
AVER.A.GE °le, 

1 

1 

4 

12.0 
2.25 

7.5 

0.75 
7.5 
1.75 

1.25 

11.0 

1.3 
6.75 
0,25 

C 
% OF 

CHRIST­
ADELPHlANS 

o.6 
o.6 

15.0 
5,45 
2.45 
9.4 

3.8 
0.15 
4. 1 

12.35 

0.82 

0.15 
4.55 
2.4 

8.2 

D 
blFFEREtJTIAL BE­
TWEEN aa:c El<.­
P~esser:i AS A M1.11-nM 

(-)1.66x 
(-)1 ,66x 

(+J3.75x 
C-)2.2ox 
(+)1.08x 
(+)1.25x 

(-)3.42x 
(-)3.3 X 

(-)1.22x 
(+)1,71x 

(+)5.66x 
(-)1 .15x 
(+)1.71x 

(-)5.66x 
(+)6.o6x 
(+)1.6 X 

(-)1.20x 

(.J1.73x 
(-)1.5 X 

(+)1.48x 

(+)1.09x 

Source: Calculations made by the author of this thesis based on data 
available from The Ambassador and TC, vols. i - xxii (1864-85). The 
categories derive immediately from~nglish Historical Documents, vol. 
xii. (2), ed. W.D. Handcock, PP• 173-185, and ultimately from the 
ctnsuses of 1881, 1891, 1901 and 1911. 
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skill. Similarly, exhortations such as that of the Apostle Paul, 

(cited frequently, with others, _in Christadelphian circles), 'ser­

vants, obey in all things your masters according to the flesh; not 

with eyeservice, as menpleasers; but in sinbleness of heart, fear­

ing God; And whatsoever ye do, do it heartily, as to the Lord, and 

not unto men; JS.newing that of the Lord ye shall receive the reward 

of the inheritance: for ye serVe the Lord Christ• 1 went in close 

proximity to what Max Weber described as the 'Protestant Ethic and 

the Spirit of Capitalism 1 • By the same token, the almost total ab­

sence of Christadelphians from professional callings such as the 

Armed Services, barristers, solicitors, politicians, publicans and 

the whole range of leisure time entertainers indicated the lack of 

de'sire on their part either to put this world right or to settle too 

comfortably to enjoy it. Rather, they felt the importance of the 

example of Abraham to 'confess that they were stranr;ers and pili;;riclz 

on the earth. •2 

In those days, many Christadelphians were recruited from pro­

fessional groups - between three and four times the national average 

percentage, in fact. Others, because of overt discri~ination,3 

were forced out of their professional posts. Such men and women 

tended, instead, to take up a craft requiring some skill. Thus it 

was that almost twice as many as the national averaee percenta~e 

were in skilled or seci-skilled jobs in trades relating to machines, 

vehicles, metals and carpentry; alwost six tices the average per­

centage were in jewellery and more than six times the average held 
jobs such as shoemal-:.er, saddler, tan!ler, click.er, bridle cutter and 

cordwainer. 

There was relatively little encouraGecent, given the theologi­

cal background of Christadelphians 1 in pursuing a career such as 

charwoman, laundry worker, washer, ironer or mancler, and very few 

did. 

To the relative nu~bers of Christadelphian unecployed we make 

little reference here. Only 27 'brethren' or •sisters' were re­

corded as being unemployed amongst Christadelphie.ns in the entire 

period 1864-1885, either for the reason that they were widows, still 

1. Colossians iii. 22-24. 
2. Hebrews xL 13. 
3, See ch. III, p. 94, abov·e. 
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at school, retired or simply out of work. This was a tiny percent­

age cocpared with a national total of retired or unoccupied peo­

ple in Great Britain as a whole for 1881 of 9,342,523, (a percent­

age figure of the total population of 42.3%). It may well have 

been that the 'Protestant work ethic' was at work and that very 

few Cbristadelpbians were unemployed during this period. However, 

the available figures of professional occupancy are only about 25% 

of the total number of Christadelphians baptised between 1864 and 

1885, and, naturally, the ecclesial secretaries tended to record 

the details of those who had jobs rather than those who were house­

wives and did no renunerative task outside the home. 
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CONCLUSION 

In answering the first of the two questions posed in the 

Introduction to this study, namely, what is to e::-:plain the suc­

cess of Christadelphianism to 1885, a nu~ber of reasons has been 

sugGested in these pages. The orcanising ability of Robert Roberts 

was very important: he gave the ~ovement its rules, institutions 1 

and much of its literature. The oriGinal openness of the Christ­

adelphian coi:::ieunity and t'.1e accessibility of its credal formulae 

to change based on empirical dnta derived from the Bible commended
1 

itself to men from a wide spectrum of orthodox persuasions whose 

Christianity was of an open-minded, individualist and fundament­

alist-rationalist stamp, These converts proved to include a nut:1.ber 

of individuals who, once convinced, were able, deter.o.ined, loyal 

and hard-working. l-lany of them, such as Roberts, Norrie, Hadley, 

Mowatt, Stoddart, 'l'hirtle and Nackley, were professional journal­

ists who used their comr~unicatine skills to effect. The openness 

of Christadelphianism in its early days permitted brethren, once 

converted, to stay nominally within their churches of origin, 

causing a wider .spread of the new views amonbst those with some 

sympathy for them than would have occurred under tighter restrict­

ions regulating communion. The combination wlthin Christadelphian­

ism of erudition and the appeal to many an ordinary man of a lay 

ministry came at the right time in terms of the history of nine­

teenth century British education. Tlle non-test act openness of the 

Birmingham guilds made that Midlands city a natural centre for a 

nonconfornity as radical as Christadelphianism and lent impetus to 

its development within Warwickshire. Writers in adjacent fields 

have suggested the development in mid-nineteenth century Britain 

of sizable schisms within mainstream Protestantism: not only the 

Anglicanfi with their Oxford Hovement and Tractarians on the o!'le 

hand I and the Low Church Evangelicals and the Clapham Sect on the 
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other, but Baptists, Congregationalists and Wesleyans, too, were 

sundered by controversy. 1 Some have judgedf that the alienation 

of men like Manning and Newman from the Enclish Church lost it 

intellects equipped to meet the challenge of Darwinism. Both o. 
Chadwick3 and W. Neil4 considered that the challen~e to fundaoent­

alists in Britain did not occur until wel.l into the second half of 

the nineteenth century. In Vidler's view it was shortly after 1870 

when 'most of the influential teachers of the age were either un­

believers or professed a faith •.. calculated to unsettle if not 

destroy traditional Christian belier. 15 A sugcestion of this 

thesis is that the spiritual vacuum created by those dismayed by 

these developments was, in part, at least, filled by Christadelph­

ianism which was seen to be on the offensive against idiosyncrats 

such as Hine and disbelievers like Bradlaugh. 

The second queetion sugcested as sicnificant in the Intro­

duction related to the explanation of the relative demise of Christ­

adelphianism after 1885. Again, a number of contributory factors 

has been susgested above. The early idea, accepted arnonsst Baptised 

Believers, of continual reimmersions after the discovery of new 

truths, was gradually replaced by the requirement of credal exact­

itude prior to a unique i.cunersion. Band ~n hand with this change 

went the recoval of Thomas•s spirit of discovery and its replace­

ment by a faith which was creed-based such that the creed was re­

garded as virtually i.r:m:utable. Although Roberts became de facto 

leader of Christadelphianism (in 1864, and, more particularly, 

after Thomas•s death in 1871) it is worth noting in his exculpation 

that Thomas's legac~ was not an easy one to inherit: a decision 

bad to be made and then implemented - was he to organise Thomas 1s 

ideology and its concomitant following, contain it or merely pro­

long its wild but prolific growth-rate, casting the cares of ec-. 

clesiastical polity to the winds? In ans~:ering the question as he 

did, and in seel:.ing to organise the movement, much of the post-

1885 declencion can be explained. However, even with hindsight, 

1. A_.R. Vidler, The Church in the Ace of Revolution, (London 1961) 1 

p. 143, suscested that the Wesleyuns alone lost 100 1 000 members 
in the mid-nineteenth century. 
For exazaple I Roy Avery MA FR.SA contributing to the Dictionar' 
of World History, ed. G.H.D. Howat, (London 1973), PP• 1126- . 
O. Chadwick, The Victorian Church, (London 1966), p. ,530. 
W. Neil in The Cambrid5e History of the Bible, ed. S.L; Green­
slade, (Cambridge 1963), pp. 269-270. 
Vidler, The Church in the Afie of Hevolution 1 p. 112. 
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it is difficult to see whether one of the alternative disposi­

tions of Thomas•s spiritual legacy would have been more success­

ful. The understanding of some other, minor, issues contributes 

to the co!?lprehension of the problem caused by Christadelphia!lism's 

rapid decline - for example, pressures applied fro::i outside the 

movement caused a nunber of notables to recant their conversion 

to Christadelphianism. However, there is no gainsaying the signi­

ficance of the principal factor - namely the offence and rupture 

caused by the schism of 1885. The 'Clean Flesh' schism of 1873 

had illustrated the drag of schism on s:r,iri tual .mooentum. By 

1885 1 s standards, the 1J73 schisa was mere dust on the balances. 

After 1885, many of the better speakers departed·; intellectuals 

were discredited for many years within the Central fellowchip, 

which became, in consequence, introverted; issues of personal dis­

taste (some raked up from the past), theological distinctions, anA 

polemics over ecclesiastical polity beca~e jumbled inextricably 

into chaos. Certain that Roberts was right 1 the Central fellowship 

could not deny that the means he had selected to coobat Ashcroft 

had been political, not expositional - and unspoken doubts about 

his conduct lingered behind assured statements of support. In­

justices were done, and known to have been done, to brethren who 1 

whilst as assured as Roberts about the inspiration of the Bible, 

found his political methods distasteful. These injustices were not 

admitted. Thus, many issues were left clouded in the hope that, 

when the clouds drifted away with time, the injustices too would 

have vanished. All this complexity and sordidness in what only 

twenty years previously under Thomas had been earnest, unsullied 

and confident, does n1:ucb to explain the difference in ethos within 

Christadelphianism before and after 1885. 

Whilst a constant harping on semantic niceties can be irri­

tating, genuine clarification occasionally emerges from unlikely 

sources. T.F. 0 1Dea produced a synthesis and simplification1 of 

the work of the generation of sociologists of relision which in­

cluded E. Troeltach, J. Wach and H.R. Niebuhr and also more recent 

1. T.F. O'Dea, The Sociology of Reli5ion 1 (New Jersey 1966).· 
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authors such as J.M. Yinger and B.R. Wilson. In sum, 0 1 Dea ~ain­

tained, these sociologists had developed a clear delineation be­

tween the terms' 'church' and 1 sect 1 • Table 9 below sets out 

O'Dea's assessment. 

TABLE 9 

Values Church Sect 

Basis of Birth Voluntary, after 
meobership conversion 

J,:ode of Via hierarchy and No general rule applied 
adr:J.inistration formal dogma to this cri. terion 

Social Inclusive of others, Exclusive of other 
structure often seographically approaches and 

and ethnically individuals 

Expectation-level Universal Numerically low, but 
re(;arding expectation of a spirit 
conversions of receneration within 

converts 

Attitude to Ready to adjust to Withdrawn from general 
society and co~promise with society into an austere, 

existing values and ascetic·, separate and 
institutions even defiant stance. 

The term 'denomination' stood approximately mid-way between 

'church' and 'sect'. The 'denomination', O'Dea felt, involved 

second and subsequent generations of a sect's development, in­

creased prosperity due to ascetic attitudes favouring hard work, 

sreater conservatism, more comfortable adjustment to the estab­

lished social order, respectability and routinisation. 

O'Dea cited work from Yinger1 and Wilson2 to show that sect­

arianism could become established by geographical and other forms 

of withdrawal from the world. 0 1 Dea 1 s own work on Mormonism3 

1. J.M. Yinser, Religion, Society and the Individual, (New York 1957). 
2. B.R. Wilson, Sects and Society. 
3. American Journal of Sociology, (Nov. 1954), No. 3, 60:285-293, 
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provided a template for a further alternative response - the type 

of wilderness experience which the Biblical Hebrews had sone 

through - producing 'something resembling an ethnic group'. 1 

Troeltscb's The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches pro­

vided O'Dea with a third possible response for a sect which wished 

to avoid development as a denomination, nanely mysticism. 

It has been the contention of this thesis that Christadelpb­

ianism had developed, by 1885, in an idiosyncratic direction in 

terms of the categories outlined above. 

The Robert Roberts or 'Temperance Hall' section of the move­

cent was sectarian in so.::::ie ways: mettbership was by the baptism of 

adults; the world and ctr.er relicious groups were reGarded with 

suspicion; a low expectation of conversiono existed and the move­

ment had adopted a stance towards society which showed itself 

austere and withdrawn. However, in certain respects, Christadelph­

ianism was developing as Uiebuhr had indicated denocdnations did: 

an ever-increasing sector of its membership was dravm from the 

families of first-generation converts; prosperity was being pro­

duced fro~ an ascetic attitude to endeavour; and certain plaudits 

had been accorded to the movement, resulting in increased respect­

ability. lndeed, an alwost church-like approach had been developed 

by 1885 in terms of attitude to hierarchy and formal doi;ma: the 

office-holder of Editor of The Christadelphian had become de facto 

leader of the movement and certain of his pronouncenents, which 

themselves involved a routinisation of religious life, had been 

un~versally accepted. 

A different flavour of religious taste had, by 1885, been de­

veloped acongst Christadelphians who had formed the 1 Suffolk Street' 

branch of the movement: in ecclesiastical polity, they were much 

more congregational and, hence, more sect-like; in attitude to 

society and the expectation-level of conversions, they were more 

adventurous than their 'Temperance Hall' brethren - prepared to 

believe that if what to them was 1 tbe Truth' was, indeed, the 

1. T.F. O'Dea, The Sociology of Reli5ion, p. 70. 
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1 True Gospel, it must be able to appeal to all - in this, they 

were more church-like than the 'Temper~nce Hall' section, accord­

ing to O'Dea's categories. 

In general, it is possible to conclude that, by 1885 1 both 

the Temperance Hall and Suffolk Street sectors of the Christadel­

phian movement had become stable enough institutionally to be re­

garded as par·ts of a 'denomination' in many respects and, although 

sect-like in certain features of reliGious life, were church-like 

in others. Overall, therefore, the emergence of a 'denomination' 

is an acceptable description of Christadelphianism by 1885. 

1. The Temperance Hall section of the movement had been shocked 
by the importation into Christadelphianism of Higher Critical 
views by two former clergymen, Revd. Ashcroft and Revd. Cham­
berlin. After the expulsion of these gentlemen in 1885, a 
residue of suspicion lincered for almost fifty years within 
Temperance Hall of any obtrusion from the outside world: the 
movement became withdrawn, suspicious, even hostile. 
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APPENDIX A 

JOHN THOHAS'S 34 QUESTIONS OF 1835 

1111.- Is there any other difference between man and the inferior 
animals, than their organisation, i.e., does not the essential 
difference between them consist in their susceptibilities? 

112.- What was the state of our first parents, in relation to 
eternal existence, before God said, 'Of the tree of the knowledge 
of good and evil 1 thou shalt not eat of it•, &c.j i.e., was it any 
other than a state in which they were susceptible either of mortal­
ity or immortality? 

113 ... Is man naturally and, therefore, necessarily immortal, ~, 
is he an '"immortal soul"', because be is man; or is immortality a 
gift consequent upon the due observance of certain conditions pro­
posed by God, at certain periods of the world's age? 

114.- If the former, how can "'life and incorruptibility111 be said 
'

11 to be brought to light by Jesus Christ in the gospel'? 
115.- If the latter, can idiots, infants, pagans, and unbelievers 

of es,·ery grade I with Scripture propriety, be called '"immortal 
souls'"? 
--nt:"- If immortality be a gift, is that gift conferred as soon a& 
a man dies, or doee be wait for it, in unconsciousness, 111till the 
revelation of Jesus Christ'" at bis second advent, when he will 
descend from heaven to ascend '"the throne of his father David111 ? 

"? .- Can any persoD liYing be said to be immortal, except by anti­
cipation of his resurrection from the dead? 

118.- If, as soon as the breath is out of a aan's body, he be in­
stantly translated to heaven or bell, how can he be said to be dead, 
and to rise again froa the dead? Is a man in heaven or hell, dead and 
alive, at the same time? If so, where do the scriptures teach this? 

119a- Do the Scriptures teach that men and women, and children, 
come from heaven and hell when they rise from the dead; or do they 
not rather teach that men's mortal bodies will be made alive, i.ea, 
re-animated by the apirit, i.e., the power of God, as the body~ 
Jesu• was? --

11 10.- If immortality, or perennial bliss or woe, be conferred 
upon men as soon as they die, i.e., if they be even sent direct to 
heaven or, contrariwise, to hell, pray what is the use of the judg­
ment, which all say is to be at the end of the world? 

11 11.- Is the 111second deatb 111 eternal life in torment? 
"12.- If instant perennial bliss or woe bas obtained through all 

ages, at death, consequeDt upon the alleged possession of an heredi­
tary immortal principle, is not the gospel nullified, seeing that 
Paul says it brings life and incorruptibility to light? 

11 13.- Arenot '"the great recompense of reward 111 and 111 punishment 11 ' 

consequent on the rejection of God's proclamation, or offer of im­
mortality on the terms of the gospel? 

1114.- lf so, and if God have never made the offer of '"life and 
incorruptibility111 to pagans, say the Chinese, will they be raised 
again from the dead to suffer punishment, and to be involved in a 
common and fierce catastrophe with those who have heard it an4 yet 
refuse to obey it? 

1115.- Does not God's distribution of judgments on the nations, 
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show that He makes a difference between those to whom His message 
has been sent and those to whom it has not? 

11 16.- Is not the term 111unjust 111 , in the Scripture sense, limited 
to those who have rejected God's way of justification; as the term 
' 11 just"' is confined to those who have accepted it under His several 
dispensations'1 

11 17.- Does not "'the resurrection of the just and of the unjust 111 

exclude pagans who have never heard the messages of God, infants, 
idiots, and insane, i.e., do not these at death fall into a state 
of unconsciousness, from which they will never be delivered? 

11 18.- When it says, '"Be fruitful and multiply, and RE-plenish the 
earth" 1 

1 &c., does it imply that the earth was inhabited before the 
creation of Adam; and that the earth being without form and void, 
and darkness upon the face of the deep waters which pervaded it, was 
the result of a catastrophe, by which its former inhabitants were 
detroyed? 

"19.- May not these inhabitants be tuthe angels who kept not their 
first estate, but left their proper habitation, whom God has re­
served in everlastin chains under darkness to the "ud ment of the 
great day (Jude ) 1 

111 the angels that sinned whom Be spared not, 
but with chains of darkness confinin them in Tartarus delivered 
them over to be kept for judgment (II Peter 2: - the angels whom 
Christ and the saints are to judge (I Cor. 6:3) - may not these in­
habitants of a former world on earth be the demons whom God in an­
cient times permitted to possess man, the chief of whom is Satan, 
and who cried out, saying, " 1Ahf Jesus of Nazareth, what hast thou 
to do with us? Art thou come to destro us? I know who thou art, 
the holy one of God 111 lMark 1 :2 ; and "'what hast thou to do with 
usf Son of God? Art thou come hither to torment us BEFORE THE TIME? 11

' 

- Hatt. B:29.J 
tt20.- Is not the word 111heaven 111 , in Scripture, synonymous with 

dispensation, state of socie't'yliivinely constituted and governed, 
in opposition to that composed of institutions merely human? 

1121.- Does not the phrase 1 '"heaven and earth1
", signify an !,S,!_ 

in reference to its governmental and subordinate relations? 
1122.- Does not the phrase, 111 a new heaven and a new earth'", 

simply import a NEW dispensation of ages in relation to a former 
one which bad become old? 

1123 .... Are not dispeii"sation, state, age, and world, often and for 
the most part synonymous terms in Scripture? 

1124.- Does not the solid material earth composed of hills, mount­
ains, oceans, rocks, &c., bear a similar relation to dispensation, 
state, age and world, that the permanent stage of a theatre does to 
the shifting scenes? 

1125 .... Does not the Scripture teach that~ 111heavens 11 ' 1 or 
Divinely constituted states of human society, are to obtain upon 
the earth; and that the third is to remain through all eternity? 

1126.- Are not these three heavens, first, the kingdom of heaven, 
or the church of Jesus Christ; second, the millennial age; third, 
the eternal dispensation? Is not the first illustrated 'int~ 
writings of the Apostles and EvangelistSi the~ in Isaiah 65: 
17-25; Ezekiel 37:21-28; chaps. 40-48, &c., &c.; the~ in the 
Apocalypse, chaps. 21, 22 to v. 5? And was it not the third heaven, 
or eternal age, which is also called Paradise, to which Paul was 
suddenly conveyed away in~, when he heard unspeakable things? 



300 

11 27.- Does not the promise made to Abraham, Gen. 17:8, .confirmed 
by the institution of circumcision, v. 9-14, - in which those who 
are circumcised with the circumcision made without hands by the 
circumcision of Jesus Christ, havinb been buried with him in bap­
tism, are interested - refer to the possessioriof Canaan, in Asia, 
under the personal reign of the Messiah? 

1128.- Will not the faithful. of all past dispensations be put in 
possession of Canaan in Asia, and of the government of men of all 
nations, by a resurrection from the dead; and will not the faith-
ful on the earth at that time undergo an instantaneous change from 
a state of mortality to one of incorruptibility; and will not all 
this be consequent upon the descent of Jesus to the Mount of Olives? 

1129.- Is not the subject of God's promise to Abraham synonymous 
with the ' 11Kingdom of God and of Christ"', 111the Kingdom of God 111

, 

'"the reign of God'", 111my father's Kingdom"'; and is it not when 
Jesus enters on the possession of the land of Canaan that the apost­
les will sit upon twelve thanes judging the twelve tribes of {the 
restored) Israeli that he will partake of the passover which will 
be accomplished in the kingdom of God; that he will drink of the 
product of the vine, with the apostles, new in his Father's king­
domj that many will come from the east and west, and will be placed 
at table with Abraham, lsaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of heaven, 
&c? 

1130.- Does not the present animal constitution of things bear the 
same relation to the millennial and eternal ages as a mass of 
bricks, stones, timbers, scaffolding, mortar, &c., do to a palace 
about to be built, or rather being built from their materials; and 
may not all but the true believers, be aptly compared to the refuse 
or rubbish, after the palace is built, fit only to be burned, de­
stroyed, or cast out, and trodden under foot of men? 

1131.- Will not the inhabitants of Paradise restored, or the eter­
nal age, symbolized by John in the Apocalypse, as the!!.!!!,, not the 
restored, Jerusalem, be the TRUE ISRAELITISH NATION - a nation, 
every member of which will be an immortal, incorruptible, or spiri­
tual, as opposed to an animal or mortal man; a nation, constituted 
ofthe descendants or ciiII"dren of Abraham according to the promise? 

1132.- Is not restoration, and not destruction, the ultimatum of 
all God's dealings in relation to man; and does not the reatoratio~ 
relate to the earth, which was cursed on man's account, as well as 
to its inhabitants? if so, why look for heaven in some unknown, un­
revealed, remote region of immensity? And cannot the hell of the 
wicked be scripturally discovered in the renovating and purifying 
flames latent in the bowels or the earth, to be brought into opera­
tion for judicial and physical purposes? 

1133.- Are not ' 11 the court_ of the priests'", 111 the holy place"', 
and 1 "the most holy place"' types or the Jewish, Christian, and 
millennial states of society under divine rule? 

1134.- Are not these interrogatories worthy of the investigation 
of all who desire to add to their faith, knowledge? Are they not 
calculated to stimulate us to search the Scriptures? ADd if the 
hints contained in these questions be valid, what becomes of the 
popular notions of imr:lortality, heaven, hell, baby-rbantism, cir­
cumcision by modern Jews, funeral sermons, modern psalmody, immer­
sion into experiences, obituaries, salvation of Pagans independent 
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of the gospel, untypical sectarian churches, &c., &c.; and would 
not their scriptural elucidation remove many obstacles at present 
in the way of objectors to revelation on account of the supposed 
incompatibilities and its incongruities'? 111 

Source: The Apostolic Advocate as Cited in Roberts, Life Dr. T., 
m.H. Boulton 1954J, PP• 33-36. 
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APPENDIX B 

JOHN THOMAS'S 30 POINTS OF 1846 

"'1.- That the Spirit of God formed man in the image and 1ikeness 
of the Elohim, ' 11very good 111 , but without character, susceptible of 
mortality or of immortality, but then actually in possession of 
neither. 

112.- That the subsequent state of Adam upon the earth was pre­
dicated on the character he should develop, that is, upon his obed­
ience or disobedience of the Eden law. 

"3.- That by transgression, he came under the sentence of death, 
and all his posterity in him, by which when 930 years old, he was 
demolished, and became as he was before his formation, leaving only 
his character behind written in the remembrance of God. 

114.- That he was driven out of the garden that be might not be­
come im,."Jortal. 

115 ... That immortality is deathlessness, and consists in life mani­
fested through an incorruptible body. 

116.- That inasmuch as immortality is no inherent principle of the, 
nature of the animal or natural man, it must be sought for as a 
'"gift from God 111

1 '"who only hath it"' as the 111fountain of life11 '. 
117 .- That God purposed in Himself before the world began, to set 

up a kingdom, the attributes of which should be • 11glory, honour, in­
corruptibility, and life 111 to all who should possess it; that these 
things, therefore, are to be manifested through and in connection 
with it alone. 

118.- That this kingdom is terrestrial and has a territory, a king, 
subjects, constitution, laws, and an executive administration. 

11 9 ■- That the kingdom is David 1s kingdom, at present non-existent, 
but soon to be restored. 

11 10.- That the territory of this kingdom is the 3,000,000 square 
miles of country promised to Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and their seed, 
or descendant, the Messiah; and these are all to possess it coetane­
ously and for ever; that none of them either did or expected to 
possess it in his corruptible lifetime, and therefore that in the 
covenant of territory, there is a veiled promise of a resurrection 
to eternal life; and of the coming of Abraham•s Seed to take poss­
ession of it as the inheritance willed and confirmed to him by his 
Father in Beaven. 

11 11.- That God promised that David's throne and kingdom should 
endure throughout all generations; that be should never want a man 
to sit upon his throne; and that David should witness the fulfilment 
of these things. 

1112.- That God bas promised to give the Messiah these promises 
made to his father David, after he should have been first raised 
from the dead, but not immediately after. 

11 13.- That David's throne and kingdom have had no existence since 
the dethronement of Zedekiah, upwards of 2,400 years agoj hence for 
the promises concerning the kingdom to be fulfilled, the l-Iessiab 
must come and re-establish David's kingdom and raise David from the 
dead. 

1114.- That the fulfilment of these things is the regeneration, re­
storation, or restitution of all things spoken of by all the proph­
ets since the days of Moses. 
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11 15.- That all who would inherit this kingdom must become the 
'"seed of Abraham. 11 ' and '"joint heirs with the Messiah111 • 

1116.- That the descendants of Abraham according to the flesh, in 
the line of Jacob are the saints of the law; but that 111 the People 
OF the Saints111

1 are those Jews who walk in the steps of the faith 
of Abraham, and those Gentiles who become citizens of the common­
wealth of Israel and Abraham's seed, by becoming Christ's: that 
these are the true Jews who shall possess the empire of the world, 
exercising sovereignty over Jews and Gentiles in the flesh. 

11 1? .- That for Jews and Gentiles living in the times of the Gen­
tiles to become heirs of this kingdom, they must become the sub­
jects of repentance and remission of sins through the name of Jesus. 

11 18.- That repentance is the gift of God, and consists in that 
state of mind in which the disposition of the fathers, Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob, obtains possession of the affections, and turns 
men to the obedience and wisdom of just persons; that this Abrahamic 
disposition, which is childlike, humble, believing, and teachable, 
is appointed and accepted as repentance, consequent on belief of the 
gospel of the kingdom, and baptism in the name of the king: that the 
fruits meet for repentance are the fruits of the Spirit, which 
evince the indwelling of the disposition of these fathers in the 
heart. 

• 1119.- That they who hope for the things of the kingdom of God, 
may become the subjects of repentance and remission of sins, by be­
lieving that Jesus of Nazareth is the Messiah foretold in the law 
and the prophets, both Son of David and Son of God; that his blood 
cleanses from all sin, and that he rose from the dead; and by being 
baptized into the name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy 
Spirit. 

1120.- That we are sinners by constitution and actual transgress­
ion, being destitute of all inherent holilless or righteousness; so 
that to become holy and righteous, we must be constituted the right­
eousness of God in Christ. 

1121 .- That Matthew gives the genealogy of Jacob the father of 
Joseph, the husband of Mary, from Abraham in the line of David, 
Solomon, and Zorobabel; by which lineage it is demonstrated that 
Jacob and Joseph were descendants of Abraham in the royal line. 

1122.- That Luke gives the genealogy of Heli, the father of Mary, 
from Adam and Abraham in the line royal of David,~, and Zoro­
babel: thus the families of Jacob and Heli were two branches of the 
royal house. 

1123.- That David's throne and kingdom were decreed to the heirs 
male, as proved by 2 Sam. 7. -A daughter of David, or female descen­
dant, could not, therefore ascend the throne. The right of the 
Princess Mary, derived from her father Reli of the elder branch, 
would consequently give way to those of Joseph son of Jacob, though 
descended from the younger son of David. 

1124. - That the families of Na than the elder, and of Solomon the 
younger, of the sons of David by Bathsheba, united in Zorobabel 1 

governor of Judah under the Persians; from Zorobabel the family 
again divided into the branches terminating in Jacob and Heli. 

1125.- That by the marriage of Joseph, son of Jacob, with Mary, 
daughter of Heli, the two branches from Zorobabel were again unit­
ed; so that all right and title to the throne and kingdom of David 
concentrated in Mary's First Born. He, therefore, became the head 
and hope of the family and nation. Hence be is styled the BRANCH; 
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but, dying without issue, the royal house in the direct line be­
came extinct. 

1126.- Jesus, the grandson of Beli, beini:; born of Joseph's wife, 
was born hereditary king of the Jews. Beli married the sister of the 
father of Elizabeth, the wife of Zechariah, and mother of John the 
Baptizer, who was, therefore, second cousin to Jesus. Elizabeth was 
of the daughters of Aaron; consequently Mary, daughter of Heli and 
mother of Jesus, was of the house of David by her father, and of 
the house of Aaron by her mother, so that in her son Jesus was not 
only vested, by bis birth and the marriage of his mother, all king­
ly rights, but all rego-pontifical as well. In Jesus, therefore, is 
united the combined kinsly and high-priestly offices of the nation 
of Israel: so that when the government shall be upon bis shoulders 
he will sit as a priest upon bis throne, after the order of Melchiz­
edec, being without predecessor or successor in the united office 
of king and priest. 

1127 .- From all which it is evident that if there lives any one 
who has a right to David's throne, it can only be Jesus; and there­
fore he must have been raised from the dead; that if the Jews of 
this age were to asree to restore David's throne, they could not 
effect it, though all other things might favour, because they could 
not find a son of David to occupy it. Hence there is no one can re~ 
establish it but God, who retains at His right hand the only de­
scendant of David who is alive. 

11 28 ... That the period occupied by the kingdom of God and of 
David's son is '"the dispensation of the fulness of times"', which 
lasts 1,000 years. That this is the day of judgment, when Messiah 
shall sit upon David's throne, judging the living and them that 
were dead in his kingdom. That this periodic-day is the world to 
come, or future age, of which Paul speaks in Hebrews, when the 
saints judge the world, and the unjust are punished according to 
their works. 

"29.- That the Scriptures classify mankind according to the times 
and circumstances under which they livej that these are the times 
of ignorance and times of knowledge; that under the former, they 
are ' 11alienated from the life ··of God through the ignorance that is 
in them'", being permitted to walk in their own ways, and "'re­
ceiving in themselves that recompense of their error which was 
meet"'• That this class, though in part accountable, are irrespon­
sible, and therefore not the subjects of a resurrection to judg­
ment or to life: that this class is composed of two orders of be­
ings, the one accountable, the other not being able to give an ac­
count, but both from circumstances peculiar to their case, irre­
sponsible, and the heirs, therefore, only of what the constitution 
of the kingdom of sin, under which the human race has been involun­
tarily placed, can give them a title to. 

11That it is light or knowled&e which makes accountable men re­
sponsible. That by this light, accountable and responsible men are 
subdivided into three orders: first, those who would not receive 
the light; second, those who receive and continue in it; and third, 
those who having once received it, turn from it. That 111sinners11

', 

111wicked"', '"unjust 11 •, and '"just 111
1 are terms indicative of these 

orders of men: that the third order is composed of 111cursed ~­
ren'", who awake from the dust to everlasting shame and contempt'", 
while the '"wicked 11 ' 1 or '"rest of the dead live not again till the 
1,000 years are ended"'. That the second order is composed of: 
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111blesaed cbildren111 , who are to inherit the kingdom prepared for 
them. 

1130.- That the dispensation of 1,000 years is the state inter­
mediate between the times of the Gentiles and the eternal state. 
That to enter the eternal world we must pass through the intermed­
iate dispensation of the future age. 111 

~: The Herald of the Future Age (1846) as cited in Roberts, 
Life Dr. T., (ed. W.H. Boulton 195 ), pp. 118-120. 
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APPENDIX C 

JOHN TBO?li.AS 'S CONFESSION 1 ABJURATION AND DECLARATION OF 1847 

1 CONFESSION AND ABJURATION 

111When we consider the nature of flesh and blood, and the con­
stitution of the world to which it stands related, it seems imposs­
ible that a man should struggle for twelve long years in and with 
the darkness and evil by which be is surrounded, and have no errors 
to confess and abjure. There may.be some immaculates who, being wise 
in their own conceit, consider themselves as free from these; and 
who regard with pious horror the possibility of 111heresy111 being an 
ingredient of their religionism. But it is not so with the Editor 
of the Herald of the Future Age. He admits he has erre'd "'in many 
things 111 ; and it affords him great and pleasant satisfaction to an­
nounce to his readers that by the profitable assistance of the sac­
red writings, he has discovered some mistakes, which, if not cor­
rected, would prove fatal to his eternal well-being. His errors are 
of a positive and negative character - errors of omission, and errors 
of commission. While it may be a palliation to say he erred in sin-' 
cerity, he considers such a plea no valid excuse or expiation. Paul 
co!D!.:1itted cany heinous offences ignorantly, therefore he found mercy; 
but he was not therefore pardoned. So, because we have erred ignor­
antly, and at the same time honestly contending for what we believed 
to be true, we have also '"obtained mercy"', in the forbearance of 
God towards us, seeing that we are still spared to the ~iscovery of 
the sandiness of our foundation, and the correction and abjuration 
of our errors unto life. 

11When we look back upon the past thirteen years, it is with ming­
led astonishment and satisfaction. But though in the course of that 
period we have had many regrets, yet from the position we now oc­
cupy in viewing '"the landscape o'er111 , we cannot confess that our 
mingled feeling is disturbed by the bitterness of regret. Our barque 
has been buffeted and tossed by the winds and waves of an unfathomed 
and stormy course. It is true that its masts and spars have bent 
and creaked under a not infrequent press of sail; but her hull was 
tight, and her stays and halliards, though stretched, have not given 
way. She has always answered to her helm, and we rejoice to know 
that we have brought her to soundings tight and trim. But from the 
tropical, let us turn to plain, unvarnished details of matters and 
things. 

111.- First, we remark that our moral training at the hands of 
a kind and pious mother was the best her education in the Calvin­
ism of the Scottish Kirk could enable her to give. She instilled 
into us a profound veneration for the Holy Scriptures, which we re­
tain till this day. We had more veneration for the book than accur­
ate knowledge of its contents. Hence, while our youth was strictly 
moral, the hereditary principle of our flesh was strong and unsub­
dued. Pride and ambition, our ancestral sins, were the leading char­
acteristics of our early manhood. These urged us on to '"high 
things 111 , as we then esteemed them. We sought distinction in poli­
tics and science, 111 the mean ambition and pride of men 11 'i but God in 
His goodness foiled all our schemes, and we found ourselves an alien 
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in a strange land. 
11II.- With a very, very insufficient knowledge of the word, am­

ounting almost to nothing, we became a truth seeker. We sought truth 
as a worldly-minded, but otherwise moral young man might be supposed 
to seek it. We sought it at the lips of the world's prophets and 
diviners. ln the search we failed. Events introduced us to our wor­
thy friend W.S., of the Protestant Unionist. We conversed on the 
Book of Daniel. We were acquainted with these prophecies then only 
so far as they were interpreted by Rollin, which we have elsewhere, 
by a different_interpretation, proved to be fallacious. If, there­
fore, the Kingdom of God was touched upon, and we think it was not, 
it is very certain we did not understand it. However, said our 
friend 1 

111we agree very well as to generals; let us see if we cannot 
come to an understanding as to particulars."' 1 "You believe that 
Jesus i.s the Christ."' The truth is, in relation to this, we could 
not have told when we did not 111believe1" it! We answered '"yes! 11 ' 

'"What hinders, then, that you should be a Christ.ian? 111 "'You be­
lieve that Christ died for sins, was buried, and rose again; why not 
be baptised?"' ''*Yes, we believed this, because it was so written; 
but we bad also supposed ourselves as good a Christian as others, 
though not in a church. We had belonged to the lndependents, when 
17 years old, for about six months, when we withdrew. We had always 
been a church-goer, and had officiated as a sort of chaplain on 
board a ship. A Christian! Could we be more a Christian than we 
were? 111 Such was the kind of thoughts flitting athward the mind; but 
we replied that '"we thought that, being a stranger, he ought not to 
press us to do this; but that he should wait, and prove whether we 
were worthyi we might discredit our profession, which would be worse 
than none. 111 He very politely expressed that he had no fears of that 
kind. We told him however, frankly, that we were seeking the truth, 
and if the course he recommended were scriPtural, we would comply. 
He cited the case of the Ethiopian officer, and in the conversation 
quoted Acts ii. 38 1 which 'proved an ·end to all controversy. 

11 Such are the leading facts in the case I as well as we can remem­
ber at this distance of time. We cast no blame on our friend, while 
we condemn ourselves. With the views he had then, and seems still 
to retain, and which for many years we have shared with him and 
others, we should, a.Dd doubtless have pursued the same course; but, 
the eyes of our understanding being enlightened, as we verily be­
lieve, we confess that the whole matter was a mistake, and as such 
make this public abjuration thereof. 

111.- Because our ' 11faith 111 rested mainly, if not solely, upon 
the word of man. 

112.- Because that most excellent man, we think, did not then, 
neither does he now, appear to know, nor did we, what the Gospel 
of God is concerning His Son. 

113.- Because we mistook the mystery of the gospel for the gospel 
itself. 

114.- Because the editor was a stranger to the Abrahamic disposi­
tion and mode of thinking which are the true type of '"repentance 
unto life. 11 ' 

115.- Because being destitute of this childlike frame of mind, 
even had he kno~m and believed the gospel of the kingdom, his faith 
would not have been imputed to him for righteousness. 
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116.- Because that men are 111saved by the hope 111
1 being ignor­

ant in toto of that hope, be was not saved by it, and therefore, 
while he writes this, must be in his sins. 

"These, we consider, are sufficient reasons why we should ab­
jure the whole transaction, in which we once firmly thought we had 
believed and obeyed the one only true apostolic gospel of Jesus 
Christ. 

"III.- Having been immersed into what we now see is an erroneous 
system, an interest was then awakened in us To know more about it. 
Accordingly we devoured tii'echristian Baptist and Harbinger. For 
seven months we supposed we were studying the truth itself. We were 
but too faithful a student of these writings. We acquired a taste 
for theological gladiatorship, for which we have not been altogether 
unjustly blamed. If at this period we studied the word otherwise 
than through these worltsf the impression thereof has faded from our 
remembrance. 

"IV.- At the end of seven months, an unforeseen and unwished for 
change in our circumstances supervened. When we look back we are 
astonished. lt was not, however, presumption, but a pressure from 
without, that placed us in the attitude of a religious instructor! 
Our friend W.S. could never induce us to attempt 111 to preach111 • We 
were concerned in relation to this matter by Hr. A. Campbell, who 1 

forced us most reluctantly into the position. We now found our­
selves under an extraordinary obligation to study the word. Accord­
ingly we closed the other works and set about it in good earnest; 
and, becoming an editor, a new impetus was communicated, which be­
came irresistible. While the Christian Baptist maintained its as~ 
cendancy, our mind continually reverted to its author as the light 
of the age, and we wrote and spoke of him as such; but, ast'he word 
began to take root in our hearts, and to enlighten the eyes of our 
understanding, in the same ratio that light became dim, and we be­
gan to discover the dense fog in which he and his system are em­
bedded. 

"V .- It has consumed many years to convince us thoroughly of this. 
This will explain how it is we have taught errors we are now under 
the necessity of abjuring. We taught these errors under the influ­
ence of human tradition; we have recently perceived the truth, aided 
only by the prophets and apostles; therefore 1 we do confess: 

111. 1'hat we have taught that to believe that Jesus is the Christ, 
the Son of God; that he died for sins, was buried, and rose again 
for our justification; and th.at to be immersed into the na.C1e of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, for the remission of sins, is to be­
lieve and obey the gospel. 

112. That we have taught, that to be sorry for sin, cease to do 
evil, and learn to do well, is repentance. 

"3. That the kingdom of God was set up on the Day of Pentecost; 
that it consisted of 3120 citizens; that the apostles then sat upon 
their thrones; and we have sung that we shall gain kingdoms beyond 
the .ekies, &c. 

114. That the gospel was preached for the first time by Peter, 
on Pentecost, and that it is contained in Acts ii. 38; and that the 
transactions therein detailed are a fulfilment of Isaiah ii.3. 

115. That by :untlersion, a believer after the type of No •• 1, is 
introduced into the kingdom. 
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116. That, while we have always contended that th~ faith of the 
sectarian world, and the faith without which a man cannot please 
God, are essentially different faiths, we have erroneously attri­
buted that essential difference to not believing in the remission 
of sins through immersion into the name of Jesus, instead of to 
their utter ignorance of the gospel of the kingdom. 

"7• That while formerly, with these errors, we taught the truth 
as it opened up before us from the word, we have never, till com­
paratively recently, perceived that it was the gospel, and, there­
fore, we have never ventured to affirm that these things were nec­
essary to salvation. 

118. That, like all the rest of our contemporaries, we have 
taught unknowingly the conditions of the gospel as a substitute for 
the gospel of the kingdom of God. 

119. That, under the influence of human tradition and example, 
we have invited persons to come forward on the spur of the moment, 
and be baptised for the remission of sins, when·, from the nature of 
things, it was impossible that they could have been enlightened; 
bad we been properly instructed we should not now have had to make 
this confession and abjuration of our mistakes. Better late, how­
ever, than not at all. 

1110. We do not remember that we ever taught the existence of an 
immortal soul in corruptible man, and the translation thereof to 
heaven or hell, at the instant of death; if we have, so much the 
worse: no man can hold this dogma and acceptably believe the gospel 
of the kingdom of God and His Christ; we abjure it as ' 11a damnable 
heresy. 11 ' 

"The former nine of these items we confess to; there may be 
other things which have escaped our recollection; whatever they be, 
let them all go into eternal oblivion; we·count them all but dross, 
and abjure them all, that we may enter upon a new era, as the freed­
man of Christ and his truth. 

11Vl. We erred in holding in abeyance the most trivial inference 
from the truth on any pretence whatever; we abjure all errors of 
this kind, and take this opportunity of declaring that no compro­
mise with men or principles can hereafter be extracted from the 
editor of this paper. 

"VII. We admit that we have not accepted the slanders and re­
proaches bestowed upon us with that gratitude the word inculcates. 
Born and educated in a country where character is more precious 
than gold, we have, in time past, felt like Ephraim, unaccustomed 
to the yoke, when suffering under the galling imputations of reck­
less assailants. ~perience, however, has taught us that, in this 
country, slander is the people's broadsword, with which they seek 
to slay the reputations of all who aim to serve them otherwise than 
in subservience to their passions in the things of time or eternity. 
But, blessed be our foes in their basket and their store. We thank 
them for their persecution and opposition with which they have en­
countered us. But tor these, we should have been, perhaps, like 
them, '"in the gall of bitterness and bond of iniquity. 111 Their 
course has compelled us to study more diligently than we might have 
done the Holy Scriptures, that we might be better able to give an 
answer to every one that should, ask a reason of the hope that is 
in us. Had they let us alone, it is probable we should have in good 
repute indeed with them and their leaders, and might even have been 
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teaching the same fables; which, however, would have deprived us 
of the pleasure of confessing our errors and mistakes, and of thus 
publicly renouncing and bidding them adieu. 

March 3rd 1 1847 11
' 

'DECLARATION 

11Having presented the reader with our confession and abjuration 
of errors, the fitness of things requires that we should declare 
to him what we believe the Holy Scriptures teach in lieu thereof. 
We shall, therefore, now proceed to do this epitomially, and in as 
few words as possible. 

11 1. First, then, they reveal that THE GOSPEL WAS PREACHED TO 
ABRAHAM. 

"This is proved by what follows: 111The Scripture, foreseeing that 
God would justify the heathen through faith, preached before the 
gospel unto Abraham, saying, In thee shall all the nations be 
blessed. 111 - \Gal. iii. 8.) Referririg to this incident, Jesus said 
to the Jews, 111Ycur father, Abrahe.a, rejoiced to see my day: and he 
saw it, and was glad. 111 {John viii. 56.) 

11Upcn this we may remark, that all nations have never yet been 
blessed in Abraham; secondly, that when all nations shall be bless,.;,d 
in Abraham, Messiah's day will have been revealed; and thirdly, that 
these events, not having been accomplished, their fulfilment is yet 
a matter of hope; hence Abraham rejoiced in the prospect of the 
future age, then far off, but now near, because it was, doubtless, 
then revealed to him that be should sit with his descendant, the 
Messiah, in the kingdom of God (Luke xiii. 28); for Abraham, when 
called, went out into a country where the kingdom is to be set up; 
which country '"he should after receive for an inheritance; 111 111he 
sojourned in {this) the land of promise, as in a strange or foreign 
country; for be looked for a city or state which hath foundation, 
whose builder and maker (or founder and constitutor) is God - (Heb. 
xi. 8-10.) These passages are a few of the beaconlights which dis­
play the kind of truth preached to Abraham as the gospel. They shew 
that he looked for a state, or kingdom, divinely established and 
constituted under his descendant in the land promised to him and 
his seed, when all nations should own his sovereignty. This he 
looked !or as Messiah's age; be aaw it by the eye of that "'faith'", 
which is 111the assured expectation of things hoped for; the con­
viction of things unseen; 11 ' and without which 111it is impossible to 
please Godi"' "'he saw it, 11.Ild was glad."' This was the ancient gos­
pel, preached to Abraham, which is still a matter of hope to all of 
Abraham's seed. 
"~· Of those who preach ' 11 baptism for remission,"' &c., as 

the ancient gospel, we would inquire, when the gospel was preached 
to Abraham by the Lord God, did He preach to him that Jesus was the 
Christ, -Hie Soni that he died, was buried, and rose again for faith, 
and repentance, and baptism into the name of the Trinity, for the 
remission of sins, in obedience to that faith? In the nature of 
things, this could not have have been preached, yet Be preac~ed to 
him the gospel; and you admit that there is but one gospel. How do 
you disentangle yourselves from this difficulty? Ia it not manifest 
that we have been preaching something else than what the Lord God 
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preached to Abraham, and which Paul says was the Gospel? 
112. The same gospel was preached to .Abraham's descendants in 

Egypt and in the wilderness of Egypt. 
"This is proved by these testimonies. In the good news announced 

by Jacob to h.is sons, he said: 111The sceptre (the symbol of sover­
eign power) shall not depart from Judah, nor a lawgiver from be­
tween his feet, until he whose it is come: and unto him shall the 
gatherings of the nations be. 111 

- (Gen. xlix. 10.) Joseph preached 
the same gospel to them fifty-four years after, saying, n 1God will 
surely visit you, and bring you out of the land (of Egypt), unto 
the land He aware (or promised) to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Ja'cob: 
and ye shall carry up my bones. 111 - (Gen. l. 24,25.) None, however, 
of Joseph's generation left Egypt; but, by faith, Joseph, when he 
died, made mention of the departing of Israel, and gave commandment 
concerning his bones - (Heb. xi. 22.) 

11 The Angel of the Lord preached the gospel to Moses at the bush, 
saying, ' 11 I am the God of thy father, the God of Abraham, the God 
of Isaac, and the God of Jacob. I have surely seen the affliction 
of my people which are in Egypt, and bnve heard their cry by reason 
of their taskmasters; for I know their sorrows: and I am come down 
to deliver them out of the hand of the Egyptians, and to bring them 
up out of that land unto a good and large land, unto a land flowing 
with milk and honey; unto the place or country of the Canaanites, 
and Hittites, and the Amorites, and the Perizzites, and the Hivites, 
and the Jebusites. - (Exod. iii. 6-8.) In this discourse, Jesus says 
God preached to Moses the resurrection of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. 
- (Luke xx. 37.) What were they to rise from the dead for? To in­
herit this 111good and large land flowing with milk and honey,"' pro­
mised to them in the gospel preached to them; and in which they, and 
all their posterity, as ztl, have only dwelt as pilgrims and so­
journers. 

"By an assured expectation of the things delivered to him from bis 
fathers, and a conviction of them then as yet unseen, '"Moses, when 
be was come to years, refused to be called the son of Fbaroah's 
daughter, choosing rather to suffer affliction with the people of 
God than to enjoy the pleasures of sin for a season; esteeming the 
reproach of (or, on account of the expectation of) the Anointed 
King (spoken of by Jacob when blessing Judah), greater riches than 
the treasures of Egypt: for he had respect unto the recompense of 
the reward,'" which Shiloh should bring. - (Heb. xi. 24.) Moses, 
then, believed the same gospel as did Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and 
Joseph, and, as we shall see, preached it likewise. 

11111Go 1
111 said Jehovah_ to him, '"and gather the elders of Israel 

together, and say to them, the Lord God of your fathers, the God of 
Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob, appeared to me saying, I have sure­
ly visited you, and seen that which is done to you in Egypt: and I 
have said (to Abraham: Gen. xv. 13-16) I will bring you up out of 
the affliction unto· the land of the Canaanites, &c., unto a land 
flowing with milk and honey111 - (Exod. iii. 16.) "'And Aaron spake 
all the words which the Lord had spoken to Moses, and did the signs 
in the sight of the people. And the people believed, and bowed their 
heads and worshipped."' - (Exod. iv. 29-31.) And "'by faith'", yea, 
by this faith, which Paul defines in Heb. xi. 1, • 11they passed 
through the Red Sea as by dry land. 111 - (v. 29.) 

11In Exod. vi. 4, Jehovah saith, "'I have established my covenant 
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with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, to give them the land of Canaan, 
the land of their pilgrimage, wherein the:yw'ere strangers. And I 
have also heard the &roaning of the children of Israel, whom the 
Egyptians keep in bondage; and I have remembered my covenant 0 111 

From which remembrance we are to understand that the Exodus of 
Egypt under Hoses, the passage of the Jordan under Joshua, the oc­
cupation of the land of promise temporally by the Twelve Tribes, 
somewhat more permanently by Judah, and the events of the times of 
the Gentiles, which are all converging to a grand and awful crisis 
in the Holy Land, with all their correlates and details, constitute 
the economy of means instituted by the Al~ighty, througn which He 
predetermined that the gospel preached to Abraham should be mani­
fested in its glorious consummation: this economy, how vast! It 
begins with the departing from Egypt, and is accomplished in the 
setting-up of the kingdom of God, when the son of Abraha.I!l shall 
come in power and great gloryt 

11111Wherefore, 111 0 Hoses, 111say unto the children of Israel, I am 
the Lord, and I will bring you out from under the burdens of the 
Egyptians, and I will rid you out of their bondage, and I will re­
deem you with a stretched-out arm, and with great judgment: and I 
will take you to me for a people, and I will be to you a God, &c.: 
and I will bring you into the land concerning the which I did aware 
to give it to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob; and I will give it 1 

to you {also) for a heritage; I am the Lord (ver. 6,8). Thie was the 
same gospel that the Lord God preached to their fathers. They should 
have that good land for an everlasting heritage when the promise 
should be fulfilled to the worthies enumerated by Paul in Heb. xi. 

11The Lord brought them into the wilderness to prove them; but 
111 they always erred in heart. 111 They were a stiff-necked and per­
verse generation. They despised the gospel preached to them, and 
wished themselves again in Egypt. They murmured against the Lord, 
whose wonders they had witnessed in the land of Ham. They were a 
people in whom was no faith, so that "'the Lord aware in His wrath 
they shall not enter into my rest. 111 

11Now, the apostle saith of this generation under Moses, and of 
those Jews who lived in bis own day, 111Unto us was the gospel 
preached,· as well as unto them; but the word of hearing did not 
profit them, not being mixed with faith in them that heard it. -
(Heb. iv. 2.) From which it is clear, first, that the gospel was 
preached to the Israelites ,whose carcass'es'"""rell in the wilderness; 
and, second, that IT WAS THE SAME GOSPEL THAT WAS PREACHED TO AND BY 
THE APOSTLES TO THEIR CONTEMPORARIES. 

113. The same gospel was preached to the generation that invaded 
Canaan under Joshua. 

11The Lord said to Joshua the son of Nun, 111Be strong, and of good 
courage,'" for thou shalt bring the children of Israel into the 
land which I sware unto them: and I will be with thee. 111 - (Deut. 
xxxi. 23.) At that time Moses was permitted to view the land pro­
mised to him and his fathers, but not to enter it. He was to wait 
until Itwai made '"a heavenly country111 under the sovereignty of 
Shiloh, to whom he was afterwards introduced on the Mount of Trans­
figuration. 

11 •"Within three days, 1 " said Joshua 1 '"ye shall pass over this 
Jordan to go in to possess this land, which the Lord your God. giveth 
you to possess it. 111 - (Josh. 1. 11,) "'And the Lord gave unto 
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Israel all the land which Be aware to give unto their fathers; and 
they possessed it and dwelt therein. And the Lord gave them rest 
round about, according to all that He aware unto their fatbers':-(ch~ 
xxi. 43.) But this was not the rest promI'sed to Abraham, Isaac, 
Jacob, Joseph, Noses, Rahab, Samuel, David, and the prophets; they 
all hoped for the rest to be manifested in the country lying be­
tween the Euphrates, Mediterranean, Nile and the Gulf of Persia, 
according to the promise: this was the gospel preached to them, 
whether actual residents in the land or out of it. These all having 
obtained a good report through faith received not the promise. God 
having provided some better thing (than Canaan as it was in their 
day) for us, that they without us should not be made perfect.'" -
(Heb. xi. 39,40.) 

11The rest in Canaan under the Mosaic law to which Joshua intro­
duced the nation, was not the final rest which constitutes the bur­
den of the gospel. Several hundred years after Joshua, the Holy 
Spirit said by Davi.d to his and all subsequent generations, 111lf ye 
harden not your hearts, ye shall not enter into my rest;"' thus 
speaking of another rest in the land of promise differently con­
stituted from that of Joshua. Let the reader study well Heb. iii. 
and iv., without referring to word-corrupting commentators. Paul 
says Joshua did not give them rest, therefore there remains a 
Sabbatism to Joshua, Caleb 1 &c. Where is this rest? In the Holy 
Land, when it shall be constituted an heavenly country or paradise. 
And remember that it is declared that NO ONE SHALL ENTER INTO THE 
REST WHO DOES NOT BELIEVE THE TRUTH CONCERNING IT. 

114. This same gospel of the rest which was preached to Abraham is 
amplified throughout all the prophets. 

"Speaking of this, Paul says, he was 111separated unto the gospel 
of God, which he had promised afore by His prophets in the Holy 
Scriptures. - {Rom i. 1.) Indeed, under t"his head, we may state 
summarily that all that is said about the latter-day glory of the 
Israelites, about the magnificence and everlasting sovereignty of 
David's son, of his thronet and of his kingdomj of the future dest­
iny of the Holy Land, of Jerusalem and Zion; of the benign and 
peaceful reign of Messiah on his father David's throne; of his do­
minion over all nation; of the the glory, honour, immortality, and 
royal and priestly dignity of his saints, &c. 1 ;- all these, and 
milch more 1 make up 1 11 the gospel of God concerning His Son. 111 

"This same gospel was preached by John the Baptist, by Jesus, and 
by his apostles before the day of Pentecost. 

115. John preached, saying, "'Repent, for the royal dignity of the 
heavens hath come!'" 111Now, after John was put in prison, Jesus 
came into Galilee, preaching the gospel of the kingdom of God 1 and 
saying the time is fulfilled (see Daniel) and the kingdom of God 
(or His royal dignity, or majesty) is come: repent ye, and believe 
the gospel. - (Marki. 14.) 1111 am sent, 11

' said he, "'to preach the 
kingdom of God. 111 - (Luke iv. 43.) "'And he sent his twelve discip­
les to preach the kingdom of God, and to heal the sick. And they 
departed and went through the towns, preaching the gospel, and· 
healing everywhere. - (Luke ix. 1 1 2,6.) 

11 From these texts it is plain that to preach the gospel was to 
preach about the kingdom of God; and 1 vice versa, that to preach 
the kingdom of God was to preach the gospel. Did John, Jesus, and 
the Twelve preach for the gospel baptism into the Trinity for 
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remission to those who believed Jesus was the Son of God? No; they 
preached the gospel Abraham rejoiced in; the good things of which 
wrought in the hearts and minds of those who believed dispositions 
and modes of thinking after the Abrahamic type; this was repentance 
because of the kingdom of God. 

116. The same gospel was preached by the Twelve, and by Paul, after 
the day of Pentecost. 

"It would be easy to shew that it was preached on every occasion 
rec.orded in the Acts. We are not now arguing, but declaring in as 
condensed a form as the subject will admit. We cannot now, there­
fore, go into minutiae. Turn to Acts viii. 12. Pbilip 1 s discourse 
consisted of two general divisions; first 1 

1 "the things concerning 
THE KINGDOM OF GOD; 111 and, second, concerning 111 the NAME of Jesus 
~;

111 now mark, the first was the gospel; th'esecond, the myst­
ery of the gospel. See also Acts xix. 8; xx. 25; xxviii. 31. 

11 7, The grand principle brought to light by the preaching of the 
gospel from Abraham to the apostolic era, was: LIFE AND INCORRUPl'­
IBILITY THROUGH THE KINGDOM OF GOD. 

"The nature of the kingdom will manifest this. Read Daniel ii. 44; 
vii. 13,14,18,27. Here it will be seen; that the kingdom is to be 
indestructible; secondly, that it is not to be left to other people, 
or to pass from .hand to hand; thirdly, it is to stand for ever, that 
is, to be superseded by no other; fourthly, the saints are to take 
this kingdom and possess it for ever; fifthly, they will possess it 
with the Son of man, to whom, sixthly, all nations will be politi­
cally and ecclesiastically obedient. 

11Fleab and blood, therefore, cannot inherit this kingdom; for 
flesh and blood is destructible, or corruptible. lf, when God sets 
up this kingdom, the administration of its affairs were comcitted 
to mortals, they could only retain it as they now do the kingdoms 
of the world; but it is not to be left to successors; hence those 
who are promoted to its glory, honour, peace, and power, must be 
immortal; so that when once appointed to office, being endowed with 
an incorruptible life, they can administer its affairs until it is 
delivered up to the '"Father by the Son, at the expiration of 1,000 
years. 111 This glory, honour, incorruptibility, life, might, majesty, 
peace, blessedness, and dominion, are attributes of this kingdom 
alone; to preach these things is to preach the gospel through which 
incorruptibility and life are brought to libht by Jesus Christ, the 
future sovereign of the world. 

11Such is the gospel we now believe with our whole heart. Like 
Abraham, through the testimony concerning it 1 we '"rejoice to see 
Messiah's day, and do see it and are glad. 111 It is our hope; the 
hope of our calling through Jesus, 111 the anchor of our soul, both 
sure and stedfast, within the vail. 111 It is by this hope we are 
saved. 

"Does the reader believe this gospel i does he earnestly desire 
to partake in such a glorious inheritance as this? Dismiss, then, 
fllthe vain and deceitful philosophy'" of the pietiats; dream no 
more of phantom 111kingdoms beyond the skies; 111 but be content to 
receive the word as a little child, and yield a willing conformity 
to the conditions of the 

MYSTERY OF THE GOSPEL OF THE KINGDOM. 

"These are to the Jews a stumbling-block, and to the Greeks fool-
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ishness; but unto them which are called, both Jews and Greeks, 
Christ crucified, the power of God, and the wisdom of God. - (I Cor. 
i. 23.) 

11 1. The first condition is, that you believe that Jesus of Nazar­
eth is the anointed King (Christ) and Son of the living God. 

11 2. That, according to the predetermination of God, he was cruci­
fied for believers' sins, was buried, and rose again from the dead, 
according to the prophets and apostles. 

113. That you be the subject of the same dispositioll and mode of 
thin.king as were Abraham, &c. 

114. That ye be im::iersed in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Spirit, that you may become the recipient of re­
pentance and remission of sins, or of an imputation of righteous­
ness, through the name of Jesus Christ. 

11We cannot enter into detail. The Scriptures must be searched in 
relation to these conditions. We can only kindle up the beacon fires. 
The word is profitable for all things. An ENLIGHTENED believer being 
thus obedient to the faith, is baptised for the resurrection, for 
the ki~gdom of God, and for all else the Gospel promises. Be thus 
becomes an heir of God, and co-heir with Jesus of the world. He will 
'"inherit all things" 1 , provided: 

115. That he walk worthy of his high destiny, 111denying himself of 
ungodliness and worldly lusts, and living soberly, righteously, and 
godly, in the present age; looking for that blessed hope, and the 
glorious appearing of the great God, ·our Lord and Saviour Jesus 
Christ. 111 lf he do these things, he will never fall. 111 

Source: R. Roberts, Life Dr. T, (1st. edition, Birmingham 1911), 
~4-213, 



APPENDIX D 

JOHN THOHAS 1 S 20 PROPOSITIOHS OF 1847 

. 1 10 That the Gospel preached by the apostles was originally 
preached to Abraham, announcing blessedness for all nations in him 
and in his Seed, when he should possess the gate of bis enemies. 

2. That this Gospel promised Abraham and his Seed that they should 
be the Heirs of the World, which they should possess forever. 

3. That Abraham, "hoping against hope, was fully persuaded that 
what the Deity had promised he was also able to perform, and there­
fore it was counted to him for righteousness. 

4. That the land in which he sojourned, and kept his flocks and 
herds, and in scripture styled the Holy Land, and Yahweh's Land was 
promised to him for an everlasting possession. 

5. That this promise of the land became a confirmed covenant 4~0 
years before the Mosaic Law was added. 

6. That the Seed of Abraham, whose day he rejoiced to see, was to 
descend from the tribe of Judah in the line of David; and to be at 
once both son of David and Son of God. 1 

7. That a covenant was made with David, ordered in all thinss and 
sure, promising that the Seed should descend from himj that he should 
possess a kingdom in a future age; that he should be Son of the 
Eternal Father; that he should be afflicted unto death; that he 
should rise again; that the throne of his kingdom should be David's 
'throne; that Christ should occupy the throne in his presence; that 
he shall reign over the House of Jacob, in the covenanted land, dur­
ing the age; and that of his kingdom there shall be no end. 

8. That these covenants made with Abraham and with David are styled 
by Paul "the Covenants of Promise, 11 and that they contain "the things 
concerning the Kingdom of God, 11 which must be believed as a part of 
the faith that justifies. 

9. That the Christ is the Eternal Father by his spirit manifested 
in the Seed of David, and that Jesus of Nazareth is he. 

10. That in his crucifixion, Sin was condemned in the same flesh 
that had transgressed in Paradise, so that in the crucified body he 
bore tba sine of his people upon the tree, that they, being dead to 
sin, should live unto righteousness. 

11. That he was raised from among the dead by the power of the 
Father, for the justification or pardon of those who believe the 
covenanted precises, and the things concerning him. 

12. That the things concerning the Christ as a sufferer, and ful­
filled in Jesus, are 11tbe things concerning the Nar:ie of Jesus 
Christ, 11 which must also be believed as the other part of the faith 
which justifies. 

13. That Repentance is a change of mind and disposition, produced 
by "the exceedinc great and precious promises" lovingly believed, 
and resulting in "the obedience of faith. 11 

14. That repentance, remission of sins, and eternal life are 
granted in the name of Jesus Christ. 

15. That the Obedience of Faith consists in believing the gospel 
preached to Abrahnm, the preachin& of Jesus Christ, and the revealed 
mystery of his Name, and in being imr:iersed into the Name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. 

16. That repentance, remission of sins, and a right to incorrupt-
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ibility and life are institutionally granted to believers of the 
truth as outlined above in being buried with Christ ·by immersion 
into death to sin, from whence they rise with Christ, to walk in 
newness of life. 

17. That Abraham, the prophets, and the brethren under the Mosaic 
Law, are justified by the belief of the promises covenanted to 
Abraham and David, which covenants were brought into force by the 
death of the Testator, or Deity in flesh-manifestation called Jesus 
Christ; and that the immersed, and they. only, whether Jews or Gen­
tiles, fro~ the Day of Pentecost to the return of the Ancient of 
Days, are justified by belief of the same covenanted pro~ises and 
of things concerning the Name of Jesus Christ as specified above. 
Thus, there is one Deity who shall justify the circumcision (K 
n1cr-r£CuS 1 by

1 
fro.o. 1 or out of faith; and the uncircumcision T1JS 

71107'£(,.)), 11 throu5h the faith; 11 for whether under the Law or since 
the law, "the just shall live by faith, 11 11without which it is im­
possible to please God. 11 

18. That 11 the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Spirit," is equivalent to 11 the Name of Jesus Christ;" and expresses 
11 the great mystery of godliness, 11 the Deity manifested in the flesh: 
that this manifestation was first an individual unity, and then~ 
multitudinous unity, in flesh and blood nature; that the individual 
divine unity was "justified by spirit 11 when Jesus was glorified; and 
that the multitudinous unity, consisting of all saints, will be made 
like him when he shall appear in power. Hence, when this consumma­
tion shall be complete, "THE NAME 11 will be the Eternal Father by 
spirit manifested in a multitude of immortals, whom no man can num­
ber. The scriptural designation of this DIVINE tnUTY is lnX nin"', 
Yahweh echud - the QUE WHO SHALL BE. 

19. That this name exists in Two States. - the present and the 
future - which states are separated by the resurrection. In the 
present state, the Name is apocalyptically symbolized by "the Seal-
ed, 11 11 the Golden Al.tar," "the Holy City trampled, 11 "the Woman and 
the remnant of her seed; 11 and in the future state, by 11the • Four Liv­
ing ones full of eyes, 11 and "the four and twenty elders; 11 by the 
Rainbowed Angel; by the Nave; by the 144,ooo on Mount Zion; by harp­
ists and singers; by the Lamb's Wife arrayed in white; by the armies 
in the heaven; and by that Great City, the Holy Jerusalem, as a 
Bride adorned for her husband. 

20. That the Gospel is glad tidings, inviting men and women to 
become constituents of this Divine Name, and therefore Heirs of the 
World with Abraham, on condition of believing the truth as it is in 
Jesus, being immersed, and walking in the newness of life, as shown , 
above. 

~: J. Thomas,~' ii. 668-670. 
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APPENDIX E 

CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN JOHN THOi<:AS AND ALEXAllDER C,u.tPBELL 

1847 

This correspondence bebaD with an article by John Thomas, in 
the pages of the ~ 1 which proposed to Alexander Campbell a full 
written discussion of the im...ortality of the soul. The challeni;e ran 
as follows:-

1 "There is no subject of more, or even of equal importance to 
mankind than that contained in the inquiry, 111If a man die shall he 
ll!tl11 ' We need not argue here to prove that it is paramount to all 
other questions; its superlative importance is self-evident and ad­
mitted by all. 

"In this question the patriarch in effect inquires, 111 If a man 
die, what is his state after death?111 or, as he asks in another place, 
'"When a man gives up the ghost where is he?'" In Job, xiv. 12, the 
question is solved in these words: 111He lie th down and riseth not: 
till the heavens be no more they shall not awake, nor be raised out 
of their sleep. 111 By this 1 the enlightened prophet instructs us 
plainly that when man dies he does riot live till 111 the heavens, 111 or 
111 tim.es of the Gentiles, 111 pass away, or "'are fulfilled; 111 and that 
in the interval between his death and resurrection, he sleeps in the 
dust of death. He teaches us that man does not live till he rises 
from the dead i that he comes forth into the present state 1 "like a 
flower; that he fleeth through his life as a shadow and continueth 
E.£1. 111 In other words, he hath continued long enough to leave be-
hind him a character which remains written in the book of remembrance 
before God, and then passes away into nonentity until a 111set time, 111 

when he will be raised identical with the character which he left be­
hind. Character is alone perpetual; as a shadow and a fading flower 
its animal proprietor vanishes away, and '"is no more 11

' till the 
spring time of immortality arrive. 

11Such was the doctrine taught and belie·ved in the days of the 
patriarchs. Upon what principles in detail this resurrection from 
nonentity, or nothingness, to an antecedent identity was to ,be de­
veloped, they knew notj but that they might attain to a resurrection 
to consciousness and all its correlates, bas been the one hope of 
the sons of light in all ages and generations since the world began. 

"In 111the Word of the Truth of the Gospel 11 ' the realization 
of this hope has been made consequent upon retaining the knowledge 
of the true doctrine thereof in memory, and on not holding tradit­
ions, the reasoninga and conclusions of which nullify, and there­
fore subvert it. Let the reader mark well what we have to say; let 
him think deeply upon the words of this paragraph, for they are 
words of fearful and weighty import. 

11Now 1 t is notorious that this doctrine is not the teachinG' of 
our day. On the contrary, a doctrine is taught, which is not only 
different, but subversive of the hope of lsrael, which is the only 
hope that God acknowledges, and by which alone a man can be saved. 
Job's words are in effect denied. 111l{an•s body fleeth, 11

' say they, 
11'as a shadow; but he continuetb. 111 - The patriarch saith, rn~ con­
tinuetb ~. 111 Job snith that when men die 111tbey g-o to nothing."' 
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Others say 111 this is devilish doctrine 1 for there is something left 
that is immortal and cannot die. ~ob saith, "'my life is wind. 111 

They say, 111 llOj it is the essence of the Deity, or God in every man. 11 ' 

Job saith 111 that man in his nothingness is in a state analogous to 
sleep, and commingled with the dust. They say, that this is 111soul 
sleeping, 111 which they call 11'damnable heresy,'" and pronounce that 
he is awake, and in consciousness dwelling with God or the Devil! 
Thus they make the word of God of '"none effect by their traditions;'" 
for if these things are believed and maintained, to such persons at 
least, the resurrection and the judgment of the day of Christ are a 
mere nullity, and inconvenient and troublesome conceit. 

11 These traditions constitute a part of the theology of .all sect­
arian teachers, from His Infallibility the Pope, down to the most 
recent edition of infallibility in the Protestant world. They teach 
one and all that the descendants of the first Adam, the great progen­
itor of sinners, have all in their animal bodies, and as a part of 
their fleshly natures, immortal soulsl That, being inu:iortal, when man 
dies his existence continues in heaven or hell, and consequently that 
the eternal life and eternal death of the holy word are but eternal 
happiness and misery. 

11 Now we can prove that these dogmas are not only untrue I but per­
nicious and damnatory to him that believes them, as they are false and 
absurd. Being convinced that this is the case, we desire an opport­
unity of demonstrating it to mankind; but through what channel shall 
this demonstration flow into the minds of men? There is no particular 
medium through which all men may see, for there is no paper or per­
iodical that all men will .read. Our demonstration, therefore, must be 
to a part, that through this part we may operate upon all who take an 
interest in the answer to the question, fllWhat is the truth? 11

' 

11 Well, we have a periodical, it is tru.e; but then only a very 
small part of the public, comparatively, will or care to read it. As 
time and labour are precious, we would economise both as much as poss­
ible. We would, therefore, seek a vehicle more extensively diffusive 
than our own. But the great difficulty is not the finding of such 
equipage for the way, but the lighting upon such a conductor.as would 
not be afraid: that, in admitting us as 111an inside'" with our bag­
gage, we should cause his Diligence to break down, and henceforth to 
be condemned as mere lw:::iber by the way. But as there are periodicals 
which profess to be devoted to the apostolic precept, 1 "prove all 
things, and bold that which is good,'" we should judge that such at 
least would not demur to talte us up as a traveller by the way. On the 
other hand, can it be possible that a paper professing to revere 
this admirable precept, can be found upon this planet that would re­
fuse to allow the question of imr:tortality to be fairly and fully dis­
cussed in its pages? We would hope that there is no such paper under 
the sun which would act thus, on any conceivable pretence whatever. 
But we shall see. 

"But what 111 theologian111 under these heavens can be found, who 
bas confidence enough in bis own dogmas, who will come forward, pan­
oplied in his Greek, Latin, and Hebrew, and defend '"the im."llor~ality 
of the soul"' in all its relations against the editor of the Herald 
of the Future Age? There is one champion in theology of whom we have 
some knowledge, whose spirit hath for years by-gone proved itself to 
be most chivalric and combative. He is a knight whose renown for 
• 11 tilt and tourney"' has echoed thro?-gh the world, acainst whose 



320 

lance the Anakim have been broken as the reed. We knew such an 
one, who has bestrode his Bucephalus in the glory of his power, 
and become almost like another Alexander, in weeping becauee for 
him there remained no more champions to subdue? But hinc illae 
lachrymae. Avaunt these tears! '"Be followers of me,"' says the 
apostle, 111 and so walk that ye have us for an example. 111 Paul was 

• a courageous and untiring combatant for the faith; a soldier of 
Christ, whose soldiership is worthy of admiration and imitation, 
till the Lord of Hosts appear at the bead of his celestial squad­
ron. It was not till the end of his service that he said, tuI have 
finished my course; henceforth there is laid up for me a crown of 
righteousness. 111 There was no resting upon hi.s sword with him, and 
sighing for weariness, or for more Anakim to slay. t 11 Be thou faith­
ful unto death! is the condition of 111crown of life."' The '"fight 
of faith111 is not crowned with victory to the soldier that faints 
or runs away. 

"Will that warlike theologian on any pretence seek to wage a 
combat for the truth? He is acong the Philistines, whose 111Dagon111 

is the 111Immortali ty of the Soul, 111 and while he fraternizes with 
them, we cannot but regard him as a champion of their idol. If this 
fondly cherished dogma be the truth of God, if it be the doctrine 
of His holy word, it can easily be demonstrated. We deny it, and 1 

challenge the whole world to the proof; and we denounce it as a per­
nicious falsehood, and dare this champion of it to make it appear 
from the Scriptures that it is the truth. 

11But, why do we challenge him to the conbat before any other? 
Because he is regarded as 111a Haster in Israel 1

111 and of great auth­
ority by "'this Reformation, nt with which we are identified,• and 
to perfect which in doctrine and morality, we are primarily solici­
tous. Will the conductors of the Millennial Harbinger open their 
pages to a discussion of the subject of imc;ortality, the parties to 
which shall be the senior editor on the one side, and the editor of 
the Herald of the Future Age on the other? We want a full and fair 
investigation of the matter, in type, that the public may see where 
the truth lies; if with the Platonists, then let it be proclaimed 
as proved that we are in error, and that '"life and incorruptibility 
were brought to light by Platoi"' but, if the truth be with us, then 
let all embrace it, thOugh persecution and reproach follow; or if it 
be with neither, then may we all still search for it as a hid trea­
sure. 

• 11We say advisedly, that we are identified with 111 this Reformation;"' 
not that we regard ourselves belonging to it in a sectarian sense. 
All that has been proved to be good in relation to it we believe, 
teach, and earnestly maintain; the principles of reformation we ad­
vocate even to a preparation for the Lord at his coming. We are, 
however, opposed to these things of 111 this reformation,'" which 
consist in the building up by reformers what they formerly dest­
royed. We wish, and we are ready to co-operate with reformers in 
going on to perfection in knowledbe and morality; but in so doing 
we feel bound to protest against their practice, if, in our judg­
ment, they are contrary to the truth. We trust we shall nev.er be 
found the apologist for iniquity, transgression, and sin, because 
the abominations happen to be current among those with whom we 
associate. 11 
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"We do not forget that the senior editor of the Millennial Har­
binger has said that he wants nothing to do with us in any way. Tflis 
may be his desire trulyi but neither the times, the circumstances, 
nor the relation he professes to hold to the truth will permit him 
to evade a discussion with us upon this matter. We are obliged 111 to 
do with"' many things and persons in thiB life which are by no meanG 
agreeable. Let Paul be his example in this particular, who "'wrestled 
against the rulers of the darkness of this lhis) world (or age), 
against wicked spirits in the heavens;'" or the archangel Michael, 
who disputed with the devil. Now, we argue, if Paul and Michael act­
ed thus with devils, and the disputation of the latter was about a 
dead body, the senior editor may not fail of Scripture precedents to 
dispute with us about the hope of Israel, through which "'life and 
incorruptibility"' are manifested in the world. 

"Nor let him excuse himself on the plea of our inferiority. This 
will not avail him; for, if in 1838 he demurred not then, on account 
of inferiority, he can have no just cause to do so now. If he is 
strong and we are weak, let him show his strength by proving bis pro­
positions. Our strength is in the truth; if this be against us, we 
shall be exhibited as weak indeed. We were then ' 11 a very young man, 11 ' 

and 1 "a stripling; 111 yet he or his friends I we forget which, proposed 
a debate. It was then sought by our opponents, now~ seek it, not to 
steal a march upon them unawares, but that the truth may be made 
manifest. 

"We invite to a discussion in the Harbinger, upon fair and equal 
grounds. We ask nothing we are not willing to grant. We would not 
put all the burden of proof on him, but divide it into two sets of 
propositions; the one expressing the dogmas on the side of which we 
find him, and the other the things we affirm in opposition thereto. 
With these views we submit the following particulars. 

FmST SET OF PROPOSITIONS. 

111.- There is a principle or essence in all animal men which is 
inhereµtly and necessarily immortal. 

112.- When animal men die, their inherent and hereditary immortal 
essence, commonly styled 111 the immortal soul,'" lives in heaven, 
hell, or an intermediate place other than the grave. Hence, 111eternal 
1!!!_111 is simply rneternal happiness, 111 and 111death 11 ' misery with-
out end. 

"3•- The heaven promised to the saints in the Scripture, is 
111 beyond the skies, 111 is the pl~ce of ' 11immortal souls, 111 and is en­
tered when the body dies. 

114.- The bell spoken of in the Scriptures is the place of the un­
righteous 1 11 im.mortal souls," 1 burning with fire and brimstone, into 
which "'immortal souls11 ' are placed at the instant of death. 

11These four propositions embody the hopes and fears of orthodox 
professors. As the senior editor is now reputed orthodox to a con­
siderable extent, he can affirm these, perhaps, and we will meet him 
with a denial, saving only a slight modification of the fourth. But, 
from our recollection of his sentiments as expressed in his debate 
with us in 1838, we have a misgiving that he will not affirm the 
third and fourth of these. We would, therefore, present him the two· 
following as alternatives, which, if he pleases, he may affirm in­
stead: we also denying. 
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SUBSTITUTIONAL PROPOSITIONS. 

115.- The heaven promised to the saints in t!ie Scriptures is 
111 beyond the skies. 111 It consists of two der,artr:ients, the one prox­
imate and the other remote. The proximate heaven is a place and a 
state intermediate between the death of the body and its resurrect­
ion, and is tenanted by ' 11 disembodied imrr.ortal souls; 11 ' these enter 
into it at the instant of death, and there remain till the end of 
ti.me. At this crisis, 111disembodied im:::lortal souls, 111 or '"departed 
spirits,"' leave the proximate, or intermediate heaven, and are uni­
ted with their bodies :in the graves from which they issue forth ·to 
judgment, after which they enter the ultimate heaven as disembodied 
ir:llllortal souls. 

116.- The hell spoken of in the Scriptures is the place where the 
unjustified dwell coeval with the years of God, burning in fire and 
brimstone. It consists of two departments, proximate and remote. 
These are states of being in one place or two; the proximate being 
for wicked departed immortal disembodied souls or spirits, and the 
ultimate or remote, for the same spirits when ei:1bodied; which embodi­
ment is a reunion of the spirits with their bodies at the end of time, 
when they coce forth frat", their graves to judgment, after which they 
enter upon the fulness of their torment. 

11These six propositions, we believe, cover the whole ground of our 
opponents, and if they contain the truth, it can easily be shewn 
without many words. But until we can meet with something like truth, 
we cannot justly be condemned for not assenting to them. In the mean­
while, we offer to demonstrate, subject to the denial and critique of 
the senior editor of the Harbinger, this 

SECOND SET OF PROPOSITIONS. 

"1.- From the Creation until the proclamation of the gospel of 
the kingdom of God by the apostles, all men were icnorant of the true 
doctrine concerning immortality. • 

112.- Immortality is not an essence or abstract substance, but a 
quality or property of body. 

113.- Immortality is a part of '"the recompense of reward, 111 and, 
therefore, promised only to the righteous. 

114.- The 111grea,t recompense of reward, 111 or 111hope of the gos­
pel,'" glory, honour, incorruptibility, life, corporeal might, poli­
tical majesty, and dominion and power over the existing nations, in 
association with Jesus Christ, reigning in person on the throne of 
his father David, to be re-established, exercising supreme ecclesi­
astical political jurisdiction over the restored twelve tribes of 
Israel and the Gentiles for 1,000 years, at the end of which this 
everlasting kingdom and empire will be discontinued. 

115.- Heaven is a place and a state of beins. Its locality is the 
planet earth, as reformed and renewed when the future age 1 or '"Dis­
pensation of the fulness of timea 111 shall have passed away. Its pop­
ulation will then be, to a single individual, all sinless, glorious, 
and immortal as the angels of God. This, and this only, is the heaven 
to which God invites mankind, on the terms of the gospel of the king­
dom ot David's Son. 

116.- Before the saints can enter heaven, they must reign w:i.th 
Christ on earth 1000 years, or '"a season and a time. 111 This reign 
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is '"the state 111 intermediate between this and the eternal world. 
"7•- 111Hell,"' as importing the punishment of men, is period­

ical and confined to time. It is on the earth's surface, and makes 
no part of the arrangements of the eternal world. The day of judg­
ment is the day of Christ. 

118.- For men to inherit 111 the things of the kingdom of God, 11
' 

who live prior to the resurrection of the first frUits, it is nec­
essary that they become citizens of the coc.conwealth of Israel, or 
they are without part or lot in the matter. 

119.- All who hold traditions subversive of the one hope of Is­
rael, as preached by the holy apostles, will be rejected from the 
kingdom of God. 

1110.- The things preached by '"thia Reforr:iation, 111 as the reward 
of righteousness, are contrary to and subversive of the hope of the 
gospel, which Paul announced to all men by revelation of God. 

11 The following we propose as the rules by which the discussion 
shall be regulated. 

111.- Nothing to be admitted as proof of these two sets of pro­
positions but the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments. 

11 2.- The Scriptures may be reasoned upon for and against the 
propositions. 

113.- All other mattert though admissible at the expense of the 
time and space of the party introducing it, shall be considered as 
irrelevant rnand proof only of deficiency in Scripture testil:lony. 111 

The opposite party may notice it at his own option. Not to do so 
shall not be construed unfavourably to the propositions in hand. 

114.- He that first indulges in personalities shall be regarded 
as averring in so many words the weakness of his position, that it 
cannot be sustained by reason and Scripture. 

115.- No reference shall be made to, nor quotations from anything 
which either party may have said, or written, upon the matter in 
dispute, previous to this discussion. 

116. - The discussion to be conducted in the pages of the Harbin-
K!!: and Herald of the Future Age. ---

117.- Equal space to be afforded to each, and nothing to be con­
strued in the arrangements in favour of the one which is not equally 
admissible for the other. 

11 All which is submitted in the spirit of truth, candour, and 
oblivion of the past, for the sake of the 111one hope 111 of "'the 
majesty of God. 111 

To this the following appeared in the Millennial Harbinger, as 

MR. CAMPBELL 1 8 REPLY: 

11 ' 11JOHN THOH.AS 1 not D.D., but M.D. 11 ' has recently published a 
very pompous challenge·to the editor of the Millennial Harbinger to 
admit him into his pages as large as life, to discuss with him, once 
more, his tale, motb;eaten, twice dead spe-culations upon no-soulisc 
and materialism. Bis Herald of the Future Age, in the agonies of 
death, threw out this challenge in the last number of bis volume, 
in the forlorn hope of holding on his far scattered and scattering 
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subscribers, and raising to life his desponding, drooping, dying 
friends, already sickened unto death with the soul-withering specu­
lation about souls manufactured out of blood, and spirits out of 
breath, by the vis conservatrix naturae. Having had a full proof, 
both in theory and practice, of all the saving graces of material­
ism, a number of the initiated, we have learned, are disposed not 
to pay seven times for the same improbable speculations, and are 
disposed to lay the Herald of the Future Age on the shelf, to see 
whether it may resemble Samson's slain lion, killed by the jaw-bone, 
or some other weapon, of an ass - out of which came honey and oil 
for the consolation of the sick and dying. 

"To lay aside the figurative and to speak the literal truth, our 
readers have in forcer times been sated with the lucubrations of this 
moon-stricken speculator. They have heard him to satiety. He still 
bas the assurance to allude to his Amelia interview with me - at 
which his friends, seasonably, though without any good effect, inter­
posed in hopes of saving him from ruin, and snatched him from the 
discussion. Since that time we honoured his theory with an extra on 
Life and Death, to which he bas never, so far as known to me, pre­
sumed to respond, nor any one for his sake. With this essay not only 
unanswered, but in his own practice deemed unanswerable, how ridicu­
lous to all men of common sense must appear bis late egotistic puff 
of himself in the form of a challenge, when retiring at the back 
door fro~ a stage, with bis lease expired in the judgment of three 
and twenty Richmond friendst!! For these faltering and unfaltering 
adherents, the fruit of seven years toil, he has laboured only to 
prove that, like Priestley and Hume, though of incomparably less di­
mensions, he can create doubts from which 111he cannot deliver his 
own soul, 111 nor say to himself or them, "'Is there not a delusion in 
my right hand?"' He has long enough fed them upon ashes. I am told· 
he is about to migrate to Hew ·York in quest of new adventures. 111 

A.C. 

To this Dr. Thomas published a rejoinder, accompanied by the 
following:-

LETTER TO MR. CAMPBELL, 

Ill~ 24, 1847• 

11.MR. ALEXANDER CAMPBELL. 
11Dear Sir, - By accident, as it were, I learned that you had 

again broken your oft-repeated, and as oft-infringed determination, 
not to notice me any more. I was glad to bear that you had been 
moved to speak, supposing that after three months' reflection you 
had concluded, as 111one of nature's noblemen, 111 as you have been 
styled, to act nobly; and, in the spirit of courtesy and truth, to 
lift the gauntlet which I bad thrown down to you in the first num­
ber of the present volume of the Herald of the Future Age. I say & 
accident, for although I never fail to forward you the~ per­
iodically, you have not reciprocated the compliment; so that, if 
anything happens to come out against me, I am very apt to bear it 
from everybody else before I see it in print. Your last was re­
ceived at the Times and Compiler office, whence, through a third 
person, I was informed that you had come out upon me '"as no 
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politician would have dared to assail another."' I was sorry to 
find that this was the style of your notice, seeing that if the 
proposed discussion were acceded to, it would be undertaken in a 
very bad spirit by yourself. Now, permit me to remark that, wille 
it gives me an advantage over you, it was very bad policy for you 
to manifest such a spirit in view of the fourth rule of the propos­
ed discussion, which saith, ' 11he that first indulges in personali­
ties shall be regarded as averrinc- in so many words the weakness of 
his position, that it cannot be sustained by reason and Scripture. 111 

Now, I bold that it matters little whether a disputant get angry, or 
abusive, or indulge in false, and therefore slanderous accusations, 
before, in the course of, or after a discussion; it equally proves 
against him - it proves one of three things: either, first, that he 
fears be wi11 be beaten; or, that he is being beaten; or, that he 
bas been beaten. If I had felt desperate, I would have been prudent 
enough not to have shown it. I think, therefore, that in publishing 
the manifestation before us you have acted unwisely, and without due 
resard to your favourite doctrine of expediency. 

11It is to be regretted, for your sake, that you should have per­
mitted the flesh to dictate such an article as th~t before us. Scep­
tic-maker, like Priestley and Hume, though of incomparably less di­
mensions, as you deem me, do you think you have replied to my pro­
posals as a Christian, supposing you to be one, ought to have ans­
wered even such a character'1 Doth not the apostle say '"Be ready to 
give an answer to every man that asketh you a reason of the hope 
that is in you, with meekness and respect?"' You say that you have 
within you an .i!:mlortal soul, and that you hope it will go to Para­
dise or to Abraham's bosom, or to Christ, when your body dies; I re­
peat you say this; for this is the side you are understood to advoc­
ate. Now, I ask you respectfully for a reason of this hope, for I 
can discover no such hope taught in th·e Wol"d. You are to give it 
' 11with meekness and respect •111 Have you obeyed this injunction? I 
endeavoured to ask you in this spirit; for at the conclusion, I say, 
11'all which is subz:litted in the spirit of truth, candour, and obliv­
ion of the past, for the sake of the one hope of the Israel ofc.io"ci":"111 

Could you not have answered me in the same spirit? Would it have cost 
you any more, save a little crucifixion of the flesh? 

11But, bating the spirit, you say in effect that you have given 
me a reason as the apostle enjoined; and that it was so convincing, 
or confounding, that I could not, because I did not respond. It is 
true I did not formally respond to your extra on life and death, and 
I think I gave you a reason in one of the Heralds why I did not. I 
will state it here. Before the extra came to hand I had prepared a 
manuscript upon the same subject, a portion of which was published 
in the Herald in the number after it arrived. When it had all ap­
peared, I republished it in a pa.I:1phlet of 43 pages Bvo., under the 
title of the "'Things of the Spirit of God. 111 This was, therefore, 
published sometime after your extra, and has been in part republished 
in the Bible Examiner by Mr. George Storrs, of Philadelphia - an hon­
est man and independent thinker, and one who appears to love truth 
for its own, and not for party's sake. Seeing, therefore, that this 
pamphlet, a copy of which I sent to you, demolishes all your strong. 
points, I did not think it necessary to go into a~ refutation 
of yours; but, if you will consent to the discussion in the~­
.K!.!:,, you shall have no reason to complain that your most invulner­
able fortresses have not been attacked, and, by the help of the truth, 
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rased to their foundations. 
11 And here, l would remind you, that I have in the Herald, ful-

ly identified you, and all on your side the controversy';-wITh '"Phi­
letus, Hymemeus 1 11 ' and that ancient 111Alexander, whom Paul deliver­
ed to Satan, that they might learn not to blaspheme. 111 You are ad­
vocating precisely the saI:J.e principles; and be assured that if you 
are not converted to the truth, Satan will have you as certainly as 
he laid hold of them. Hy desire is to save you and this reformation 
from Hymeneanism; for it is, little as you suspect it to be so in 
your own case, '"a dD.!Dnable heresy"' in the strictest in.port of the 
words. 

11 You say the proposed discussion is '"a very pompous challense. 111 

The pompousness of it depends a good deal upon the style of the read­
ing. If you read it pompously, it would, doubtless, appear fllvery 
pompous;'" but, as I did not feel at all pompous when I penned it, 
all the pomposity must be on your side of the hedge. 

"You are labourin& under a mistake when you say that I want to 
discuss 111no-soulism and materialism111 with you. I do not advocate 
no-soulism; I believe that a living man is a living soul. It is you, 
my dear sir, who advocate no-soulism; for, you contend that there is 
in man such a thing as Plato, Hymeneus and Co. 1 terned an '"immortal 
~' which the profoundest philosophers on your part admit canr.ot 
be proved by reason to exist. ' 11As the abstract existence of a think­
ing principle before birth, so abstract feeling, thought, or con­
sciousness, after death, cannot be proved by human reason.'" This is 
their language; it would be useless, therefore, for you to attempt, 
and waste of time for me to follow you through a labyrinth of 60ph­
istry to prove, the existence of such a soul as you believe in. An· 
immortal soul in mortal man is incapable of de~onstration by reason. 
You believe, then, in a soul, which, as far as abstract reason is 
concerned, does not exist: this is equivalent to believing in no 
soul. But, if your 111im=,.ortal soul" 1 be a reality, then its exist­
ence can be demonstrated by the Word. Now, I invite you to prove it 
by the Prophets and Apostles. I say you never have, and cannot prove 
that any such thing exists. Believing, therefore, in a soul, the 
existence of which can neither be proved by reason nor Scripture, 
you believe in truth in no soul ·at all, and, therefore, are yourself 
the advocate of 111no-soulism" 1 , guad erat dez:lonstrandum. 

11As to tumaterialism 1
111 in our debate at Paineville, you admit­

ted the materiality of spirit, therefore, you are as much a mater­
ialist as you declare me to be. You have too much good sense to al­
low anyone to extort from you the avowal that you are an immaterial­
ist; and, if not an immaterialist you ~ust be a oaterialist, for 
tii'ere is no middle ground between them. That which is material is 
something, that which is i.mr!laterial is nothing. An immaterial im­
mortal soul is something curious anyhow, if nothing can be something. 
You recollect, perhaps, my remark on your admission that you did not 
believe in immaterial spirit. "'Hy friends,"' said I, ' 11while Mr. 
Campbell is opposing me, you must not jump to the conclusion that 
he is, therefore, advocating your philosophy. He would wish, as it 
would seem, to make this impression on your minds; but, the fact is, 
he is maintaining his own peculiar notions to the utter subversion 
of the foundation of your theory. Your philosophy teaches tha_t the 
spirit, or soul, is imnaterial; and because it ,is iC1Jllaterial, ~­
fore immortal. But, Hr. C. says that spirit is material, and that 
'iiecannot conceive of immateriality; therefore, on your hypothesis 
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of immateriality being necessary to immortality, he bas proved 
this thing you call the soul to be mortal. 111 

11 I am surprised you should say that the Herald is in the aS'onies 
of death. I can readily believe that you wish'Itwere, not only in 
articulo mortis, but actually defunct. Look at the present volume 
and compare it with the former, and you will discover that the symp­
toms of recovery, if at all diseased, are quite flattering. It is 
now printed in a Dew fount of bourgeoise, and contains twenty-four 
instead of sixteen pages as before. I think, with it-s new and flow­
ery border and handsome-coloured jacket, and better paper than the 
Harbinger, that it will pass muster with all 111our periodicals, 111 

if not excel them and the Harbinger to boot. But, on this point, I 
will say no more, lest I be thought to boast of things beyond my 
measure. 

11 As I have said I you err exceedingly in supposing that the ob­
ject of the proposed discussion is 111no-soulism and materialism" 1 

-

it is not these, but the hope of the gospel. The propositions on 
your part are the 111stale, moth-eaten, twice dead speculations, 111 

handed down to you from your brethren Bymeneus and Alexander; and 
which have so eaten as a cancer, as completely to eradicate from 
your faith, or religious system, the "'one hope of the calling111

• 

These are not mine as you mistakingly affirm - they are yours; I re­
ject them, and am prepared to prove, before your readers, that the 
man who bolds them has a vain and shipwrecked faith. No, my dear sir, 
the discussion I propose is for the vindication and elaboration of 
the one hope, which has been rendered null and void by the traditions 
you bold in common with all the world. I want to enlighten you and 
this reformation in the doctrine of Christ, which teaches that life 
and incorruptibility are attributes of the kingdom which the Ancient 
of .Oays shall set up, in contradistinction to the 111 profane vain 
babblings and oppositions of science falsely so called 11

' - that 
'"philosophy and vain deceit, banded down to us from 111 the fathers 11

' 

of the apostacy. 
11 In the conclusion of the first paragraph of the article before 

us, you are so highly 111 figurative 11 ' that really I cannot exactly 
discover the point you are aiming to illustrate. Is the Herald of 
the Future Aee comparable to the young lion before it was slain -
for, if in death's agonies, it is not yet dead, therefore, it is not 
like the lion~• Are~ the Samson to slay it with the jaw-bone 
of an ass? And when you have put it to death by this weapon, do you 
mean that when dead, the Herald will still give out sweetness, to 
solace the sick and dying? In one thing, however, you mistake. Sam­
son did not kill the lion ' 11with the jaw bone or some other weapon 
of an ass: he rent him as he would have rent a kid, and he had no­
thing in his hand. You read the word too loosely: be more particular 
in future. 

"It has seemed good to you to announce to the world that my 
friends are 111desponding, drooping, dying. 111 If this be indeed so, 
it is bad news, and I am very sorry to bear it. I have been doins 
the best I could, since my return to this State, to inspire both my 
friends and yours by the glowing truths of the Word of God, to be 
manifested to human kin at the revelation of Jesus Christ. I fear, 
however, that there is some ground for your remark, that they are 
"'drooping."' I lament it sorely. I expound to them the word, but I 
cannot give them faith. But, seeing that my enemies are watching ~or 
their fall~ that the truth may be gainsayed by their delinquency, I 
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do hope that they will rnawake to righteousness,"' and 111 labour to 
enter into God's rest, 111 when the kingdom shall be restored again to 
Israel. While I grieve for them with as much intensity, at least, as 
you seem to rejoice over their 111dying 111 state, I cannot refrain 
fro~ saying that, sickly as they may appear, upon the principle that 
111a living dog is better than a dead lion, 111 I rejoice to know that 
they have this advantage over your 'friends in Eastern Virginia, 
namely that, if they be 111desponding, drooping, dying, 111 your adher­
ents are dead and plucked up by the roots. It is said that 111while 
there is life there is hope; 11 ' but '"the dead know not anything. 111 

It is a bad state of things, both for your friends and mine; but, 
while I admit there is ground for your reproach, I would observe, in 
extenuation, that you should make some allowance for them 1 when you 
consider how long a time they were the recipients of your traditions 
and those of other sectarian leaders before they had anything to do 
with me. Turn your attention to your own churches, into which my name 
has only entered through the Harbinger, and consequently repeated 
with a chill of pious horror. Look at them where my views have never 
entered, and behold their spiritual death! What mean those lamenta­
tions over churches of which we read in 111News from the churches?"' 
Look at home, my dear sir, and you will find evil matters enough 
among your own friends, without wantonly assailing minet 

11 It will have been a pretty good stroke of policy, I ad.:.it, if 
you can persuade your readers that I am a 111moon-stricken specul­
ator. 11 ' On this hypothesis, they will entirely approve of your re­
fusal to discuss with me. If I thought you were "'moon-stricken, 111 I 
should decidedly avoid any encounter with you. If you really believe 
that this calamity hath befallen me, comr.liserate my misfortune, but 
do not, I beseech your 111bcnevolence 1

11f revile me on this accountl 
But, if you believe that I am not a lunatic, why callest thou me 
' 11moon-stricken?111 Did the Jews believe that Jesus was indeed insane, 
when they said he was mad? Or did Festus, when he cried out '"Paul, 
thou art beside thyself? 111 I reply to thee almost in the words of 
Paul, ' 11 I am not mad, unguarded siri but speak forth the words of 
truth and soberness: believest thou the pro~hets? I affirm nothing 
but what these have said shall come to pass} The ability I possess, 
however 1 11 incomparably 1~ it may be than the 111dimensions 111 of 
Priestley and Hume, I employ, after the example of Paul, in reason­
inc out of the Scriptures. You call this 111specul~tion 1 111 and my­
self, therefore, a moon-stricken speculator. 111 Ah, unhappy met I 
cannot help it; ao true is it, that 111what is bred in the bone will 
come out in the flesh. 111 The prophets teach me thus and so; if thus, 
then 1 say to myself, that dogma of the world's religion must be 
false. Thus enlightened by the word, 1 think aloud, and being a pub­
lic speaker and editor, I speak and publish what I believe; and in 
this way, I imitate the apostles, and co-operate with them in "'cast­
ing down imaginations (such as im:",ortal-soulism and all its cognates) 
and everything that exalteth itself against God's knowledge. 111 It is 
true I do not worship the shrine of Bethany; I do not first make a 
pilgrimage thither to learn first what is truth, and when learned, 
to know it• to be expedient to publish it. You will, my dear sir, ex­
cuse me for this; for I have not yet learned to think, speak or act 
according to the rules, words or decrees of "'infallibilities? 111 

great or small, in relation to the things of the spirit of God. 
"Your highness seems to think it great assurance in me to allude 

to my.Amelia interview with you. If in doing so I have committed an 
offence, I pray thee have me excused. That interview had become 



329 

historical; and I was not aware that any part of history was inter­
dicted to me or others. I alluded to facts - that we had met in 
1838; that my inferiority then was inferred on no ground whatever; 
that I was then regarded.as 111 a very young man"' and ' 11 a stripling;111 
and that you and your friends proposed a debate. These are the al-· 
lusions. I made no boast, considering it neither your province or 
mine to decide which of us had the better. You appear to think that 
you were a perfect Goliath on the occasion; not when prostrate un­
der the stripling's sling-stone, but when he proudly stalked with 
his beamlike spear, attended by his armour-bearer, defying the hosts 
of Israel. Your friends claimed for you the victory; mine deny it: 
but as you objected to any report being recorded, there is no writ­
ten proof of the truth either way. But upon the hypothesis that you 
ate me up, what had that to do with the proposed discussion now? If 
I am so easily devoured, would it not afford you·unspeakable satis­
faction to cannibalize me before your readers, and thus put me to 
rout for ever? Hay I give you a piece of advice here? When you gain 
such another overwhelming victory, take care and bury the slain, 
lest, lik:e the witnesses of God, they will not stay killed, but 
stand again upon their feet, and great fear fall upon you. 

11 You seem to think it a great argument against the usefulness 
and truthfulness of the things I advocate, in that I have, after 
seven years' toil, but few friends in this city. At all events, 
does this not prove how strong my faith and hope are, seeing that 
I have so few, yet am so unconquerably persevering abainst over­
whelming odds? You know the song you used to sing, or have you for­
gotten it, with other things? 111Numbers are no mark that you will 
right be found, 111 &c. By your own report, I have more friends than 
Noah had, or than Elijah, when he supposed himself the only one left 
of the true believers; or than Jesus, whe-n all forsook hi.m; or than 
Paul in Asia, when all had turned him off, &c. Do you not know, my 
dear sir, that at "'the completion of the appointed times, 111 the an­
cient gospel will have very few believers, and that because of this 
unbelief, the Gen tiles will be broken off., and Israel grafted in 
again? You and your co-labourers, like David, are numbering your 
forces, and vaunting yourselves in your 250,000; you are planning 
enterprises and forming schemes, by which you promise yourselves 
vast results; you are bui~ding up things which formerly you demol­
ished, and now talk even of sending the gospel to Turkey, China, 
Hindostan. Oh sir, if you did but believe the prophets, whom you 
have all sadly neglected, you would not thus misdirect your well­
meant, but infallibly abortive undertakings. Set your house in or­
der; abstain from lucrous collegio-religious schemes; so use the 
mammon of unrighteousness you have acquired as to gain for yourself 
friends who shall give you an entrance into the eternal mansions; 
renounce your Hymeneanism; learn, digest and believe the gospel 
preached to the fathersj become as a little child; be teachable; 
let your disposition and habit of thought be formed after the type 
of the father of the faithful; obey the gospel, that your faith may 
be imputed· to you for righteousnessj do these, my dear sir, for the 
Lord is coming upon you as a thier, and if be find you the patron 
of the Hymenean heresy, and absorbed in the cares of this world, 
and building up colleges for generations to come, and are not your­
self rich towards God, you need not expect 111 a portion of the in­
heritance of the saints in the light."' 

"In conclusion, do not waste time in personalities, you will 
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gain nothing by it in the end. I admit there is wisdom in your 
policy; yet, it must be confessed, it is but worldly wisdom. So 
long as you can keep me from arguing the cause I advocate before 
your readers you are safe; keep them in the dark; make me out as 
darkness that may be felt, and you have nothing to fear. But, remem­
ber Providence can throw open even your pages to me. You know there 
is such a thing as pressure from without, which will unbar and un­
fold the gates of the inquisition itselfj and if the truth does edge 
in, rather than stand in the shoes of Alexander Campbell, I would 
prefer to remain for ever the '"moon-stricken speculator, 111 

JOHN THOl·!AS, not D.D., but M.D. 111 

~: Roberts, Life Dr. T., (ed. W.R. Boulton 1954), pp. 132-142. 
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APPENDIX F 

THOHIAN CHRISTOLOGY 

Thomas's contribution to the discussion about the nature of 
Christ's sonship was incomplete in that it concentrated on the nega­
tive side. Thomas denied that the Trinitarian formulation solved 
theological proble~s in this area, and retreated from that tenet. 
However, he retreated to a aeries of Biblical statements in the area 
of the problem, without attempting tG resolve these into a formula 
of his own. Thooas 1 s views, therefore, on the sonship of Jesus, tend­
ed to be a collection of what were to him representative Biblical 
statements on the issue, plus refutations of orthodox dogmas. This 
also left him a residue of awkward passages to deal with. Nowhere did 
he resolve the central issue of how Christ could be sufficiently dis­
tinct from mankind to offer a sacrifice so meritricious in God's eyes 
as to be 'in credit' for any nuwber of men who might wish to avail 
themselves of salvation by that means, whilst at the same time suffi­
ciently similar to mankind to be 'tempted in all points• 1 like them 
in some meaninGful way. The lack of resolution of this issue led to 
a major schism in the ranks of Christadelphians in 1873 and to sever­
al minor ones subsequently. Of what Thomas considered awkward passages 
and dealt with, the following series is representative: 

1) Who are the I Sons of God 1 '] 

In his doctrine of God-manifestation, he came close to equating 
the sonship of Jesus and the sonship of subsequent Christian believers 
- he referred, in at least one place, to Christ as the 'Elder Brother• 2 
of latter-day believers. But a distinction was still there in his 
mind. He said: 'In putting_on Christ~ Son of God by er.::iinence, a 
man becomes a son of God. 1J 

goreover, in his analysis of this issue, Thomas turned up another 
problem, namely, if the phrase 'the non_ of God 1 always referred to 
those who had undergone a 'probationt4 similar to that of Jesus Christ, 
or of believers in his own day, then, when the phrase was used of the 
angels that implied that 'in their former state [the angels] were Sons 
of God subject to evil as we 15.This led him to look for hints of this 
probationary period in the Scriptures, and to see them where, in ~be 
opinion of Christadelphians of later years, they were really not. It 
is odd· that Thomas, so punctilious elsewhere over matters of grammar 
and philology shOuld have made this elementary slip over a quirk of 
translation in the Authorised Version of Genesis i. 28. 

1. Hebrews iv. 15. 
2. Thomas,~' i. 28. 
3. Thomas, Eureka, i. 29. 
4. See Glos~ 
5. Thomas, Eureka, i. 29. 
6. For example, Robert Roberts, Life Dr. T., p. 34, points 18 and 19 -

'When it says 11be fruitful and multi ply and RE-plenish the earth 11 

&c, does it imply that the earth was inhabited before the creatioll 
of Adam ••• may not these inhabitants be "the angels who kept not 
their first estate" ••. the angels whom Christ and the saints are 
to judge (I .Cor. vi. _3). 1 In the 3rd edition of Roberta's book, 
this was corrected by W.H. Boulton who, in a footnote, said 'Re­
plenish is not necessarily implied by the Hebrew word used in this 
passage; its primary meaning being to fill.' 
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2) The finite·Christ being the 'beginning of the creation of God' 
Thomas held that there was more tham one creation spoken of in 

the Bible - and, since 1Jesus Anointed had no existence in the era 
of the Adamic creation' the creation spoken of in Genesis i and ii 
could only have been carried out by 'the anointing spirit 1 .2 How­
ever, since the spirit was 1an uncreated agent, 'and therefore not 
the first of a creation'3 it could not be the Genesis creation that 
had been in the mind of the Apostle John in Revelation iii. 14. In­
deed, the description of Jesus Christ as a 'creation I of the Deity 
was one which, in Thomas's view, corroborated his negaticin of the 
pre-existence of the Son. Instead, Thomas pointed out that, in sev­
eral New Testament passages, a second or 'new 1 creation was spoken 
of. In one of these passages, indeed, Christ was described as 'the 
beginning, the first-born from among the dead. 1 4 In Romans chapter i, 
the apostle Paul bad spoken of Jesus Christ as becominG 'the Son of 
God with power according to the spirit of holiness, by the resurrect­
ion from the dead. 15 Thomas felt that as the apostle Paul had viewed 
Jesus retrospectively fror:: a first century vantage point, he could 
well have described a finite Jesus, who be,5an his existence as a 
babe in the manger at Bethlehen, as 'an image of the invisible Deity, 
first-born of all creation. 1 6 
3) A Body hast thou prepared me (Hebrews x. 5) 

Far from being the feelin~s· of God the Son about to be incarnated 
in flesh, in Thomas's view this was the statecent of Christ's situ­
ation prior to the resurrection. He first argued that the translation 
of the Authorised Version was wrong.7 The text should read, he said, 
1 a body hast thou repaired me. ,8 He went on to contend that the rav­
ages of overwork in Christ's ministry had worn out Jesus Christ's 
body - as had been prophesied in Psalms xx"xviii. 7; xxii. 6, 14-15 -
but that 'walls, and seals, and soldiers, could not bar out the Spirit 
from the Body he was about to repair for future nanifestations. Hence 
the Spirit in David represents the Son as saying, 11 My body was not 
concealed from thee when l was made in the secret place, I ~as em­
broidered in the under parts of the earth. Thine eyes saw my imper­
fect substance, and in thy book all of them; were written as to the 
days they were fashioned, when there was not one B.I:1ong them, 11 Psalm 
cixxix. 15. 1 9 

4) 11':y Goel, my God 1 why hast thou forsaken me? 1 

Thomas understood this saying in a way unrelated to the analysis 
of the nature of the Godhead. First of all, he retraced the words to 
their source in Psalm xxii, and then proceeded· to retranslate them 
a6 •my strength, my strength, why hast thou forsaken me? 110 This, in 
turn, he believed, related to the withdrawal of the Holy Spirit, 

8, 
9, 

Thomas, Eureka, i. 406. 
Thomas, Eureka, i. 406. 
Tho~as, Eureka, i. 406. 
Colossia~18. 
Romans i. 3. 
Colossians i. 16. 
Thomas, himself, retranslated various parts of the Scriptures, 
which, he felt·, had become very garbled because of clerical and 
translators 1 interference. 
Thomas, Eureka, i. 14-15. 
Thomas, Eureka, i. 14-15. 10. Thomas,~, i. 13. 
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which had been given to him without ceasure for the pursuance of 
his ministry. 'The Father-Spirit had evacuated the son of David's 
daughter, who is styled, in the Songs of Zion, "the Bandcaid of 
Jehovah," Psalm cxvi. 16. The Son was, therefore, left without 
strength or power, and consequently without God. Still, he was sus­
pended to the tree a living man; a man crucified through weakness 
(II Car, xiii. 4)., and dying of his own volition in obedience to 
God. 11 

1. Thomas, ~' i. 14, 
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APPENDIX G 

ACADEMIC ASSESSHENTS OF JOHN THOI'.AS'S LINGUISTIC SKILLS 

Few of these have been made. Thomas did not start a movement 
which was politically revolutionary, or which had a massive follow­
ing. If value is measured in terms of the histrionics of history, 
it is not surprising, perhaps, that he has been neglected by acad­
emics. There were other reasons contributinc to this neGlect. 
Thomas 1 s views wire not simply relisious - they involved history, 
Hebrew and Greek semantics, philosophy and logic I as well as what 
might readily be subsumed under 'Biblical studies'. With the modern 
fragmentation of learning into small specialist areas, few have felt 
themselves in a position professionally to assess such a breadth of 
approach. The radical nature and all-ecbracing claims of Thomas•s 
theology deterred some who might otherwise have felt so inclined fro;;. 
taking a professional interest in validating Tbomas 1 s views. 

W. Larnbert1 and A. Gibson2 are both profes~ionally able to assess 
at least a part or Thocas•s work. Both, additionally, are Christadel­
phians and ha.ve some knowledge of Thanas I s views in general. Pro- 1 

fessor Lambert 1 s view is that Thomas 'was not a great Hebraiat or 
Greek scholar, but had a little knowledge of them. 1 3 Hr. Gibson's 
assessment is that, although Tbomas 1 s Hebrew skills were not very 
sophisticated, 'in the mid 19th century no scientific lexicography 
or sefilantics had been produced •.• In this perspective John Thomas's 
value-judgec~nts and basic methodology are generally of an extremely 
high order.,'+ Professor G. Henton Davies, a non-Christadelphian,5 
having studied one controversy involving Hebrew linguistics 1 between 
Thomas and a clergyman, felt that 1 there could be several ~xpla.na­
tions of the Hebrew - or lack of it - in both disputants. 1 b 

In sum, one could perhaps conclude that Thomas was a controver­
sial figure, whose specialist knowledge of esoteric issues, whilst 
technically suspect in the assessment of some commentators, covered 
a complex inter-disciplinary area with wide philosophical, moral, 
religious, historical and theological ramifications. Further assess­
ments, by Christadelphians, of Thooas 1 s linguistic skills are to be 
found elsewhere in this thesis.7 

1. Professor of Assyriology in the University of Birmingham. 
2. Tutor in the University of Cambridge and author of Biblical 

Semantic Logic {Blackwell, Oxford 1981). 
3. Evidence by letter to the author of this thesis. 
4. Evidence by letter to the author of this thesis. 
5. Emeritus Principal of Regent's Park College, Oxford. 
6. Evidence by letter to the author of this thesis. 
7° Seep. 210 footnote 7 and P• 223 footnote 4 above. 
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APPENDIX H 

LETTER FROH ROBERT ROBERTS 1 THEU AGED 17 1 TO JOHN THOMAS 

IN OCTOBER 1856 

'MY DE.AR BROTHER, - Although personally unknown to you, I have, 
nevertheless, in virtue of a unity and identity of 11hope, 11 presumed 
thus far upon your forbearance. It has long been my intention to 
write to you, but hitherto I have been deterred by various consider­
ations. At last, however, I have got the pen in oy hand, which I am 
resolutely deterIUned not to relinquish till I have transferred my 
ideas (such as they are) to paper. Hy object in writing, is more to 
encourage you in the struggle in which you are engaged, than to per­
plex (?) you with pointless questions and ima;:;inary difficulties. 

Allow oe to remark then, that, to my mind, you seer:1 to be carry­
ing forward the 11 good fight" to a successful termination, for I con­
ceive that the capture of the 11good and honest-hearted" (of which I 
painfully testify there are but few) by the truth, is the very high­
est point of success to which we could aspireo This, then, you are 
certainly accomplishing. True, in relation to the mass, the progress 
of the truth is slow and uncertain. While the state superstitions, 
and the most extravagant absurdities of the multifarious "sects and 
denominations 11 meet with respect, and coc:nand attention, "the truth, 11 

even with the most "learned11 and "intellectual II among them, meets 
with the bitterest opposition, and its adherents they treat with the 
most profound contel:l.pt. In fact, their 11divines," 11philosophers," 
"fathers," etc., do not deem!!:, worthy of investication. They sum­
marily discard it as altogether unworthy even of notice, while they 
will gravely discuss such monstrous absutdities as Romanism, Camp­
bellism, Hormonism, etc. lt ! But with the other class it is the re­
verse. When the "word of the kingdom, 11 (Matt.) is sown in "good 
ground, 11 it springs up and bears fruit, some an hundredfold, etc., 
a synonymous expression with the belief of the truth. 

Therefore, my dear brother, although it may appear anomalous 
.that a young, inexperienced youth such as I, should be encouraging 
a hardy veteran; still, I cannot but speak from the fulness of my 
heart, and encourage you to persevere. What, if by your faithful 
advocacy of the truth, you entail upon yourself the contempt and 
abuse of all Christendom! That's nothing but what Paul experienced 
from the 11philosophers 11 too! And it is nothing but what all must 
and do experience, who 11 contend earnestly for the faith once de­
livered in the saints. 11 But, after all, these considerations would 
afford little consolation, were it not for the "gracious promises." 
11Be thou faithful unto death, and I will give thee a crown of life. 11 

You will bear with me if I should appear too minute in detail­
ing a case illustrative of the illuminatinG influence of the truth, 
as set forth in Elpis Israel. The case is cy own, and I can, there­
fore, spealt with certainty. Previous to coming in contact with the 
above-mentioned work, I was zealously affected for what I consid­
ered the truth, viz,: The ideas propounded fron the pulpit. I be­
lieved them, and so far as I am aware, walked consistently. r·was 
sincere, quite in earnest., and my laneunse uentally was, 11Sirs, 
what shall I do to be saved? 11 On all bunds, I invariably received 
the response, 11Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, 11 etc. Being in 



336 

perfect ignorance, except of what I bad received from maternal in­
doctrination, 1 accepted the generally received understanding of 
"Believe, etc., 11 as truth. I was just on the eve of being illu:!ersed 
on Baptist principles, when I fell in with a Herald. There was 
somethings~ rational, so comprehensible, something which partook 
so much of conu:;.on sense, that my attention was at once arrested. My 
curiosity was so much excited, that nothing short of an understand­
ing of the whole matter, in some way or other, would satisfy me. I 
-therefore procured a copy of Elpis Israel, and read it with intense 
interest. I then conpared it with what the Scriptures actually 
said, and I was perfectly struck with the identity of the language. 
Without further hesitation, I renounced for ever the absolute blas­
phemies to which I had before adhered, viz., "imaortality of the 
soul, 11 "heaven, 11 11hell, 11 an atmospherical recompense at death, etc., 
etc., etc.; and, having become aware of the existence of a meeting 
of believers here, although then only in my fifteenth year, I iden­
tified myself with them, by putting on Christ by imnersion. 

In following this course of action, it is almost needless to 
add that I experienced the most abusive misrepresentation and utter 
contempt that vindictiveness could possibly devise. For~er friends 
turned their backs and became sworn enemies; relations became cold,; 
and all agreed to pity my infatuation. And yet, if you 11reason with 
them from the Scriptures," the very streni:;th of the ar6U,cents, the 
very overpowering nature of the evidence, seems to confirm them in 
their unbelief; they, therefore, hesitate, statllller, sputter, and 
turn round and brand you as an "infidel," "materialist, 11 etc., etc., 
reminding one forcibly of the words of Paul, 11 To the one it is a 
savour of death unto death,fl etc. They will not reason, but resort 
to vociferous vituperations. Surely these are notsincere, surely 
they are not interested in the absorbing question, 11What is truth?" 
who will not reason. Their faith is certainly as you express it, "An 
unreasoning a~to certain dogmas. 11 

Brother Thomas, my gratitude is unbounded. I cannot possibly 
give utterance to my feelings. ffuat a great salvation has been re­
vealed! What a book is the Bible!1 What a God is Jehovah!!? N.y heart 
swells with grateful eQotion when I conte:c;plate these things. My 
thanksgiving knows no bounds, when I revert to the former contempt­
ible, effeminate appearance which thes~ things made, when reviewed 
through the medium of sectarian theology. 

My efforts for the diffusion of the truth, I regret to say, can 
extend no further than contention, of which I have plenty. Being 
only seventeen years of age, I a~, of course, poor in this world's 
goods, or else, I can as~ure you, dear brother, the Herald should 
never go down for want of funds. As it is, however, my exertions in 
behalf of the truth must be confined exclusively to speaking; and, 
when the ti.me comes, they will also be extended to co•operation in 
the way of funds; and then when Jesus returns, He will reward every 
man according to his work. 

I am afraid I-have trespassed on your forbearance, but then you 
know how to excuse one that i& in earnest. 

With an earnest de.:dre that you may be spared until our Lord 
returns to Zion, I remain, your affectionate brother in the ~ope of 
the promise made to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. 

~: Roberts,~' pp, 23-28. 
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APPENDIX I 

A SUMl/l:ARY OF ECCLESIAL MANAGEMENT RULES FROH 'THE GUIDE 1 

1. Christadelphian doctrines were summarised adequately in the ac­
companying Statement of Faith. 
2. That only those would be recognised as brethren who had been im­
mersed 

1
by whomsoever' after accepting the doctrines in the Statement. 

3. That majority votes within the ecclesia were to be abided by. 
4. Officeholders should be appointed by election and should serve 
the Ecclesia, according to Biblical precept, in sobriety, marital 
harmony and the like. 
5. A rotation of officeholders was to be in vogue so as to facili­
tate the shared experience of office, and the depersonalisation of 
the post. 
6. Elections were to be by 
7. Week-to-week running of 
seven 1 arranging brethren 1 , 

cording brother'. 

secret ballot. 
ecclesial matters to be arranged by 
including a secretary known as the 'Re-

8. Meetings of the arranging brethren to be open to all members of 
the ecclesia to observe. 
9. Presidential work at ecclesial meetings to be undertaken by pre­
siding brethren, who should occupy the president's office for one 
week, in rotation alphabetically, from the list of those elected as 
president by a majority of the ecclesia. 
10. Special meetings to be called by the arranging brethren or by 
any written request from ten or more brethren. 
11. A viable meeting of the ecclesia to require a quorum of 2.5% total 
ecclesial membership. 
12. Arranging brethren to act as financial Trustees. 
13. Any officeholder to be ejected from office by an extraordinary 
vote of the majority of the ecclesia. 
14. Arranging brethren to determine the spiritual health of any mem­
ber:-

'Any brother departing from any element of 
shall, on proof of the fact being given to the 
arranging brethren, cease to be in fellowship, 
of withdrawa1. 1 1 

the one faith ••• 
satisfaction of the 
without a formal vote 

1,5. Matthew xviii. 1,5-18 to be fulfilled by any brother before ad­
ministrative action would be taken by the ecclesia. 
16. Absence from the Breaking of Bread 'is an offence against the 
law of Christ ••• None shall ••• absent themselves from the assembly. 12 

17. Individual brothers or sisters out of fellowship· at one eccleaia 
should not be accepted into fellowship at another without an investi­
gation being made by both ecclesias concerned. 
18. That marriage with the alien 1 ie an offence against the law of 
Christ. 13 Only by 'admitting their offence' would brothers or sisters 
'retail4 their places among the brethren.•.5 
19. The Sunday School to come under the administrative umbrella of 
the ecclesia, although run by a separate superintendent, secretary 

1. Roberts, Guide, p. 42. 
2. Roberts, Mde, p. 42-3. 
3. Roberts,~, P• 43. 
4. Presumably Roberts meant •retain'. 
5. Roberts,~' P• 44. 
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and treasurer. 
20. No rule to be altered except by 'a majority of the whole eccles­
ia' after a month 1 s notice during which the proposed alteration in 
writing was to be read by the Recording Brother 'at each :intervening 
week-night meeting.,1 

It will be apparent from the above that the only 'offences' se­
lected for mention were absence from the Break.ins ot Bread and mnrri­
age with the alien. No mention was made of divorce. This equivocation 
as between divorce and reoarriage on the one hand and marriage with 
non-Christadelphians on the other has continued ever since, and has 
been a bone of contention and a source of internecine strife leading 
to. divisions throu~hout the history of the Christadelphians. 

~: The Guide to the Formation and Conduct of Ecclesias {1883). 
Roberts based this on a number of earlier documents of which the most 
important was The Record of the Birminr,ham Christadelphian Eccle~ia 1 
containing the narr.es and addresses of the brethren and sisters; the 
arran5ements agreed to for the conduct of ecclesial affnirs; and a 
verified statement of the faith on which the are built as distin-

1 

5uished from all other professing Christians, Birmingham 1 75 • This 
latter document had had a very much simpler 1Rules 1 section than the 
later Guide. It had ecbodied only 21 Rules of Guidance, originally 
adoptedinNovember 1873. The Guide was antedated by a number of in­
dividual ecclesial Rule Books ::-"ror example, the Rules of the West­
minster Christadelphian Ecclesia 1 which was drawn up in October 1882. 

1. Roberts, ~ 1 p. 44. 

I 
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APPE!lDIX J 

(1) DEBATES PL.ANIIBD TO HAVE INVOLVED ROBERT ROBERTS, 

FROM WHICH HIS OPPONENT(S) WITHDREW. 

MONTH YEAR 

April 1868 

Feb. 

June 

nov. 1874 

March 1877 

April 1880 

Feb. 1885 

OPPONENT 

Revd. 
Harrison 

Mr. 
Pearce 

'Mr. w .• 
& 'Mr. 
Telfi.re• 

OPPONENT'S 
RELIGIOUS 
ALLEGIANCE 

Primitive 
Methodist 

Methodist 

Anglican { ? ) 

Revd. Wesleyan 1 

Rawlings 

E.W. Ben- Anglican 
son, Arch-
bishop of 
Canterbury 

Revd. Sweden-
Child borgian 

~evd. Campbell-
David ite 
lting 

Mr. T.C. Prir..itive 
Nichols Methodist 

PROJECTED 
TOPIC(S) OF DEBATE(S} 

Roberta's writings on 
Christianity 

The nature of the 
Kin&dom of God 

Not stated 

Only tentative arr­
angements were made for 
a·debate in Stockport 

The Immortality of the 
Soul; the eternal tor­
ment of the wicked; the 
supernatural devil; 
Beaven is abode of the 
redeemed 

Not stated 

Christadelphianism 

Christadelphianism 

1. This was not stated explicitly in The ChriGtadelphinn. Brother 
W. Birkenhead of the Stockport ecclesia wrote to The Cbrist­
adelphian in December 1874 stating that: 'You will not be sur­
prised that these accessions to the one body in which we re­
joice, ohould be a source of disquietude to the Wesleyans of 
Stockport, since they all come out of the ranks of that popu­
lar body. 1 TC, xxi (1874), 584. It seems likely from the con­
text that l•:'r:" Rawli.ngs was a Wesleyan. 
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(2) DEBATES AND OTHER DISPUTES INVOLVING CRRISTADELPHIANS OTHER 

THAN ROBERT ROBERTS 1 INCLUDING DEBATES CANCELLED BECAUSE OF 

THE WITHDRAWAL OF ONE OF THE PARTIES. 

ALLEGIANCE 
DATE 

OPPONENTS 
OR 

PROPONEIJT 
OF NON-CHRIST 
-ADELPHIAN(S) 

PROJECTED 
TOPIC(S) OF DEBATE(S) 

Oct. 1868 John Bowes Not stated 'Thomasism'; the Immort­
ality of the soul. 

Oct. 1868 ~J'. w. Danks v. 1 Protestant I Whether 1thc Protestant re­
ligion is in accordance 
with the religton of 
Christ. 1 

Bro. c. Smith 

May 1870 Revd. W.M. Parry Independent The nature of the eftcr­
life. 

May 1870 Revd. J. Kenner 
v. Bro. Bennett 

AnGlican (?) Eternal torments of th! 
wicl~ed after death. 

June 1870 not stated Campbell.ite 

June 1870 Revd. Dr. Stock Baptist 

July 

July 

Dec. 

Dec. 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Jan. 

Oct. 

1870 1 A Methodist Methodist 
Preacher' v. 
Bro. Owen. 

1873 Revd. J.O. Wills Baptist 

1874 Mr. J.C. l·lilbourn 'Orthodox 
v. Bro. B. Sulley Christian' 

1876 Mr. Mitchell v. Free 
Bro. T. Nisbet Church 

18?6 Revd. W.W. Jubb Congrega-
tionalist 

1877 Revd. G. Camp• Not stated 
bell 

1877 Revd. E.W. Camp- Not stated 
bell-

1878 Canon H.B. Bowl- Anglican 
by 

1878 Mr. Mitchell v. Free 
Bro. C. Smith Church 

The truth of Christadel­
phianism. 

Cbrisb.delphiari views on 
Hell. 

Im,ortali ty. 

Christadelphianism. 

The divinity of Christ. 

The IJ11c~ortality of the 
soul. 

1Christadelphianism 
Exposed'. 

Christadelphianism. 

Christadelphianism. 

Christadelphian views. 

The Inm:ortality of the 
soul. (4 nights). 



DATE 
OPPONENTS 

OR 
PROPONENT 

Oct. 

Dec. 

Dec. 

Feb. 

June 

1879 Mr. Penney v. 
Bro. E. Nisbet 

1879 Revd. Fisk 

1879 Revd. N. Rouse 
Revd. J. Warwick 
and 'a number of 
local preachers' 

1881 Mr. J. Poulton v. 
Bro. G. Waite 

1881 Revd. G. Wooller 
v. Bro. Horsman 

Aug. 1881 Revd. Francis v. 
Bro. D. Clement 

Dec. 1881 Mr. Maclaren v. 
Bro. Robertson 

Feb. 1882 Mr. H.A, Long 
v. Bro. Nisbet 

March 1882 Revd. Briscombe 
v. Bro. D. Cle­
ment 

Oct. 

Dec. 

1882 J.a'. R. McKenny 
v. Bro. Dixon 

1882 Mr. Carter v. 
Bro. Dixon 
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ALLEGIANCE 
OF NON-CHRIST 
-ADELP!!IAN(S) 

•An old 
missionary' 

Baptist 

Methodist 
Free 
Church 

Primitive 
Methodist 

Not stated 

Anglicanl '?) 

Not stated 

Not stated 

Not stated 

The Reform­
ation Soci­
ety 

'Calvinistic 
Baptist• 

Feb. 1883 all 'clergymen, ministers, lay­
men and others-• '.I 

March 1883 Mr. Jackson v. Ca.mpbellite 

May 

Bro. Chandler 

1883 •several of the leading clergy­
men and ministers in the dist­
rict• v. Bro. Guest 

Dec. 1883 Y.r. Nichols v. Campbell­
ite(?) Bro. Bishop 

PROJECTED 
TOPIC(S) OF DEBATE(S) 

Christad~lphianism. 

Christadelphianism. 

'Do the Scriptures teach 
the annihilation of the 
wicked?' 

'Eternal Torments', 

Is Nan Imrriortal? 

The Scripturality of the 
Athanasian creed, 

The Im.~ortality of the 
soul. 

The Immortality of the 
soul. 

Not stated. 

The Im.~ortality of the 
soul; Eternal Torments of 
the wickedj the Trinity. 
(3 nights). 

Not stated. 

The Inu::ortality of the 
soul. 

The Promises to David. 

The Immortality of the 
soul. 

Christadelphianism. 

1. An advertisement in the Dean Forest Mercury (repeated for three 
weelts) alleged misunderstanding of Christadelphianism by local 
clerics, and asked for evidence of the imoortality of the soul. It 
challenged all 'clergymen, ministers, laymen and others• to a pub­
lic discussion - !£, xx (1880), 90. 



342 

OPPONENTS ALLEGIANCE 
DATE OR OF NON-CHRIST PROJECTED 

PROPONENT -ADELPHIAN(S) TOPIC(S) OF DEBATE(S) 

Feb. 1884 Revd. R. Evans v. Baptist Christadelphianism. 
Bro. J.H. Cham-
berlin 

May 1884 Revd. S. Jackson Baptist 'The King-dom of God is 
v. Bro. Bishop not now in existence. 1 

Nay 1884 'A representative An,S"lican { ?) The Imrc.ortali. ty of the 
of orthodoxy' v. soul. 
Bro. z. Drake 

Aug. 1884 A 1 local Board Anglican ( ?) 'The Nature of Man 1 • 

Clerk' v. Bro. 
z. Drake 

Dec. 1884 Mr. Yuill v. Christian (a) The Kingdom of God 
Bro. Horsman Evidence (b) The Nature of ·Man ' Society (c) The Salvation of Man 

Dec. 1885 Mr. G.W. Foote Humanist 'Moses v. Darwin' (2 
v. Bro. -R.R. nights). 
Stainforth 

~: The Ambasnador and The Christadelphian, vols. i (1864) -

=ii (1885). 



APPENDIX K 

EXTRACTS FROM ROBERT ROBERTS'S DEBATES WITH CHARLES BRADLAUGH H.P., 

JUNE 13-22 18761 AND J.J. ANDREW, A CHRISTADELPHIAN 1 APRIL 3-4 1894. 

(1) The Bradlaugh Debate 

'Mr. BRADLAUGH, do you believe that ever such a man as Saul of 
Tarsus existed? - I have not not evidence sufficient to believe that 
he did exist. 

Are you doubtful? - It is quite possible a man named Saul of 
Tarsus may have existed. 

If I were to prove that the book of Acts and Paul's epistles 
were in circulation at the close of the first century, would you 
doubt then that such a man as Paul existed and took a leading part 
in the establishment of the Christian faith? - I think you had bet­
ter give me the proof first, and then I will tell you what my opin­
ion is on that proof. 

It will rnaJ.:e it ;:-,ore worth my while to produce the proof if I 
have some hope of doing good. - If you produce the proof I must be 
convinced by it, and it is no use asking me what effect it will have 
on me till I see it. 

I ask you whether you will accept Paul I s epistles as proof of 
Paul's existence? - I accept proof as a fair man, when the proof is 
produced. 

I asked you last night how far back you allowed the New Testa­
ment to have existed, and I think you said you could trace it no 
further back than A.D. 150? - I stated that the four gospels can­
not be brought to a date as early as A.n •. 150. 

Would you object to substitute in your B.nswer the New Testament 
for "the four gospels? 11 - Yes, I certainly should. 

Why do you fix on the year 150 for any part of the New Testa­
ment? - Because I know I cnn show it later than that, and I always 
like to be on the safe side. 

What is the earliest date you can show it? - That is not my bus­
iness. It is your business to show it, and l decline to give you 
proof which it is your business to brins. 

Can you trace it before 150? - I have already said that I de­
cline to give you proof which it is your business to bring. 

\fay do you fix on that year? - Because l know you cannot pro­
duce the shadow of a particle of evidence, going earlier. 

What proof of forgery can you give me in Paul's letters or out­
side of them? - If you will hand me the volume of Eusebius, I will 
give you lots of proofs of forgeries. 

I ask you about the Epistle to the Corinthians •. - I have not 
said it is a forgery. 

Then do you adcit it is real? - It is not my business to do so. 
Can you prove it is a forgery? - I have not said it is a for­

gery. 
Do you believe it real? - Hy belief is not an atom's weight in 

this debate. We are not discusSini, 11 Does Mr. Bradlaugh believe the· 
Bible to be an authentic revelation? 11 We are discussinff "Is the 
Bible an authentic revelation? 11 and J,Ir. Roberts undertook to prove 
it. I don 1 t believe those to be the \o.Titir.gs of Paul, but I don't 
necessarily involve any allegation as to forgery about them, be­
cause it is not part of my case. 
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I must return to my question. I must insist upon an ans;·:er 
whether or no Mr. Bradlaush believes the 1st Epistle to the Corin­
thians to be forged or real? - I don't beiieve the 1st Epistle to 
the Corinthians to be the writins of Paul. 

Then if it is not the writing of Paul, is it not a forsery? -
I don't lr"..now anything about it until you give me the evidence for it, 
and then I will tell you my opinion on that evidence. 

What is your reason for saying it is not the writing of Paul? -
Because the evidence that I have exa.=iined has not brought the opinion 
to my mind that it is Paul 1 s. • 

Have you any evidence that it is not? - That is my business, not 
yours; your business is to prove that Paul wrote it. 

Is it not your business to take away the foundation on which I 
stand? - Oh! the mocent you build a foundation 1 will knock it away 
quick enough. 

I ask you again, are you prepared to prove Paul's Epistle to the 
Corinthiruis a forgery? - 1 have not said it is a for~ery. I have said 
I do not believe that to be the writing of Paul. It is not my busi­
ness to express anything more than my belief at the moment. 

If it be not the writing of Paul, is it not a forgery in pretend­
ing to be so? - I can give no other answer than that l don't believe 
the writing to be the writing of Paul, and that it is your business' 
to make out that it is, 

And my question is that if it be not the writing of Paul, is it 
not a forgery in pretendins to be so? - If it does pretend to be the 
writing of Paul, and is not the writing of Paul, then it is a for­
gery; but my belief and the fact are two distinct matters. 

Will you define the sense in which you used the term 11forgery 11 

as applicable to a literary document? - 0 yes; I say that where I 
can show that the name of an author has been used for a book that be 
never wrote, that if that has been used intentionally then that is a 
forgery; but it may not have been used intentionally: then it is .not 
a forgery but a blunder. 

Then do you mean to start the theory that somebody unintention­
ally wrote these letters as Paul's letters, when they were not the 
letters of Paul? - That is not my business. 

I ask you whether that is the theory you wish to broach to-night, 
- I will tell you my theory in my speech. 

Do you believe that Josephus, the Jewish historian, wrote, in 
the first century, the works which are attributed to him in our day? 
- I believe that the works accredited to Josephus in our day, are, 
with slight alterations, as Josephus left them to us. 

Have you any better evidence in the case of Josephus than you 
have in the case if Paul1 I think yes. 

Please produce it. - The business is not for me to prove the wri­
tings of Josephus, and, therefore, I decline. 

Can you produce contemporary evidence of Josephus having written 
a work which you believe to be his? - I can produce it, only that it 
is no part of this debate, and therefore, I utterly decline to do it, 
because I have not relied on Josephus. I cnn produce quotations, in 
every age, coming throuE;h from time to time, of the v1ritini;s of Jo­
sephus; but it is not my business to do iti it is no part of this 
debate, and I decline. 

Can I produce any at that time? - I don't know what you can pro­
duce, because I don't know how far your reoearches have extended. 

I am speaking to a gentleman on the suppooition that he is edu­
cated, and I am asltint;; him how far the proof can be carried in his 



view of the case? - You will find the whole of the proof stated by 
me in my pamphlet, When were our Gospels written? in my discussion 
with B. Harris Cooper, Esq., in Horne's Introduction to the Bible, 
in Davi.dson's Introduction to the New Testament, in Norton•s Intro­
duction, and in other works of that class. 

Then you cannot tell me why you fix on 150? - Yes, I have told 
you: so that you eba 1n't catch me on a wrong date. 

You have told me generally; I ask for specific inforoation? -
And I decline to give you that which it is your duty to produce. 

You can't do it, then? - Yes, I can. 
Then you won't? - No; it is your business to prove your case, not 

mine to make it out for you. 
Then I nust produce it. I first produce the book itself: every 

boo};: is prim~ facie evidence of itself until it is disproved. - That 
is not true. 

It is a canon of universal criticism that a document is evidence 
of itself until it is disproved1 - No, that is not true: the book of 
Mormon is not evidence until it is disproved; the tale of the sea­
serpent is not evidence until it is disproved. 

Then you refuse to recognise the universal principle of literary 
criticism? - It never has been the principle of literary criticism 
in relation to theological Scriptures. 

Well, all I can say, of course, is that you contradict the facts. 
- I generally do, especially when they are not true. 

Can you disprove that Paul wrote the Epistles bearins his name? 
- It is not my business to try until you have given me the proof. 

I give you the proof. - I have not heard it. 
I will read it. - What are you going to read from? 
11 Ye see how large a letter I (Paul) have written unto you with 

mine own hand. 11 (Gal. vi. 11). - What are.you reading from? 
I am reading from Paul 1s epistles. - That is the book you have 

got to prove. 
Then I produce the book as prim~ facie evidence. Can you dis­

prove it? - Beally, that is simple nonsense. If I produce a bill 
sig:ned 11Robert Boberts, 11 before I am entitled to make Robert Roberts 
pay, 1 must prove his signature. 

Then I ask you, why don't you believe the evidence I produce 
that Paul wrote that statement? - Because I don't: the evidence is 
not sufficient to induce me to believe it. There have been so many 
forgeries in connection with apos.tolic writings that I am inclined 
to look at all of them as false until I have evidence of their veri­
fication. 

What are apostolic writings? - Writings pretending to be by 
apostles. 

Do you mean to say that those are apostolic writings that are 
not apostolic writings? - I do not mean to say anything more than my 
answer conveyed. 

Do you mean to say a pretended thing is a thing i_tself? - Every­
thing is a thing. 

11A pretended thing?" - A pretended shilling is a shilling. 
·Is it a real one? - The difference between a pretence and a real­

ity is that one is sham and the other iG real. 
I ask you if an apostolic writing is not a real apostolic writ­

ing? - A forbed apostolic writing is no more a real apostolic writ­
inc: than a forged bill sibned "Robert Roberts 11 would be a real bill 
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signed "Robert Roberts. 11 

I ask about a real apostolic writing? - I know nothir.g of any 
real ones. 

Then what do you mean by apostolic writings? - I said 11 forged. 11 

11Forged! 11 Then I ask again, Are forged writini;s real? - If you 
don 1 t know the meaning of the words you have used yourself, I can­
not supply you with any better. 

Are forged writings real? - Forged apostolic writings are real 
forgeries, but are not real writings by apostles. 

Then do I· understand you to mean that there are no such things 
as real apostolic writings? - That is not my business. Show me some­
thing, and ask me whether 1 consider that to be so, and I will ans­
wer. 

I ask you whether there are such thinbs as real apostolic writ­
ings? - Out of the enoroous mass of forgeries, I have not been able 
to find any. 

The CHAIRMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, I can understand that this 
process of questioning and answering might be extre~ely interestin& 
if.we were only pernitted to listen to it quietly. Mr. Bradlaugh 
will now have the privilege of either making a speech or question­
iI;tg: Mr. Roberts.' 

(~) The J.J. Alldrew Debate 
1 150. Who are the synncocue of Satan, bro. Andrew? Answer: That is 

the 2nd or 3rd of Rev. is it not? 
151. You need not refer to it. You know where it is. Who are the syn­

agogue of Satan? Answer: The brethren of Christ who had become 
unfaithful. 

152. Were they Jews? Ansi·1er: Unfaithful. 
153. Were they Jews? Answer: They said they were Jews, but because of 

unfaithfulness were not accounted as such. 
154. What? Answer: They said they were Jews, which implied they were 

faithful Jews, but because of unfaithfulness they were not ac­
counted as such. 

155. Did they cease to be brethren then? Answer: No, 
156. How did they cease to be Jews? Answer: That is an elliptical 

form of the expression to describe unfaithfulness. 
157. That is your assertion. It is 11those who are not Jews, but do 

lie. 11 Answer: They claimed to be faithful Jew's;-but were not. 
158. It does not say unfaithful Jews. It is those 11who say they~ 

Jews and ARE NOT, but do lie. 11 Answer: It is equivalent tci hav­
ing a name to live, but are dead. 

159. Does Christ describe his brethren as the synagogue of Satan? 
Answer: Not while they continue faithful. 

160. If they are not Jews, they are not brethren, are they? Answer: 
They are unfaithful brethren. 

161. Excuse me, unfaithful Jews? Answer: Yes, unfaithful Jews. 
162 0 But Jesus says they were not Jews. Answer: That is an ellipti­

cal statement. 
163. That is your assertion. Jesus says they are not Jews, but do 

lie. Are they to be pre6ent at the judgr.:ent? Answer: Ye~, and 
Jews livini; in the time of Christ. 

164. Very well, Jews livinG at the time of Christ are to be present 
at the resurrection? Answer: Yes, 

165. Are they justified by the blood of Christ? Answer: These Jews? 
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No; the others you referred to, those living in the time of 
Christ? Answer; They were justified by the sacrifices they of­
fered up, and these were subsequently ratified by the blood of 
Christ, because all who had entered upon a probation for etern­
al life were given to Christ by God. 
Did these sacrifices have any virtue apart from that of Ctrist? 
Answer: None whatever. 
How is the blood of Christ brought to bear? Answer: Now? 
Then; any time? Answer: The blood of Christ was brought to bear 
upon them, then, by their faith, in the first inetunce, and the 
offering up sacrifices for sin. 
Did these persons have faith? Answer: They had faith at the com­
mencement of their probation. 
Excuse me, "I never knew you, 11 Had they faith'? Answer: 11 Then I 
will profess unto you that l never knew you." He will treat them 
as if be had not known them. It is not an absolute statement 
that he never knew them, but 111 will profess unto you. 11 111 will 
treat you in consequence of your unfaithfulness to ll')e as if I 
bad never known you. 11 

Will be profess that which is not true? Answer: It is not a pro­
fession of that which is not true. 
He says I never knew you. Answer: I will pr9fess, I will treat 
you as if I never knew you. 
Will he say that which is not true? Answer: No. 
Do you know that the word profess means to declare, to proclaim, 
to state? Answer: Yes. 
Will he state that which is not true'? Answer: No. 
Will he say I never knew you? Answer: He knew them in a certain 
sense. 
He says I never knew you, and they are there to be judged? Ans­
wer: They are there through the sacrifices they offered up. 
Are these sacrifices of any use without the blood of Christ? and 
how is the blood of Christ brought to bear? Answer: By God re­
cognizing the sacrifice at the time, and subsequently ratifying 
ther. through the blood of Christ. 
How does the ratification come to the person? Answer: How does 
the ratification come to the person'? 
Yes. Answer: By his having been introduced into the Abraha.I:1.ic 
Covenant. 
Is it not by faith? Answer: Now? 
Excuse me, you are speaking of then, the ratification. Answer: 
Yes, by faith. 
These had no faith. Answer: They had a certain faith. 
11Children in whom there is no faith. 11 Answer: Faith in the par­
ticular things that were being imparted to them at that time. 
They had not faith in that which Christ preached. 
Can a man be justified by the blood of Christ without having 
faith in it? Answer: Previous to it taking place? 
Any time, before or after, yes or no? Can he be justified by 
the blood of Christ without having faith in it? Answer: He was 
justified by believing the promise, and by the sacrifices which 
he offered up, which was a shadow of that of Christ. • 
But those who offered the sacrifices and who rejected Christ, 
were they justified by the blood of Christ? Answer: They were 
justified by the sacrifices they offered. 
Answer the question: Were they justified by the blood of Christ? 
Answer: They were justified by the sacrifice by which they 
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entered upon their probation, and thereby they came under the 
justification of Christ when his blood had been shed. 
Had those sacrifices any effect apart fron Christ? Answer: No. 
How then could they justify those who rejected Christ? Answer: 
Because they were under probation and in a state of responsi­
bility toward God, and God transferred them to Christ when he 
shed his blood. 
Transferred rebels? Ans,~er: Yes. 
That is a new doctrine. Answer: Is it? 
Yes, quite. Why will God raise the unfaithful? Answer: Because 
they have been justified in the first instance from Adamic con­
demnation. 
For what purpose will he raise them? Answer: Judgment. 
With what object in the case of the unfaithful? Answer: They 
are raised to be judged. 
But what is the object of the judgment? Answer: The judgment 
in their case will result in punishment. 
Why are they to be punished? Answer: Because they were unfaith­
ful, 
Unfaithful to what? Answer: To the position of favor and re­
sponsibility in which they were placed. 
Is it not because they were disobedient? Answer; The word "dis­
obedience" may be taken as having two senses, and therefore I 
prefer not to use it. I must ask you to define the sense, be­
cause obedience is used in reference to the act of immersion, 
and it is also used in reference to the course of conduct pur­
sued after immersion. 
Precisely; is not disobedience the ground of punishment? Are 
they not raised because of disobedience? Answer: For their un­
faithfulness. 
For disobedience':' Ans,:er: For their disobedience subsequent to 
entering upon probation. 
Is it not the fact that the punishment is for their disobed­
ience? Answer: Yes. 
Why should He punish them for disobedience? Answer: Because 
they deserve it, and·because God had made known to them that 
they would be punished. 
That is supplementary. Who are the disobedient? Answer: It de­
pends in what sense you mean. 
11 Because of these things, the wrath of God co□eth on the child­
ren of disobedience 11 ? Answer: The world as a whole are sinners. 
I have asked the question in a particular forn. Answer: They 
are disobedient in the sense of being not obedient. 
Are they not punished because they deserve punishment? Answer: 
The world as a whole deserves to be swept off the face of the 
earth. 
We are speaking of a particular class, the children of disobed­
ience? Answer: Who do you mean by them? 
You have already recognized who I mean. Do not put it off. Ans: 
The unfaithful. 
No. no. With regard to the unfaithful we have arrived at this 
point, that they are to be punished for their disobedience be­
cause they deserve it. Does not the world deserve punishment? 
Answer: The world deserves sweeping out of existence. 
Does it not deserve punishment then? Answer: It receives punish­
ment. 



349 

213. Does it deserve it? Answer: It deserves whatever God gives it. 
214. Why hesitate? Does it deserve punishment? Answer: Certainly it 

does. 
215. \"Jill not God punish it? Answer: God is doing so. 
216. Will He not in days to come? Answer: Those who are living at 

the tir:le. 
217. Why does He do it then? Answer: Because of their iniquity. 
218. Yes, that will do. Then supponing Christ comes tomorrow, why of 

two sinners one of who~ obeyed God in baptis~, and another with 
equal knowledge refused to do so, why should Go~ punish one and 
not the other? Answer: Because the punishment of the one is on 
the basis of the law, and the other is not under law. 

219. Is not the law, in both cases that disobedience deserves punish­
ment? Answer: One was under the law. 

220. Is not that the law of the case? Answer: One sinned under law. 
221. Is not that the law of the case, that he is punished because he 

deserves it: Answer: Because be sinned under law. 
222. Because he deserves it? Answer: Because he deserves it by sin­

ning under law. 
223. You have admitted the other deserves it, too. Answer: Not the 

same punishment. 
224. He deserves it? Answer: Not the same punishment. 
225. Then does it not come to this, that you make God punish a man 

who obeyed Him a little, and let a man go free who would not 
obey Him at all? Answer: Suppose I do? 

226. Then you accuse God of iniquity? Answer: I do not. 
227. I will not push that further. Answer: I recognize the justice 

of God to the fullest extent. 
228. I have no doubt your intent to do so. You think kno\·1ledge makes 

no difference in a man's position as to responsibility? Answer: 
Without justification from Ada~ic colldemnation, it does not 
give him u resurrection to the judgment-seat. 

229. Why did God wink at time of ignorance? Answer: You refer to the 
statement that God did wink? 

230. \-lhy did He so? Answer: Because He chose to overlook ·the iniquity 
that was committed in times of ignorance. 

Sources: 
(1) 

(2) 

R. Roberts, Is the Bible Divine? The Bradlau4b Debate (London 
1876), pp. 51-54. 
R. Roberts and J.J. Andrew, The Resurrectional Responsibility 
~ (Birmingham 1894), pp. 17-20. 
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APPENDIX L 

DR. THOHAS'S EIGHT RULES 

'RULE I. 

Except a man's ri~hteousness exceed that of the Scribes and 
Pharisees, he can, in no case, enter the kingdo~ of the heavens. 
- (Hatt. v. 20.) 

RULE II. 

Except a nan be a doer of Jehovah's will he canuot enter the 
kingdom of th« heavens .... (Matt. vii. 21; James i. 21.) 

RULE III. 

Except a man become as a little child, he cannot enter the king­
dom of heaven. - (Eatt. xviii. 3; xix. 14; xxi. 16,9; I John ii. 12.) 

RULE IV. 
Except a Ean REPENT (oetanoeete) he must inevitably perish. - 1 

(Luke xiii. 3.) 

into 

RULE V. 
Except a man be born again, ')'E:V~9'} d.vw6~v 
the kingdom of the Deity. - ( John iii. 3-5.) 

RULE VI. 

he cannot enter 

Except a man have the spirit of Christ, he is none of his. -
(Roe. viii. 9.) 

RULE VII. 

Except a man eat the flesh and drink the blood of Jesus, he 
cannot have eternal life. - (John vi. 53.) 

RULE VIII. 

Except a man strive for eternal life lawfully, he cannot ob­
t~in it. - (II Tim. ii. 5.) 

THE LAW OF FAITH. 

He that believes the gospel of the kingdom,,and is imri.ersed, 
shall be saved. - (Hark xvi. 16; Rom. i. 16.) 1 

Source: TC, ix ("1872), 150-1, under the heading 'Scraps from Dr. 
~•sPapers', sub-titled 'Certain Rules, nonconforr:ri.ty to 
which makes Salvation impossible.' 
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APPENDIX M 

THE CHRISTADELPHIAN TECHNIQUE OF INTERPRETING THE ORIGINAL BIBLE 

LANGUAGES AS EXEMPLIFIED IN THE EXPOSITION OF ISAIAH VII. 

A theological problem is usually considered to exist in Isaiah 
vii, bound up in the ser.1antics of the use of the Hebr~w words 
~ and bethoolah, 'translated I maid 1 

1 •virgin 1 
1 •woman I and the 

like in the traditional English versions. 
Of these issues, Professor Gesenius observe.d: 'The notion of 

unspotted virginity is not that which this word conveys ••• but of 
the nubile state and puberty.•1 Dr. Tre&elles co.nmented: 'The LXX 
•.. render (the word] virgin in the very passage where it must to 
their minds have occasioned a difficulty. Almah in the Punic lan-
guage signified virgin. 1 2 ---

In the debate •Was Jesus of Nazareth the Messiah'?', held in 
the Temperance Hall, Birminbham on October 17, 18 and 19, 1871, 
Robert Roberts maintained that: 

'The word for 11 virgin" is almaht which I will contend is 
a proper distinct substantivefor an unmarried female. 
The rejecters of Jesus say that it means young woman. 
Well, a virgin is a young woman 1 ao that even supposing 
they were right. the word does not exclude virginity. 
But they are not right. This is proved by the fact that 
in all other places in which the word is used, it is 
applied in the sense of unmarried females. I will read 
to you all the cases in which the word occurs ••• •3 

Louis Stern, an Orthodox Jew, contended: • 
1 Mr. Roberts ••• says if 11virgin" does not mean a viri;in, 
what does it mean? ... You must understand that the word 
(~) means a young woman ••• But I will prove to you 
that my friend is so far in error on this point, for 
al though the word aaloba can be used for a young woman 
who is a virgin, wherevirginity is meant to be partic­
ularly expressed, the word peseeloo must always be used 
••• I have proved that it is a wrong translation, and 
that it does ~ot really mean what Mr. Roberta would have 
you believe. 1 

This dispute was interesting in that it indicated the dichotoray 
of view between Christadelphians and orthodox theologians. Roberts, 
like Thomas,5 used a Scripture-compared-with-Scripture technique of 
explaining textual problems; Stern, as with orthodox 'Christian' 
exegetists, used the grammar and the lexicon.· 

1. Gesenius, Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon, translated with additions 
and corrections by Dr. s.P. Tregclles, (London 1857), P• 834a. 

2. Gesenius, Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon, p. 834b. 
3. Was Jesus of Hazareth the Messiah?, (B 1 ham 1904) 1 P• 14. 
4. Was J~sus of Nazareth the Messiah?, pp. 19 and 22. 
5. See ch. II above, PP• 45-49. • 



352 

APPENDIX N 

THE DECLINE IN ECCLESIAL MEHBERSHIP IN THE AFTERHATH OF THE 
1885 DIVISION 

PLACE MEMBERSHIP MEHBERSBIP IN SHORTFALL BY DEC. 18841 THE EARLY 189os2 

Birmingham 918 476 442 
Bristol 58 25 33 
Sheffield 62 32 30 
Middlesborough _3 6 ? 

Cannock 3 12 {+)9 
Kilmarnock 5 38 (+)33 
Barnsley 1 5 (+)4 
Peterborough 60 20 40 
Nottingham 263 'perhaps c.130-150 1 113-133 
Huddersfield 76 34 42 
Blackpool 8 4 4 
Nuneaton ..3 7 ? 
Bradford o4 26 ? 
Greenock 17 5 12 
Bexley Heath _3 9 ? 
Chippir.g Norton _3 6 ? 
Sleaford ..3 3 ? 

Guernsey _3 4 ? 
Wolverhampton 13 5 8 
New Cross _3 19 ? 

Oxford _3 4 ? 

J:.erthyr -3 6 ? 
Hurables 61 20 41 
Batley _3 16 ? 

Plymouth _3 34 ? 

Leeds 83 'probably 150 1 (+)67 
Glasgow 193 'upwards of 50' c.140 

1. FiVJ,res here are produced from the author's o,m research of The 
Ambassador and Christadelphian statistics, vols. i-xxi, for bap­
tisms, deaths, withdrawals, resig-nations and returns to fellow­
ship, plus figures for the pre-1864 period fi-om William Norrie's 
Early History for the years 1848-1853, 1856 and 1860. Because 
Norrie's fiGU,res contain gaps, and because there was a gap of 
three years between Norrie's last available statistic in 1861 
and The Ambassador's first in 1864, these figures will tend al­
ways to be underestimates. 

4. 

Source: B.R. Wilson, Ph.D. thesis, •Social Aspects of Religious 
Sects ••. ,, P• 965. 
No figures for ecclesias in these places were sent either to The 
Ambassador or The Christadelphian in the period July 1864 - Dec7 
1884. 
The position of the Bradford Ecclesia appears very strange! One 
death was reported, in Auf;Ust 1884. This was the year prior to 
the first baptise in Bradford beinG recorded - in 18851 Presun­
ably,the individual who died, Sister Johnson aced 73, was an in­
habitant of Bradford I but a mecber of an ecclesia in a nearby 
town. 

Note on sources: These ecclesias were selected because information 
on them was provided in B.R. Wilson's .Fh.D. thesis. Because of the 



353 

tentative nature of Wilson's figures for Nottingham, Leeds and 
Glasgow in the early 1890s, and because of the uncertainty over 
the source of membership in the 1890s and over the existence of 
an ecclesia by December 1884 at Middlesborough, Nuneaton, Bexley 
Heath, Chipping Norton, Sleaford, Guernsey, New Cross, Oxford, 
Herthyr 1 Batley and Plymouth, any conclusions r.mst be drawn with 
care. However, if one takes only those twelve ecclesias where true 
nernbership figures are known, 1885 had the effect of causing a 
reduction in menbership of 44.27~~. The comparative figure for 
Nottingham (taking 140 as the membership in the early 1890s), Leeds 
and Glasgow is 35.05%. These figures are to be compared with a 
Uational averag:e increase of about 10% during the period 1864-85. 
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APPENDIX 0 

MATTERS .OF DEBATE IN THE EDilfBURGH ECCLESIA 1 DURING THE 

SECRETARYSHIP OF GEORGE DOWIE1 

(a) 'As far as possible, official appointments of every kind 
should be dispensed with. 1 2 
(b) The·style of meetings should be informal, based on a seminar 
format.3 
(c) Breaking of Bread meetings should, perhaps, be restricted to 
evenings since the original communion was a last supper.4 
(d) The advisability of the worship of Jesus was discussed, but 
no conclusion was reached. Norrie wrote that the ecclesia 'de­
clined to give any formal deliverance upon the subject. 15 
le) The essentiality, or otherwise, of reimmersion of previously 
baptised adults, once belief had been changed on doctrines deemed 
to be significant or i~portant. The Roberts•s and Norrie all sub­
mitted to reimmersion.O 
(f) It was thought best 1 at first, to have no written constit­
ution at all, because of the danger inherent in creeds. Eventually• 
a list of views was produced, simply for clarity's sake, entitled 
'Things·most surely believed amongst us•.7 
(g) Having discussed alcoholism, it was decided not to ~ake total 
abstinence a grounds of fellowship amongst the brethren. 
(h) After assessing a wide range of social activities - leisure 
activities, marital relationships, business partnerships, politics, 
social tea meetings, and the like - it was felt that Christians 
should be involved in politics, but not in Friendly or Assurance 
societies.9 
(i) It was felt that written prayers might replace extempore ones, 
on certain occasions. Some of the brethren, however, felt that 
this was the beginning of the road back to formal services, which 
they had come to believe as being apostacy. 10 
(j) Ideas, accepted as beneficial, and put into practice initiallY1 
were challenged and allowed to lapse. These included the singing 
of the Lord's prayer each Sunday and greeting the brethren with a 
kiss.11 
(k) George Dowie produced The Philosophy of Courtship for the 
young people of the ecclesia. 12 

1. Information in Appendix 0 derives from Norrie, Early History, 
i. 179-322. 

2. Norrie, Early History, i, 181. 
3. Norrie, Earl.i: Histor.i:, i, 185-6. 
4. Norrie, Eariy Histor:t:, i. 187, 
5. Norrie, Earl;i: History, i, 225, 
6. Norrie, Early History, i, 234-5, 239. 
7, Norrie, Earl;i: Hi.story, i, 245. 
8. Norrie 1 Early History, i, 247, 
9. Norrie, Early Histor;t, i, 250-71. 

10, Norrie, Earl:z: Histor;t 1 i. 294-5, 
11, Norrie, t!arly H1story, i. 295-6. 
12. Norrie, Early History, i. 297, 
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(1) Individual and ecclesial letters were dispatched regularly 
to brethren and sisters in isolation. This was another of Dowie I s 
ideas, but it met with unanimous support.1 
(m) After George Dowie had put forward sugGestions on 'the art 
of living together•, James Lawrie, Williac Norrie and Grierson 
Mitchell discussed the setting up of a type of CO?Il.:l.une .2 

The younger mecbers of th~ Edinburgh Ecclesia felt that the 
Dowies had done so much, both in general hospitality and in pro­
viding the wherewithal for their discussions on the nature of 
their faith, that they bought George Dewie and his wife a new car­
pet, to replace the one they had worn out.3 

1. Norrie, Early History, i. 298-300. 
2. Norrie, Early History, i. 321-2. 
3. Norrie, Early History, i. 329. 
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APPENDIX P 

THE PECULIAR PEOPLE 

This sect, known as 'the Peculiar People' or 'the Peculiars', 
began in the Rochford district of south-east Essex in the 1830s. 
Two Wesleyan preachers, James Banyard and William Bridges, origin­
ated the movement. One of the early leaders was David Handley, in 
whose rooms in H.aldon the first Peculiar bishops were appointed, 
and who, in 1860, produced the first Peculiar Hymn Book. By 1862, 
Handley had become a Christadelphian.1 

The Peculiars, who took their name from such passaGeS as Deut­
eronomy xiv. 2; xxvi. 18-19; Titus ii. 14; I Peter ii. 9-10, were 
evangelicals - 'in a sense they led the way for the charismatic 
movement of our time. ,2 Merr.bers appeared to join them mainly froo 
Methodist, Baptist or Anblican backgrounds. Their numbers in 1855 
stood at about one hundred; by 1884 this fisure had risen to 1,300.3 
Emphasis within the oove~ent was on piety, simplicity and devotion.4 
Schism., when it did occur, tended to be over personal disagreements 
or devotional emphases such as 'the notion that religion was all 
happiness, singing and rejoicing, 15 rather than over expositional 
or theological controversy. 

1 
Peculiars weie distinctive in naming their officials by New 

Testament terms; disallowing members to visit physicians for sick­
cures; their total reliance upon, and literal° interpretation of, the 
Bible; the independence of their preachers; their lack of a paid min­
istry; their Sunday wholly dedicated to worship; and their women 
with their 'quaint Quakerisb dress with black bonnets.•? 

In Spring 1956, the Elders' Council agreed to affiliate with the 
Fellowship of Independent Evangelical Churches (F.I.E.C.) and to 
change the names of their churches to 'Evangelical Churches•. Sorrell 
wrote: 'On the 7th March 1956 ... the Peculiar People had passed into 
history. ,8 

1. This date, given by M. Sorrell in The Peculiar People (Exeter 
1979}, p.31, is flatly contradicted by the Christadelphian's 
own account, vol. vi. (1869), 151, which referred to Handley 1 s 
conversion occurring in April 1869. Even allowing for the long­
er than usual gap between interest in and conversion to Christ­
adelphianism, as compared with most orthodox Christian denomin­
ations, because of the lengthy process of 'instruction' which 
precedes the immersion itself, a seven year disparity between 
these dates is difficult to account for. 

2. H. Sorrell, op. cit., p. 10. One of these aspects of the ~­
mata was divine healing - an early feature of worship amonsst the 
Peculiars. 

3. H. Sorrell, op. cit., p. 36. Sorrell CQnsidered this rate of 
increase 'very marked.' 

4. An elaboration of church ritual developed towards the end of the 
nineteenth century, especially under Bishop William Reddle. 

5. M. Sorrell, op. cit., P• 20. 
6. For example, 'helps', 'elders', 'bishops', 'brethren' and 'sisters'. 

In this, as in so~e other features of their faith such as.con­
scientious objection, they were rather reminiscent of the Christ­
adelpbians, who, especially in the pre-Roberts days, aimed at 
establishing virtually the full range of new Testament offices. 

7. M. Sorrell, op. cit., P• 9. The habits of the Peculiars were very 
strict - little alcohol was taken; smoking was considered an 

8. M. Sorrell, op. cit., P• 60. (abomination. 
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APPENDIX Q BAPrISMS OF CHRISTADELFHIANS IN El!GLiulD BY COUNTY (1864-1885) 

JUt..¥ 1861/- - PEC ... "I JAN. 1870 - DEC. i81q JAN. 1880 - DEG. I 865 .ovt:A.ALL NE.1' \NGIU:Ast Iii 8,AP-rlSE"!> 

COUNIY 
LHS£.S1 N-8 ""' LGSSES1 N-8 NET 

LOSS£$1 N-• N<T CHR1S'fAPeLP1"11AMS (1 .. 4 -1615) 6APTISM5 GAtNS2. ,A1N3 BAPTISMS ,.o.1NS 1 &'AIHS 
BAP'l"ISMS t;AINSl. 6Alt-lS 

Bedfordshire 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 
Buckinghrunshire 0 4 0 0 4 22 1 0 21 25 
Cambridgeshire 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 
Cheshire 1 0 0 1 123 9 0 114 94 6 13 101 216 
Cornwall 0 0 5 0 0 5 5 
Derbyshire 6 0 0 6 49 0 0 49 99 12 0 87 142 
Devon 4 0 0 4 14 1 5 18 13 4 2 15 37 
Durham 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 3 
Essex 0 44 1 0 43 11 3 3 11 54 
Gloucestershire 12 0 0 12 76 6 0 70 97 24 0 73 155 
Ha.:npshire 0 0 2 0 1 3 3 
Kent 0 7 0 0 7 1 0 0 1 8 
Lancashire 4 0 0 4 93 14 1 80 149 13 4 140 224 
Leicestershire 14 0 0 14 197 0 2 99 22 15 4 11 124 
Lincolnshire 0 22 1 0 21 53 7 0 46 67 
London 30 1 0 29 224 7 5 222 251 11 20 260 511 
Norfolk 0 17 3 0 14 22 0 0 22 36 
Northamptonshire 0 29 0 0 29 32 1 0 31 60 
Northumberland 0 9 0 0 9 14 0 1 15 24 
Nottinghamshire 39 2 0 37 166 12 13 167 74 28 2 48 252 
Oxfordshire 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 
Salop. 0 7 0 0 7 3 0 0 3 10 
Some:i>set 0 53 4 0 49 22 5 0 17 66 
Staffordshire 0 26 0 0 26 45 2 2 45 71 
Suffolk 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 
Sussex 0 1 0 0 1 7 0 0 7 8 
Warwickshire 149 9 0 140 471 41 8 438 484 20 29 493 1071 
Wiltshire 0 0 0 0 
Worcestershire 0 81 8 0 73 88 54 134 207 

E. Rid:!Jlg 6 1 0 5 4 1 0 3 4 1 0 3 11 
Yorks. N, Riding 28 0 0 28 15 12 0 3 2 0 0 2 33 

w. Riding 48 3 3 48 249 11 2 240 306 24 2 284 572 
SCOTLAND 128 12 11 127 368 33 23 358 257 42 7 222 707 
WALES 39 1 0 38 85 13 3 75 145 19 2 128 241 
IllELAND 0 5 0 0 5 4 0 0 4 9 

1. Correction for deaths, resignationa and withdrawals. 
TOTAL 5971 2. Non-baptismal gains - that is, returns to fellowship. 

~: The Ambassador and IQ, i - xxii (1864-85), 'Intelligence' sections. 
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GLOSSARY 

Aggregate meeting: This was an early form of Christadelphian 
regional assembly. It partook partly of the nature of a Fraternal 
Gathering (see Glossary below) and partly of the nature of an 
annual general meeting. 

Arranging brother: This was the term used to describe one of ~he 
brethren heavily involved in running the ecclesia's (see Glossary 
below) affairs. Under the terms of Roberts•s Guide of 1883 1 this 
term came into general use. In the period 184~ various terms 
had been used for ecclesial office-holders, some of them New 
Testament ones such as elder, deacon and the like. Often an ecc­
lesia would have seven such 1A.B.s 1 • 

Baptised Believers: This was the label often used for Christadel­
phians in the period 1847-64, and for the followers of George Dowie 
after 1864. The term was sometimes extended to 'Baptised Believers 
in the Gospel of the Kingdom of God'. Other descriptions were 
1Thomasites 1 or 'Robertites• - see also ch. VI, p. 229n, above. 

Breaking of Bread: The weekly communion service. 

Campbellites: The followers of Alexander Campbell were often 
known as this in Christadelphian literature. At other times they 
were called Scotch Baptists. John Thomas referred to them as 
Scotto-Campbellites. In England they are currently known as the 
Churches of Christ. 

Christadelphian: The term, inaugurated ill 1864 by John Thomas, 
for those who had been baptised, as adults, into the Christian 
faith as be understood it from 1847 onwards. Originally the term 
denoted 'brethren in.Christ'. Later references mentibn 'brethren 
of Christ•. In the twentieth century, there are many groups who 
would claim the name Christadelphian 1 in addition to the Central 
Fellowship - for example, the Berean, the Dawn, the Advocate, the 
Bijou Hall 1 the Remnant of Christ's Ecclesia, the Old Paths and 
the Wayfarers fellowships. 

Disfellowsbip: This was the process of severing spiritual links 
with a Christadelphian for moral or theological misdemeanours. It 
Was not an irrevocable step. Under Boberts•s 1883 Guide, certain 
offences became subject to statutory disfellowshipping. Prior to 
1883, not much reference was made to this activity, which seemed, 
then, to be administered flexibly. See 'fellowship' below. 

Dowieites: This word described a follower of George Dewie (1824-
1895) who parted from the Central Fellowship of Christadelphians 
after Dewie's disfellowsbipping in 1864. See 'Baptised Believers• 
above. 

Ecclesia: The usual Christadelphian name for Church. Various 
terms hav8 been adopted including 'church', 'meeting' and, in the 
early days, 1synacogue 1 • 'Ecclesia' has been the standard term 
since the days of Roberts. 
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Exhortations: This·was the standard term for the sermon at the 
Breaking of Bread Service (see Glossary above). Originally, there 
were often two - always two under Roberta's Guide of 1883 - one 
before and one after the communion itself. ---

Fellowship: This term denoted those 'in communion' with the 
central fellowship of Christadelphians. It connoted a spiritually 
uplifting atmosphere and, occasionally, the Bible study designed 
to produce such an atmosphere. See 1 Disfellowship 1 above. 

Fraternal Gat~erin5s: In Christadelphian history, between 1847 
and 1898, inter-ecclesial meetings, of a spiritually uplifting 
nature, were often described as 'Tea meetings•. The phrase 
'Fraternal Gatherings' gradually superceded 'Tea meetings' which 
is extinct in modern Christadelphian literature. Often, early 
Fraternal Gatherings would have as many as six exhortations (see 
Glossary above). After the nineteenth century, this number was 
gradually reduced to three. 

Lecture: This word described the Bible Talks delivered by Christ­
adelphians at Sunday evening church meetings to preach the Gospel. 

Meeting: This was an alternative term for the ecclesia (see Gloss­
ary above). lt could ·refer to the congregation, or the assembly 
hall, or both. 

Millerites: The Christadelphians often referred, in their early 
literature, to Seventh Day Adventists by this term. 

President: Presidents were Christadelphian brethren of mature 
years whose office was to conduct, always in rota, services of 
the ecclesia (see Glossary above). This term pre-dated Roberts•s 
~ of 1883, although it was continued by it. 

Probation: This term (derivins from, for example, II Corinthians 
13. 5-7) described the earthly life of believers as a testing 
ground to gain approved entry to the Kingdom of God. 

Recording·Brother: This term, established by Roberta's Guide of 
1883, was an alternative for Secretary (see Glossary bel~ 

Reformation: John Thomas used 'Reformation' to refer to the Camp­
bellites. He appeared to regard them as the only genuine remnant 
of the sixteenth century Reformation still relatively untainted 
by compromise with Catholicism or the State. 

Renunciationists: These were the followers of Edward Turney and 
David Handley, based at Nottingham, many of whom were disfellow­
shipped (see Glossary above) en bloc in 1873. They renounced the 
previous Christadelphian concept of the nature of Christ, believing 
it to be unbiblical. They considered the nature of Jesus Christ to 
be special and closer to God than that of ordinary human beings. 

Secretary: This was the name for the individual whose office·was 
to link the ecclesia (see Glossary above) with other ecclesi·as 
and with the outside world and to maintain the eccleeia's private 
papers. Secretar·ies existed even in the 1840s and 1850s when the 
usual move was to name ecClesial officers in terms of what-were 
deemed to have been their first century counterparts. Roberts, in 
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1861, was the 'General and Corresponding Secretary' of the 
Huddersfield ecclesia. From 1883 1 under the influence of Roberta's 
Guide, this term was replaced by 'Recording Brother• (see Gloss­
ary above), although Suffolk Street ecclesias (see Glossary below) 
tended to maintain their •secretaries• after 1885, in preference 
to any other title. 

Special Efforts: These were lectures (see Glossary above) deliv­
ered on special occasions. The ter~ developed as routinisation did. 

Suffolk Street: This was the name for the main splinter group 
of Christadelphians who broke with Roberts after 1885. The group 
was sometimes referred to as the 'Ward Hall' 1 'Masonic Hall' or 
'Exchange' brethren. 

Tea Meetings: This was the early name for Fraternal Gatherings 
tsee Glossary above). 

Temperance Hall: The 'Central' fellowship of Christadelphians, 
from 1885 to 1957, was known by this term, which took its name 
from the building where the Birmingham ecclesia met. 

The Truth: Thie phrase was used to describe the Christadelphian 
understanding of the Gospel, and, also, those related to it or 
disfellowshipped (see Glossary above) from it, who were spoken of 
as being •in the Truth• or 'out of the Truth' respectively. 

~: This phrase, originally emanating from I Corinthians x.11, 
was used in Christadelphian exegesis to describe prophetic fore­
shadowings of spiritually parallel events or themes. Thus, King 
David could have been a •type' of Jesus Christ, or the exodus of 
Israel a •type' of the believers' journey through life to the 
kingdom of God. 

Withdrawal: This was an occasion when the ecclesia took the initia­
tive in separating from an individual member. The term used to de­
scribe the use ot this initiative by the individual was •re~ignation 1

a 
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