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Christadelphians – The Untold Story 
 

In the Spring of 2007 Brother Richard Pursell sent me his book entitled “Christadelphians – 

The Untold Story.” 

 

In reviewing this work another Christadelphian wrote:- 

 

“Of particular value is Brother Pursell’s ability to assess and define the 

terminology associated with division and reunion, words commonly thrown 

about such as sin, alienation, clean flesh, Andrewism, etc.  His presentation of 

“clean flesh” in view of and in relation to Edward Turney’s “Renunciationism” 

and Allen Strickler’s “Out of Darkness into Light” teachings is a must reading 

for anyone who uses the term.” 

 

This would be alright if Brother Richard had presented Edward Turney’s teaching correctly but 

it is again our duty to make corrections, and so we publish the following letter:- 

 

-  -  -  -  -  - 

 

Dear Brother Richard Pursell, 

 

Thank you for sending a copy of your treatise, “Christadelphians, the Untold Story.”  It is 

obvious to any reader that you have invested a great deal of time and effort in obtaining material over 

many years (about thirty I believe) and researched this thoroughly in order to write such an in-depth 

manuscript dealing with five divisions, four Christadelphian plus the Renunciationists. 

 

I have studied this work in some depth and find it to be a revelation in many aspects, though, I 

am sorry to say, not at all helpful in portraying the teaching of Brother Edward Turney from 1873 

and the Renunciationists/Nazarene Fellowship from that time on.  It is this aspect of your book that 

of course interests us most and these notes concentrate on these matters.     

 

It is our observation that whenever a Christadelphian wishes to know something about the 

Nazarene Fellowship (Renunciationists) and what they believe and teach, they will invariably go to 

another Christadelphian for their answer.  In this way the false stories started by Robert Roberts and 

embellished by others since have given rise to these fanciful ideas to which we do not hold and never 

have held.   

 

It is especially sad because since our first contact with you in February 2002 when, at your 

request I sent you copies of Edward Turney’s books, “The Sacrifice of Christ” and “The Two Sons 

of God”, and ever since you have been receiving our Circular Letters together with the many 

booklets setting out our beliefs, that you too have failed to noticed what are our beliefs and teachings.  

Also in your Acknowledgements you say I provided you with first-hand information about 

“Renunciationists.”   

 

Hence the need for this letter. 

 

What is the answer?  You have distributed your treatise and readers will think it is accurate 

information.  How are they going to find out it is not?  If or when you do a reprint will you correct 

the errors your work contains regarding Brother Edward Turney and the Renunciationists?  It is 

certainly to be hoped so. 
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Are you going to put an explanation in any future posting of your book until a reprint is called 

for?  You have given Sister Helen Brady’s name and address and also mine with my e-mail address 

at the end of your work, but it would be more helpful if you gave our website so that others can find 

the truth of our teachings without depending on the false reports of Christadelphians. 

 

The main theme throughout your treatise deals with the Atonement and how the different 

divisions have understood it and so you write: – 

 

“While other subjects have come and gone, it is the doctrine of the 

atonement, ‘sin and sacrifice,’ that keeps coming up time and time again…  

Strangely enough it is akin to the theme that began in the early Church of Rome 

between theologians Augustine and Pelagius some 1600 years ago.  Augustine 

believed the human race inherited a fallen nature in need of reconciliation with 

God.  Pelagius did not.” 

 

Precisely, Physical human nature is as God made it in the beginning and needs no 

reconciliation.  Reconciliation with God is vital otherwise that final sentence expresses in a nutshell 

the difference between Christadelphians and Nazarenes.  Nazarenes are with Pelagius.  

Christadelphians agree with Augustine. - which makes our views as far removed from Christadelphia 

as from Roman Catholicism, and the rest of Christendom that blindly follow the illusion of “fallen 

nature” “original sin” and “sin in the flesh.”  For this reason it would be properly accurate for the 

Nazarene Fellowship to be listed at the end of your book and placed under the heading “non-

Christadelphian.”  Your inability to appreciate this fact proves that you have quite failed to grasp the 

enormity of the chasm between the views of Christadelphians and Nazarenes, and their vital 

importance to truly understanding the reality of the Atonement and the nature of man. 

 

I think many readers, especially the younger generation of Christadelphians, will be surprised to 

find that Christadelphians have come down on the side of St. Augustine who was determined to bring 

new ideas into the Roman Catholic Church from his pagan background.   

 

Later in your Preface you say,  

 

“We Christadelphians have been, and still are, entangled in the greatest 

struggle the world has ever known.  The enemy is human nature, the curse of sin.” 

 

These are some of the things we will look at more closely as we proceed. 

 

I have quoted some portions at length in order to give as clear a picture as possible bearing in 

mind that the Nazarene Fellowship casts very serious doubts on Christadelphian doctrines on the 

Atonement whichever division they belong to. 

 

In you Preface you write  

 

“Knowledge is power and the metaphorical rudder of our lives.  When 

ignorance prevails we are vulnerable to the whims of others and unable to be 

decisive concerning our own destiny.”   

 

I agree with this, so wonder where you are going when you continue by saying, 

 

“This book is intended to provide Christadelphian readers with power and 

understanding to direct their lives and make doctrinal choices in light of the 

successes and pitfalls of some of our ancestors.  Unless we arm ourselves with 



 3 

information concerning our community’s historical mistakes, we are not equipped 

to avoid their repetition.” 

 

How true this has proved to be!  

  

In chapter one you rightly say that we are not at liberty to compromise fundamental doctrines 

for the sake of unity.  Then you refer to your diagram illustrating five fellowships, four of which are 

still called “Christadelphian,” the odd one out being the Nazarene Fellowship which stemmed from 

Robert Roberts expulsion of Edward Turney in 1873.  The four others are 1) Old Paths.  2) Central.  

3) Berean.  4) Unamended.  You explain that all the divisions were after the death of Dr Thomas in 

1871 and were all centred on the one basic doctrine – “Sin and Sacrifice.” 

 

Your second chapter shows how these four major Christadelphian fellowships have viewed each 

other over the years often accusing each other of beliefs they do not hold or misrepresenting the 

beliefs they do hold - a practice which makes for division rather than reconciliation. 

 

In chapter three you quote from Elpis Israel, page 126, 1958 edition, under the heading of “The 

Constitution of Sin,” as follows: 

 

“The word sin is used in two principle acceptations in the scripture.  It 

signifies in the first place, “the transgression of law” and in the next, it represents 

that physical principle of the animal nature, which is the cause of all its diseases, 

death, and resolution into dust.  It is that in the flesh “which has the power of 

death” and is called sin, because the development, or fixation, of the evil in the 

flesh, was the result of transgression.  Inasmuch as this evil principle pervades 

every part of the flesh, the animal nature is styled “sinful flesh,” that is, “flesh full 

of sin” so that sin, in the sacred style, came to stand for the substance called man.” 

 

Of this quote from the pen of Dr Thomas you say,  

 

“It is absolutely imperative that each reader grasp the substance and 

meaning of the above quotation.  It is either scripturally true or false, and 

depending on how it is viewed, will largely determine how one will relate to the 

various Christadelphian fellowships, divisions, and reunions discussed.” 

 

Next we come to chapter four headed “Renunciationism – “Free Life.”    

 

I wish to quote from your first paragraph:- 

   

“It was argued that if flesh was ‘sin,’ (as described by Dr Thomas), a premise 

which had been ‘renounced,’ then any possessor of ‘sin’s’ flesh would be, as a 

consequence, sinful, and guilty of its possession.  Since such a conclusion was 

untenable, especially as applied to Christ, it was denied by the Renunciationists 

that Christ inherited any condemnation at all; hence a “free life.”  Briefly stated, 

this group ‘renounced’ that man’s nature became ‘sinful flesh’ as a result of 

Adam’s transgression.” 

 

Though Christadelphians may believe that to possess sinful flesh makes them sinful and guilty 

of its possession, this is not at all the reason given by Edward Turney or the Nazarene Fellowship for 

denying that man’s nature became ‘sinful flesh’ as a result of Adam’s transgression.   

 

Here you refer to man being a “possessor of ‘sin’s’ flesh,” however this cannot be.  Sin is the 

possessor, as Paul says – “sold under sin.”  How can we be the possessor of our possessor?  It is Sin 
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that possesses us.  And how are we to expect to present the truth of the matter if we put Paul’s 

teaching the wrong way round?  

 

The reason why we do not believe that man’s nature became ‘sinful flesh’ as a result of Adam’s 

transgression is because such a doctrine cannot be found in the Scriptures; it is the assumption of 

men since the third century and promoted by the Roman Catholic Church and her harlot daughters 

ever since.  It was St Augustine who introduced the notion that there was something wrong or bad 

about man’s flesh from his Manichean background and when ‘converted’ to Christianity found 

passages in Scripture which appeared to give support to the idea, but these passages are wrested out 

of their true meaning.  Nowhere in Scripture do we find that man’s flesh is condemned.  Sin is 

condemned, of course, also mankind is under the condemnation brought about by Adam’s sin and 

this condemnation is a legal matter, not physical.  It is of interest here to note the 9
th

 of the Thirty-

nine Articles in the Prayer Book which states:  

 

“Original Sin standeth not in the following of Adam (as the Pelagians do 

vainly talk) but it is the fault and corruption of the nature of every man, that 

naturally engendered of the offspring of Adam; whereby man is very far gone from 

original righteousness and is of his own nature inclined to evil.”    

 

Clause 5 of the B.A.S.F. says the same: 

 

“That Adam broke this law, and was adjudged unworthy of immortality, and 

sentenced to return to the ground from whence he was taken - a sentence which 

defiled and became a physical law of his being, and was transmitted to all his 

posterity.” 

 

Now to quote Edward Turney on this:–  

 

“I am convinced that there is no such thing as flesh full of sin, and never was, 

nor can be.  I am perfectly aware of Romans 8:3 but that does not disprove the 

fact, as we shall see. 

 

The adjective "sinful" occurs only some seven or eight times in the whole of 

the Scriptures.  We find it used in this way - "Ah, sinful nation, a people laden 

with iniquity.”  Numbers 22:4; Isaiah 1:4; Amos 9:8.  Ask yourself, does this 

mean that every particle of flesh of these people is full of sin?  Of course not. 

 

And what of "O righteous nation" as in Genesis 20:4; Isaiah 26:2.  Are these 

people full of righteousness as an element in their flesh?  Is the flesh of a 

righteous nation different from the flesh of a sinful nation?  We see how 

ludicrous it is to say sinful applies to the flesh.  Sinful applies to character not 

to flesh. 

 

Again, let us imagine we have two sheep and one of those sheep belongs to 

“Sin.”  I am now required to produce a likeness of that sheep which belongs to 

“Sin.”  Well, the other sheep doesn’t belong to “Sin” so I point to the second 

sheep and say that it looks like the other.  That is how I understand the matter of 

"likeness" in Roman’s 8:3.  Paul says God sent His own Son in the likeness of 

flesh of sin, or "Sin's flesh."  This flesh of Jesus was precisely the same as ours.  

Adam’s children belonged to sin.  Jesus did not.  Adam’s children are under 

sentence of death.  Jesus was not. 

 

Next I reproduce page 18 of your book and wish to comment on each ‘box’ in turn. 
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“Free Life” – In His Own Words 

“…the last Adam, the Christ, came into the world as free as the first Adam, not 

under condemnation to death..  There was a life as free as Adam’s was when he sprang 

from the ground a living soul.”  With a “free life” Christ needed not to “offer for 

himself.”  Edward Turney, The Sacrifice of Christ, 1873 page 9.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In the box under the heading “Renunciationists” you state that “Renunciationists” are still 

actively anti-Christadelphian and exist today as “The Nazarene Fellowship” publishing a bi-monthly 

circular from the West Midlands, UK.”  We are indeed anti-Christadelphian teaching and their blind 

adherence to unscriptural doctrine as we are to anyone who does the same. 

“Renunciationists” 

was a label taken by those who renounced the 

belief that Adam’s nature became “sin” by his 

transgression.  It should be noted that 

“Renunciationists” believed that Adam was created 

mortal and required the fruit of the tree of life to 

sustain himself.  Having transgressed, he was 

merely barred from the fruit and mortality took its 

course.  Since this concept has no change of nature 

because of Adam’s sin there is therefore, of course, 

no need of sacrifice for that nature.  Thus, all men 

including Adam are born as a new Adam; and only 

Jesus has not forfeited life via transgression.  This 

concept prompted the drafting of a statement of 

faith to refute it, and a specific “Doctrine to be 

Rejected,” now number 4.  “Renunciationists” are 

still actively anti-Christadelphian and exist today as 

“the Nazarene Fellowship” publishing a bi-monthly 

circular from the West Midlands, UK.  A further 

definition by Robert Roberts may be found on page 

460 of The Christadelphian for October 1873.  

Ernest Brady, a professed “Renunciationist” wrote 

an outline of beliefs in a Nazarene Fellowship 

publication called “I Can’t Understand,” circa 

1945, corroborating Brethren Andrew’s and 

Roberts’ definitions which are given herein. 

Edward Turney 
“Renunciationism” 

renounces that flesh is 

“Sin” or “Sin’s flesh” 

But 

rather 

endorses 

that 

Flesh is “clean” 

because mortality is 

not considered “sin” 

and therefore flesh 

does not require an 

atonement 

 

Hence The Term 

“Clean Flesh” 

“Free Life” Defined by a Contemporary 

A portion of a letter by a D Welsh as published in The Christadelphian, August 

1890, seventeen years after the Renunciationist controversy: 

 

“by ‘free life’ they mean that Jesus, though possessing an earthly organism like 

Adam’s and ours, needed not to offer a sin-offering, or a sin-sacrifice, that he might 

live for ever; that is, the nature of Jesus was free from condemnation, and needed no 

sacrifice (shedding of blood) to cleanse that nature and enable it to live for ever.” 
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Some of us were Christadelphians once and have family members and close friends amongst 

them and most of our readers of our magazine are Christadelphians.  Apart from financial support we 

also receive encouragement from them “to keep up the good work” of showing where Christadelphian 

doctrines are in error and in putting a much better and scriptural understanding in its place.  These 

Christadelphians are amongst those whom you say experience what you call the “Elijah syndrome” as 

well they might, but they would much rather share their knowledge and understanding with their 

Christadelphian family and friends; these ties require loving patience, example and prayer. 

 

It is the errors in Christadelphian teachings we continually oppose and will oppose as long as the 

Lord gives us the strength to do so, not as enemies but as friends.  “Rebuke a wise man and he will 

love thee.” 

 

You next refer to Ernest Brady who wrote the small booklet “I Can’t Understand” of which you 

say it corroborates “Brethren Andrew and Roberts definitions which are given herein.”  But Robert 

Roberts did not appear to understand Edward Turney’s views but very seriously misrepresented them,  

 

In the three boxes to the right of the page under the heading “Edward Turney” you tell your 

readers that “Renunciationism renounces that flesh is “Sin” or “Sin’s flesh.”   

 

We certainly say that flesh is not “Sin” but to add as you do “or Sin’s flesh,” is here confusing.  

Had you used the term “Sinful flesh” instead of “Sin’s flesh” there would have been no call for 

comment, but to confuse the two expressions as though they meant the same thing cannot be right.  

The expression “Sinful flesh” as I’m sure you know, is not to be found in the original manuscripts.  Its 

one occurrence in Romans 8:3 is not what Paul said but the result of ‘Romish’ translators wanting to 

support their Augustinian theology.  What Paul said was “sin’s flesh,” meaning “flesh belonging to 

sin” and this is very different from ‘flesh full of sin’ (as you will see from the quote above from 

Edward Turney’s work).  The Bible does not teach that flesh is ‘Sin’ but that flesh is the possession of 

‘King Sin,’ ‘flesh’ being used to mean ‘sinful mankind.’  So in Romans 8:3 Paul is telling us that God 

sent His own Son in the likeness of “Sin’s flesh.”  That is to say that Jesus was sent in flesh the same 

as ours but not the possession of ‘King Sin’ – for He was the possession of His Father.  Jesus was not 

alienated from His Father.   

 

Later in your book (page 51), you misuse Romans 7:23 by equating “Sin in our members” with 

Romans 8, “Sinful flesh,” and I must correct you here for in Romans 7:23 Paul refers to the law of sin 

which is in our members and does not say as you do that there is “sin in our members.”  Having Adam 

as our father we are concluded under his sin for the purpose of receiving a blessing if we will accept it, 

but Jesus had His life direct from His Father, a new life free from Adamic condemnation and through 

whom the blessing is yet to come, as we read in Galatians 3:22, “But the scripture hath concluded all 

under sin that the promise by faith of Jesus Christ might be given to them that believe.”  This is hardly 

“our misfortune” as Dr Thomas said and which you quote on page 80.  I do not know how Nazarene 

Fellowship understanding can be put any clearer than Paul states. 

 

In the next two boxes you continue by saying that our understanding - 

 

“rather endorses that flesh is clean because mortality is not considered “sin” and therefore 

flesh does not require an atonement.”   

 

To say that flesh is clean or unclean is Christadelphian jargon and a teaching not found in 

Scripture.  Clean and unclean is used to describe people’s characters, or animals used or not in 

sacrifices, or in reference to illness or disease but it is not used in the Christadelphian sense as 

referring to our flesh nature which supposedly needs atoning. 
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Your quote from “The Sacrifice of Christ” correctly shows Edward Turney’s belief that  

 

“…the last Adam, the Christ, came into the world as free as the first Adam, not under 

condemnation to death…  There was a life as free as Adam’s was when he sprang from 

the ground a living soul.”  With a “free life” Christ needed not to “offer for himself.”   

 

This is the reason for the virgin birth.  Adam was “free” until he sold himself to “Sin” and so 

became Sin’s possession.  But Jesus, having a new life direct from His Father received the same “free” 

life as Adam at creation and the point is, Jesus never lost His “free” life by transgression.  This 

understanding does away with the Christadelphian notion of Jesus having been given extra help to 

overcome temptation by having God as His Father; a notion which denies Jesus was tempted in all 

points as we are.  If it were the case that Jesus had extra help to overcome temptation and we are not 

given the same opportunity through lack of similar help then it is a contradiction to say that Jesus was 

tempted in all points as we are.  And worse than this, it doesn’t leave much honour or credit to Jesus 

for overcoming all temptation if He had extra help, and again, if Jesus had extra help then how can it 

be said that He is our Exemplar.  Again, how could it have been possible for Jesus to have learned 

obedience by the things that He suffered if He had strength given to Him of God.    

 

The quote you provide from Dr Welsh’s letter to ‘The Christadelphian’ needs no comment. 

 

On page 19 you say that  

 

“While Bro Roberts clearly opposed the “free life” teachings, and commented thereon, 

his personal convictions regarding “sin and sacrifice” relative thereto do not appear to 

have yet been fully developed…” 

 

I’m sure you are right.  On Page 29 of “The sacrifice of Christ,” Edward Turney said, (and you 

will appreciate that Robert Roberts was in the audience listening to this address):- 

 

“I shall show you that our friend (i.e. R.R) does not know what he is talking about, the 

verse reads:- “Who needeth not daily as the High Priests to offer up sacrifice, first for 

His own sins, and then for the people, for this He did once when He offered up Himself.” 

 

Now the question is this, when, and where did Jesus offer up Himself?  What I said a 

few minutes ago shows clearly that Jesus offered Himself, not on the Cross, but in 

Heaven.  He did not, like the High Priest offer Himself often, but once He appeared to 

put away sin-offering by the sacrifice of Himself.  Do not forget that there had been no 

sacrifice until He had been offered, or presented to God.” 

 

Again, R.Roberts and Dr Thomas believed and taught that the physical principle of corruption 

pertained to all living creatures from creation and, in fact, David Handley was refused baptism 

because he (David) believed a change of nature had taken place.  It is evident, then, that Robert 

Roberts had not at this time thought his subject through and then appeared to do a complete 

somersault of his beliefs in order to oppose Edward Turney.  Odd as it may seem, it was Robert 

Roberts who took on the views of David Handley, David Handley also vacillated between the two 

views but eventually ended up alongside Roberts.  R.Roberts seemed blithely unaware of his own 

contradictions.  It is good to see that you acknowledge Brother Roberts “mis-statements of 

fundamental principles…” and that “he also vacillated with serious contradictory statements in a 

lecture during the renunciation controversy, 1873.” 

 

On page 24 you quote from an article by Edward Turney, “written in 1872, the year prior to 

renouncing it all.”  I hope, and think readers will have the common sense to realise that Edward 
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Turney did not in fact renounce all that you quote.  Let us look at the first part where Edward Turney 

wrote:  

 

“In the first place, it should be remarked that Jesus was not made in the nature of angels, 

but in that of ‘flesh and blood.’  Paul says ‘it behoved him to be made like unto his 

brethren.’  This likeness was of sin’s flesh…  (Romans 8:3)…” 

 

Edward Turney did not renounce this and it is of particular note that even at this early time in 

Christadelphian history, he had the right understanding of Romans 8:3 for he correctly states “sin’s 

flesh” and not “sinful flesh” as Roman Catholics and most Christadelphians would have people 

believe. 

 

On page 30 you are considering the teachings of J.J.Andrew, and quote from an open letter dated 

1954 from Brother P.O.Barnard of Australia, part of which reads: 

 

“…Brother Andrew’s line of argument in which he skilfully represented his denial of the 

accountability of enlightened rejecters to the judgment seat of Christ as the logical 

outcome of the fundamental doctrines regarding sin and sacrifice – doctrines that he and 

Brother Roberts had staunchly defended in 1873 when Brother Edward Turney 

renounced them in favour of the ‘free life’ theory now taught by Nazarenes.” 

 

It is difficult to follow this line of reasoning on the part of Brother P.O.Barnard and space forbids 

me to quote the several pages of argument between Brother Andrew, Brother Fry and Brother Roberts 

which you present.  May it suffice to say here that Nazarenes believe that enlightened rejecters will be 

judged, not at the return of Christ but at the end of the thousand years reign of Christ as taught by 

Jesus in Revelation 20:6, “Blessed and holy is he that hath part in the first resurrection (i.e. at the 

return of Jesus): on such the second death hath no power, but they shall be priests of God and of Christ 

and shall reign with him a thousand years.”  It makes good sense to use later scripture to clarify and 

enlarge upon earlier prophecies rather than use earlier prophecies to cloud and befog later 

declarations.  I don’t know of any plainer teaching than this regarding the two judgments – the reward 

of the righteous at Christ’s return and the reward of the unrighteous a thousand years later. 

 

I now wish to quote what you say on page 52 under the heading of,  

 

The Difference Between Turney and Strickler 

 

“While these two concepts share a denial of a need of sacrifice for “sin nature,” they 

differ in how they arrive at their conclusion.  Here is the difference.  The “free life” 

concept, “Turneyism,” says Adam was created mortal, his nature being “very good,” and 

not changed to “sin nature” and therefore NOT in need of a sacrificial offering for it. “As 

Bro. Turney wrote in The Two Sons of God, 1876, “It was not to remedy any inherent or 

contracted defect of nature that the scheme of atonement was designed...” 

 

The Strickler variation of the “clean flesh” concept, however, does admit that because of 

Adam’s sin, his nature was changed to a state called “sin’s flesh,” and only needs 

CHANGING to immortality, denying an “atonement” for “sin” nature that it MIGHT be 

changed.  In a personal interview with Brethren Edwin Hill and George Waite, August, 

20, 1923, Brother Strickler clearly acknowledged this difference from Renunciationism, 

saying, “It is by God’s decree that man is mortal.”  So, although the Turney and 

Strickler concepts differ in their respective bases, they both deny the need of “atonement 

for sin nature,” and therefore deny that Christ “offered first for Himself” in respect to 

his nature. 

 



 9 

It is also interesting that Bro. Strickler drew a distinction between “sin’s flesh” and 

“sinful flesh.”  The former he understood to be a result of Adam’s transgression, 

providing us with the ability to transgress, and the latter he believed to be a result of our 

own.  In this regard, Jesus possessed the former, but not the latter.  He wrote: “We have 

no right to say that Christ’s individual flesh was ‘flesh full of sin’ or ‘sinful flesh.’...  

The most casual reader of the epistles of Peter would never dream... he thought of sin in 

a secondary or derived sense, or sin as a physical concrete thing.”  Out of Darkness, p. 

84. On page 85 there was a further denial of the secondary aspect of “sin”: “It is a 

marvellous thing that such a theory should ever have been invented, as that of the 

bearing of physical so called sin.”  Turneyism and Stricklerism therefore share in 

common the denial of “atonement for sin-nature,” and are both therefore called “clean 

flesh” doctrine.  This was illustrated on page 51. 

 

The understanding of this point is absolutely critical to understanding the issue and the 

meaning of the term “clean flesh.”  All Christadelphians seem to agree that “this mortal 

must put on immortality” and that our physical nature is, therefore, in this sense, 

“unclean.”  But understanding the need for a change of nature is not the same as 

admitting a need for a sacrificial offering because of that unclean “sin nature.”  The 

Bereans affirmed a necessity of a sacrificial offering for “sin nature,” while Brother 

Strickler denied it.  The logical extension of this denial is that baptism is for personal 

moral considerations only and not at all related to our fallen inherited Adamic nature.  

One can see then, why Bro. Strickler “wholly opposed” Bro. Thomas’ section in Elpis 

Israel, “The Constitution of Sin,” as he had freely admitted in an interview that was 

reported in the Berean, June 1923.” 

 

There are some very important errors here, Richard, which need correcting.  First is that Edward 

Turney neither believed nor taught Adam was created mortal.  Let me quote from “The Sacrifice of 

Christ” page 21:-  

 

“The nature in Eden had no sin inhering in it.  It was corruptible and relatively imperfect 

as compared with Angelic nature.  There was no sin in the “nature” after it had 

transgressed.  No, what was there then?  There was mortality.  What does that mean?  

Death…  There was mortality.  There was man destined to die…” 

 

While this may not be clear to those who believe mortal and corruptible to be synonymous terms, 

we find a little later Edward Turney plainly shows his understanding where he says:- 

 

“You may call them ‘mortal’ if you like, in a general or loose sense; but it is more strictly 

correct to style them ‘corruptible’ because ‘mortal’ means destined to die through breach 

of law.” 

 

In reading through your book I believe you stated two or three times that Edward Turney 

believed Adam was created mortal, or that Turneyism says Adam was created mortal; but this is not so 

as the above quote shows, Edward Turney did not believe or teach that Adam was created mortal and 

neither do “Nazarenes.”  The important point to note is that “mortal” means “destined to die through 

breach of law.”  This being so Adam could not become mortal until he breached the law. 

 

Dr Thomas also said that Adam was created neither mortal nor immortal but became mortal when 

he transgressed  -  “Elpis Israel,” page 72 in 14th Edition – 1958:- 

 

 “We may admit, therefore, the corruptibility, and consequent mortality of their nature, 

without saying they were mortal... in this sense, therefore, I say, that in their novitiate, 

Adam and his betrothed had a nature capable of corruption...”   
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I wish all Christadelphians could see that mortal and corruptible can be two very different matters 

and must be used as Scripture demands.  To use the term “mortal” when referring to “corruptible” is 

inexcusable.  It is this looseness in using the correct terms that causes confusion and generates more 

heat than light. 

 

Going back to page 52 you say a little lower down the page that  

 

“In a personal interview with Brethren Edwin Hill and George Waite, August 20 1923, 

Brother Strickler clearly acknowledged this difference from Renunciationism, saying ‘It 

is by God’s decree that man is mortal.’” 

 

But where is the difference, for Renunciationism also says that it is by God’s decree that man is 

mortal?  This does not “clearly acknowledge” the difference when ‘clearly’ they are the same. 

 

You then go on to say, 

  

“It is also interesting that Brother Strickler drew a distinction between ‘sin’s flesh’ and 

‘sinful flesh.’  The former he understood to be the result of Adam’s transgression, 

providing us with the ability to transgress, and the latter he believed to be the result of 

our own.” 

 

The obvious question regarding this strange concept is to ask, if it was necessary for us to have 

sinful flesh in order that we should have the ability to sin, how was it Adam could sin without it?  And 

if Adam could sin without it why is it necessary for us to have it?  Apart from this absurdity I would 

repeat that the term “sinful flesh,” meaning “flesh full of sin” is not to be found in the Bible and every 

attempt at deducing it from Scripture runs into like silliness.    

 

“Adam’s transgression providing us with the ability to transgress”?  It is law that provides us 

with the ability to transgress! 

 

Towards the end of this section you write, 

 

“The Bereans affirmed the necessity of a sacrificial offering for ‘sin nature’ while Brother 

Strickler denied it.  The logical extension of this denial is that baptism is for personal 

moral considerations only, and not at all related to our fallen inherited Adamic nature.” 

 

While we, along with Brother Strickler, deny the necessity of a sacrificial offering for “sin 

nature” we cannot agree with you that “the logical extension of this denial is that baptism is for 

personal moral considerations only.”  Baptism is a legal requirement.  By it we change allegiance, no 

longer servants of “Sin” but servants of God through Jesus Christ.  We are no longer under the law of 

sin and death but under the law of Grace.  These are legal matters and remain so though we deny 

sacrificial offering for ‘sin nature.’  Baptism is not primarily for the forgiveness of sins but to restore 

our relationship to our Creator; to remove the alienation introduced into the human race when Adam 

transgressed; to remove Sin as our Master and establish God as our Master through faith in Jesus.  

This is what Jesus did for us in giving His life for us.  It was not for Himself as He was never 

estranged from His Father, having been born of a virgin and so escaped Adamic condemnation.  

 

On page 79 you quote Brother T.Williams as follows:  

 

“We,” (the Unamended Christadelphians) “believe that in baptism there is a transition 

from a state of alienation in Adam to a state of citizenship in Christ, and that through it 

we shall ultimately be freed from the physical effects of Adam’s sin – mortality.  We are 
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not personally responsible for Adam’s personal sin, and are therefore not baptised for it 

in that sense; but federally we are baptized to remove the condemnation which came 

thereby, and to place us in Christ reconciled to God.  Since it is known that we believe 

we are baptized for our personal sins, it is needless to state it.” 

 

The Nazarene Fellowship also believes “that in baptism there is a transition from a state of 

alienation in Adam to a state of citizenship in Christ,” but how did this alienation come about?  Was it 

not by Adam’s transgression?  But baptism reverses this alienation, so we become sons and daughters 

of God through faith.  However, to “ultimately be freed from the (supposed) physical effects of 

Adam’s sin – mortality”, would give us neither immortality nor incorruptibility and is of no value to 

us but would put us back on probation in the Garden of Eden, as was Adam in the beginning.  This is 

neither God’s promise nor our hope.   

 

The rest of the statement is correct only if it is recognised that the condemnation spoken of by 

Paul is legal and not physical.  Alienation came about by breach of law and is therefore a legal matter.  

Baptism therefore is a legal matter, as you say – “federally we are baptised to remove the 

condemnation which came thereby (Adam’s sin)” for Paul says, “there is therefore now no 

condemnation to them which are in Christ Jesus.”  If the condemnation was physical as a result of 

Adam’s sin, then it is not taken away now - which contradicts Paul.   

 

On page 89 you repeat that supposed Renunciationism teaches that man was created mortal –  

 

“As I said before, however, it is important to recognise a difference between 

“Renunciationism” and “Stricklerism” even though both have been dubbed as “clean 

flesh.”  “Renunciationism” denies that man’s nature is fallen, because it teaches that man 

was originally created mortal, and that there was no change.  And since, in this paradigm, 

there was no change, obviously there is no need of atonement for that created ‘very good’ 

nature.” 

 

And so we repeat - Renunciationism does not teach that man was created mortal. 

 

Christadelphians have always prided themselves on their superiority to other denominations 

because they are Bible students.  So it is a puzzle and a shame that they continue to believe 

unscriptural doctrines in that they attempt to digest and preach the stones of sin-in-the-flesh, and are in 

confusion over the terms mortality and corruptibility, hold the false belief in natural death as the 

wages of sin.  Scripture tells us that the wages of sin is judicial death. 

 

        The Bible and Nazarenes offer bread.  The truth that flesh is neither clean nor unclean, simply the 

stuff of which we, as part of the natural creation, are made.  The Sin in Eden affected Adam and all his 

descendants legally not physically.  It resulted in alienation from God.  When we discover that this 

alienation/condemnation affects us personally then we are under sentence of death like Adam.  But 

God in His loving and infinite mercy offers us a way out through the sacrifice of Jesus, dying as a 

substitute for Adam, and so releasing us from the consequence of the law of sin and death.  When we 

recognize this redemption, so dearly won for us by our Saviour, then through baptism we are saved, 

with Jesus as our “Tree of Life,” still corruptible waiting for the second coming and incorruption and 

immortality, striving in this present world to follow Him with thankful hearts. 

 

Russell Gregory.    July 2007 

---------------------------- 

 

Copies of Richard Pursell’s book are available from the Author at 

Shofar Publications, PO Box 248, Poncha Springs, CO 81242   U.S.A. 
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Correspondence relating to 

“Christadelphians – The Untold Story” 
 

We have received the following letter from Brother Richard Pursell in reply to our 

commentary of his book “Christadelphians – The Untold Story” published in our Circular 

Letter No 225:- 

 

Bro. Russell Gregory and Sis. Helen Brady— 

 

I apologize for not writing sooner, at least to acknowledge receipt of Russell’s letter concerning 

“Christadelphians: The Untold Story.”  His letter is somewhat detailed, and requires some time to 

respond properly.  Your criticism of a seeming lack of response based perhaps upon your publication 

dates seems unreasonable.  While it may be your experience with some Christadelphians that they 

take “refuge in silence,” I believe a blanket statement is not only unfair, but certainly condescending 

and counterproductive to the pursuit of common understanding.  In addition, have you considered the 

burdens some bear relative to life itself, for example, health issues, providing for their families, 

personal crises, etc.?  Your seeming presumption that others should respond immediately and 

seemingly conform to your agenda is distasteful. 

 

That having been said, you may remember that I clearly stated in the preface of my book that its 

purpose was “to promote healing among Christadelphians,” primarily for those in North America, 

since to my knowledge, divisions among the fellowships in other areas noted in the book were 

generally homogenized by John Carter.  In this regard, the book was written for Christadelphians, in 

terminology that should be familiar with Christadelphians.  The copy sent to Bro. Russell was 

complementary and intended as a “thank you” for the information that he had graciously provided 

about the Nazarene fellowship, not only directly, but also through the pages of the “Circular.”   

 

I had no intentions when writing the book to misrepresent anyone.  If, indeed, I have done so, it 

has been in innocence.  Please accept my apologies.  Certainly, I am not as familiar with the nuances 

of your beliefs as perhaps some would wish, but I did my best with what I had to work with at the 

time.  As with any work of this sort, everyone cannot and will not be fully satisfied no matter how 

accurately the information may be presented.   

Credits 

As to credits at the back of the book, my intention was to reveal as many sources as were 

practical so readers could find and read for themselves what had happened among the parties, and 

while the Nazarenes may be well known in Britain, and perhaps also in Australia, I can assure you 

that in North America most Christadelphians would be surprised that any proponents, let alone 

descendants of Edward Turney, David Handley, or H. Fry, even existed.  For neglecting to include 

your website, I’m sorry.  For failing to categorize the Nazarenes as “Non-Christadelphians,” I’m also 

sorry, especially for my ignorance of your seeming sensitivity.  As for the misspelling of Bro. 

Brady’s given name, it was an oversight entirely.  To spell Ernest with an “a” is as normal here in the 

U.S. as spelling Jon or Tom with an “h”.  I beg your forgiveness.   

Augustine vs. Pelagius 

While there may be a similarity between Augustine’s perspective and that of some 

Christadelphians, it appears to me that it is unfair for you to generalize that Christadelphians follow 

Augustine when a portion of Augustine’s doctrine, that is, that of “original sin” is completely absent 

among all Christadelphians, and I believe this distinctive qualification is important to keep in mind.  
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While most Christadelphians likely would agree with the concept of the Augustinian fallen nature, it 

is unmerited to attach or project upon Christadelphians the idea of personal “guilt” for that nature.  In 

the Preface I used the word “akin” concerning the Augustine vs. Pelagius controversy and not 

“identical.”  I thought I had made the difference quite clear throughout the book, and particularly in 

chapters 21, “Inherited Guilt?  Explanations Answering the Charges,” and 23, “Misfortune and not a 

fault.”  From Russell’s letter, however, it may be true that “Nazarenes are with Pelagius,” as he has 

stated, but it is not necessarily true, because of the above qualification that “Christadelphians agree 

with Augustine.”   

 

Generally speaking, most Christadelphians of which I am aware, do not make a distinction 

between the terms, “sin nature,” “sinful flesh,” “sin’s flesh,” “sin in the flesh,” “sin that dwelleth in 

me,” and other such expressions.  To them, they are all expressive of the same thing.  In this regard, 

it is quite understandable to say one is a “possessor of sin’s flesh” because he believes that the dying 

nature, mortality, the “flesh” that he possesses, is a result of Adam’s transgression.  While you may 

not appreciate nor agree with this terminology, it is nonetheless quite familiar among 

Christadelphians.  To isolate the adjective “sinful” as being descriptive of “transgression” only, and 

not permitted to describe the secondary state which emanated there from, seems unwarranted.  It 

would seem the same logic would demand that “righteousness” is descriptive only of “good works” 

and its use as describing the status or state of “righteousness” (which is imputed not actual), would 

and should also be denied, regardless of how valid its use in Scripture may be.  As said above, the 

book was written for Christadelphians, and primarily about Christadelphians, and therefore was put 

in terms understandable to Christadelphians.   

“Ye shall be as gods, knowing good and evil” 

It seems much is read between the lines about the events in the Garden and the “fall of man,” 

and it is the implications (and assumptions) that seem to present the biggest problems among Bible 

students.  While Nazarenes seemingly believe there was no physical change in either the man or the 

woman as a result of their transgression, it appears that the Bible, however, does record some sort of 

change.  It seems that the fruit of the tree of knowledge of good and evil indeed did change 

something about them, for it is written that upon eating, “the eyes of them both were opened.”  This 

coincides with the serpent’s earlier insight that by eating they would be as “gods” to know good and 

evil.  It seems to me that the fruit did exactly what it had been seemingly empowered to do—perhaps 

a chemically induced physical change which affected their mental acuity—they now, as a direct 

result of eating the fruit, knew good and evil.  The account says they “knew they were naked,” and 

“hid themselves.”  The Lord’s questions to Adam, “Who told thee...?”, and “Hast thou eaten…?”, 

clearly imply that Adam’s newly acquired awareness was a result of sinning, that is, his awareness of 

and discernment between good and evil came about by eating the forbidden fruit.   

 

Whatever occurred in this “change” has obviously been passed on to their progeny.  We each 

have the ability to “choose the good and refuse the evil” (Isa 7:16).  The implication is, therefore, 

that prior to Adam’s transgression he did not possess the ability to know the difference between good 

and evil, and as such, was not, and could not have been, “tempted from within.”  But we as his 

progeny are different, and that difference, I believe, was shared by the Son of Man, being “in all 

points tempted as we are” (Heb 4:15).  In this regard, we can see that his temptation in the wilderness 

immediately after his having been anointed with the Holy Spirit as God’s sanctified vessel, was a 

conflict within himself as to how he would set his mind for the task before him.  To say that Christ 

was “given extra help to overcome temptation,” as some have suggested, is not only dishonouring to 

him of the work he accomplished, but certainly as you say “a notion that denies the testimony of the 

Spirit word.”  Is it not sufficient to agree with the prophet who said the “Son of David” would be of 

“quick understanding?” (Is 11:3).  And is this not evident in his Scriptural response to each diabolical 

thought of achieving notoriety, being “drawn away by his own lust” (Jms 1:14), through abuse of the 

Spirit-power entrusted to him?  He did not succumb.  Lust did not “conceive.”  It did not “bring forth 

sin.”  His anointing with the Holy Spirit certainly marked his consecration and commencement as 
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God’s chosen and appointed High Priest of the Melchizedek order, who, later, at the end of his 

ministry, “offered himself” (Heb 9:14) “once in the end of the world” (v26) and “hath appeared to 

put away sin by the sacrifice of himself” by which he passed “through the veil, that is to say his 

flesh” (Heb 10:20).  

Mortal vs. Corruptible 

While Nazarene doctrine appears to be largely based upon a distinction of definitions between 

the meanings of “mortal” and “corruptible,” Unamended Christadelphian doctrine is not.  “Mortal” 

can mean “dying” (as in the process of ~), “subject to death,” or even “capable of dying.”  Certainly 

Adam was created “capable of dying” because he did.  So, was he created “mortal?”  Yes, in that 

sense, but as you are well aware, that doesn’t convey the entire story.  The same exercise can be 

applied to “corruptible.”  Strictly speaking, “corruptible” means “able to corrupt.”  Was Adam 

created in a nature “able to corrupt?”  Again, yes, apparently so, because he did.  But while it is true 

that the Scriptures say Adam was created “very good,” they do not say he was either mortal or 

immortal.  And if not immortal, are we to assume he was “mortal”?  Not necessarily.  Here, the 

English language seems to be void of a proper word by which to describe Adam’s condition prior to 

the fall.  Was he created “mortal” in the sense of being “capable of dying?”  Yes, of course, the 

record is explicit.  On the other hand, was he created “mortal” in the sense of currently being in the 

process of “dying?”  Apparently not.   

 

The one place of which I am aware of the two terms “mortal” and “corruptible” occurring 

together is 1Cor 15.  In this passage, the apostle is speaking of the changing of nature when death is 

to be swallowed up in victory “in a moment in the twinkling of an eye.”  Since in another place he 

describes two classes of believers which will be subjects of this change, it is possible he has the same 

two classes in mind here in 1 Cor 15.  There are those who have been raised from the dead, and those 

who are “alive and remain” at his coming (1 Thes 4:15).  He says both classes are to be “changed” 

together.  One is not to anticipate or “precede” the other.  The first class, having come from their 

graves, has seen “corruption,” as it were, something of which our Lord was spared while in the tomb 

(Acts 13:37), the second have not died, but are yet “dying” that is, “mortal.”  The first class may be 

the “corruptible,” that is, “decayed,” from a word, according to Dr. Strong, meaning “to spoil,” and 

the second may be the “mortals,” that is, those “liable to die” but are “alive and remain” at his 

coming.  So, perhaps the explanation is: “For this corruptible (those in graves) must put on 

incorruption, and this mortal (those alive and dying) must put on immortality.”  While this 

explanation is not conclusive, it does provide an alternative for the otherwise redundancy of Paul’s 

statement.   

“Legally” Mortal 

While it is true that there is a physical aspect to “mortality,” it is also certainly true that there is a 

legal aspect as well.  A man may be legally sentenced by a judge to be physically executed, yet 

continue to live under that sentence until it is physically accomplished.  With this understanding, he 

may be “legally” mortal, that is, destined to, subject to, or even liable to death, but still very much 

“physically alive.”  And the reverse can also be true.  Consider at Christ’s coming those on his “right 

hand” (Mat 25:33).  One may hear the word “well done thou good and faithful servant” (v21) and be 

“legally immortal,” but still awaiting the “moment” and “twinkling of an eye” when all are 

physically changed “together.”   

Denied Access to the “Tree of Life” 

As I understand it, Nazarenes believe that Adam died as a result of his being barred from the 

“tree of life;” the equivalent (at least to Christadelphians) of saying that Adam was created in a 

condition “subject to” and “capable of” death—that is, “mortal.”  And so, the Nazarene belief is 

described in those terms, even though perhaps Nazarenes may qualify the “mortality” as not being in 

the sense of actually dying because up until this point the “tree of life” medicine was able to “stay the 
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plague” as it were.  The apostle Paul explicitly says “death (came) by sin” (Rm 5:12).  If Adam’s 

eventual and so-called natural death 930 years later came by being unable to feed upon the “tree of 

life,” as I understand Nazarenes believe, then it would seem that death came not “by sin,” as the 

apostle says, but rather by a combination of Adam’s creation and denied access to the tree.   

Mortal—“Through Breach of Law” 

Russell says concerning Nazarene doctrine, “The important point to note is that ‘mortal’ means 

‘destined to die through breach of law’.”  But, the qualification, “through breach of law” seems 

arbitrary and may not be sustainable.  Here is why.  The words “mortal” and “immortal” differ in that 

one contains the prefix “im” meaning “not.”  This being the case, “immortal” would mean not 

“destined to die through breach of law.”  But doesn’t this definition require each individual to breach 

the law to be “mortal?”  It would seem that the “free life” doctrine demands this, inasmuch as by 

perfect obedience Jesus did not forfeit his life.  According to Nazarene doctrine, all others have 

transgressed and thusly forfeited their lives, and are therefore “destined to die.”  But, if Jesus did not 

incur “mortality” either by inheritance (as Christadelphians believe) or (as Nazarenes believe) by 

personal transgression, and was thus “immortal,” it becomes difficult to understand how he “likewise 

took part of the same” nature that contained the “power of death” (Heb 2:14) and was testified to be 

“a man of sorrows, and acquainted with grief” (Is 53:3).   

Animals—Not Destined to Die? 

The Scripture says, concerning man and beast, “As the one dieth, so dieth the other” (Ecc 3:19).  

In this respect, are men and animals not equal?  Are animals, like men, “destined to die?”  Yes, of 

course.  But, are animals “destined to die through breach of law?”  If the answer is no, then animals 

would seemingly be “immortal.”  If the answer is yes, then, according to your definition, animals are 

“mortal,” but then the question forces itself, “Did they transgress individually” as seems to be 

required by the qualified definition?  No.  The only explanation then, for their being “destined to die” 

would seem to be that they are so “destined” because of someone else’s “breach of law” which 

directly contradicts the “free life” concept of individual transgression.  But there is more.  Perhaps 

animals also, as the man and woman, were created in a “corruptible” condition capable of dying but 

not actually yet dying?  If so, did animals also, as the man and the woman, supposedly eat of the tree 

of life to sustain themselves?  Probably not, and are we to suppose that the animal’s abstinence from 

the “tree of life” explains why they die?  Why is it so difficult for some to accept that “by one man 

sin entered the world and death by sin?”  Does this not explain sorrow, disease, sickness, all human 

frailties, and their end result, death?  And are not these all physical?  In all of this Nazarenes 

seemingly ask others to believe that 1) Adam was not created mortal but became “mortal” by his 

personal transgression, 2) each man becomes “mortal” by his own transgression, which necessarily 

implies that transgressionless infants are “immortal”, 3) animals, while destined to die, did not 

breach law, and so are not “mortal” which means by all logic they are “immortal,” 4) “mortality” is a 

term that does not describe a “fallen nature” but rather denotes a “legal position” and nothing more.  

Is it any wonder why some have a hard time understanding the Nazarene perspective?   

Death by Decree 

As far as I know, the Scriptures do not say that the forbidden fruit actually caused the man and 

woman’s death, but only that the “eyes of them both were opened.”  It seems, therefore, that the 

physical death (mortality) which the apostle says “passed upon all men” by that “sin” (even over 

them who had not sinned personally as did Adam, Rm 5:14) may well have been by decree of the 

Almighty in the curse, “dust thou art and unto dust shalt thou return” (Gen 3:19) spoken along with 

other curses of a physical nature which included “sorrows.”  “By the offence of one judgment came 

upon all men to condemnation.”  While the word “judgment” is supplied by the translators in this 

passage, it nonetheless seems to convey the idea of decree.  In this regard, the “sting of death” would 

logically be none other than the sin of Adam.  It is a simple matter of cause and effect.  As the saying 

goes, “where there is smoke there is fire,” so also where there is death (also sickness and sorrow) 
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there is “sin.”  Transgressionless infants die.  What “sin,” therefore, can be responsible for the 

maladies of humanity but the “sin” of Adam?    

“The Sting of Death” 

The suggestion that the stinging “sin” to which Paul alludes in this 1 Cor. 15 passage is the “law 

of Moses” (Circular, July/August, ’07) seems to be contradicted by Paul’s own statement that the 

death which “passed upon all men” reigned even before the Law of Moses came to exist, and 

furthermore he adds “even over them who had not sinned after the similitude of Adam,” that is, they 

hadn’t personally transgressed.  True, “the law entered, that the offence might abound” (v20) and the 

Law was called “the ministration of death” (2 Cor 3:7), and in that sense the Law certainly was “the 

strength of sin.”  But the fact that the “sting of death” is linked inextricably with the “grave” is 

evidence that the “death” of which the apostle speaks is physical.  The “victory” is won over that 

which Adam’s sin brought upon mankind, when each faithful individual is “changed” in “a moment 

in the twinkling of an eye” when, “in this mountain” (Is 25:8), (Zion, not Sinai), “the Lord (shall) 

command the blessing, even life for evermore” (Ps 133).  This seems to be another way of expressing 

the blessing, “To him that overcometh will I give to eat of the tree of life” (Rv 2:7), a statement in 

which the word “again” is absent and therefore implies that none excepting the Lord himself has yet 

eaten.  When the “victory” is thus realized, there also “shall be no more death, neither sorrow, nor 

crying, neither shall there be any more pain: for the former things are passed away” (Rv 21:4, Isa 

25:8 This Isaiah passage is the same to which Paul alludes about the “victory”).  Is this not the 

Edenic curse of “mortality that might be swallowed up of life?”  (2 Cor. 5:4).  Christ was certainly a 

“man of sorrow, and acquainted with grief,” a condition emanating upon all mankind from Adam’s 

transgression, and being one of us, destroyed, by his shed blood, the diabolos, that which had the 

power of death.  He was one of us, and hath “gotten the victory” (Ps 98:1) over death, “through 

death” (Heb 2:14).  “Christ the first fruits, afterward they that are Christ’s at his coming” (1 Cor. 

15:23).  

 

“Judicial Death” 

It is true that Adam’s transgression alone caused a breach between himself and the Creator, a 

breach which may be described as “legal” and certainly incurred what may be called a “judicial 

death.”  And while this aspect of the transgression in Eden may be denied by the bulk of 

Christadelphia, the Unamended Christadelphian community by no means diminishes it in doctrinal 

value.  Therein, it is styled “legal condemnation,” a “sentence to death” that passed upon all men 

(being in the loins of Adam when he transgressed), and from which all men must be justified in the 

sight of God as the first step toward being “made perfect” (Heb 11:40).  Unlike most 

Christadelphians, the Nazarenes seem to be plenty familiar with the Hebrew idiom “muth te muth 

(thou shalt surely die),” and as such appear to share with the Unamended community the foundation 

and basic reason of the necessity of a blood-shedding sacrifice on account of “sin,” whether it be the 

“inherited state of sin” or actual personal transgression.  Without question, the idiom is emphatic, 

and expresses the intention of the Almighty that by transgression, Adam’s life would have been 

taken from him, and evidently by means of the shedding of his blood, because “the life is in the 

blood” (Lev 17:11).  

 

But just as important as the understanding of being cut-off for “sin,” is the doctrine of what 

Unamendeds call “inherited condemnation,” “alienation,” “Adamic Condemnation,” and the like.  It 

is about position.  And it is position, or status in God’s eyes, that, in my opinion, is generally missing 

in most Christadelphian teaching.  It is a position that changes by means of one’s expression of faith 

at an individual’s baptism by associating himself with the sacrificial death of Christ.  As the apostle 

said, “I am crucified with Christ” (Gal 2:20), “Buried with him into death” (Rm 6:4), “Planted 

together in the likeness of his death” (v5) and other such statements.  In this single act of humility, 

one is no longer accounted as being “without God” (Eph 2:12) but rather accounted “righteous” (Rm 

4:24), as was Abraham, even though we are “sinners” (Rm 3:10) in the behavioral sense.  In this new 

state, position, or status, one is Scripturally called “brother,” “heir,” “just,” “washed,” “redeemed,” 
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“in grace,” “saints,” “Sons of God,” “nigh,” “sanctified,” “alive/quickened,” “saved,” “living,” “in 

the Spirit,” “name written in the book of life,” and many more terms that define a position “in 

Christ.”  This status is not something one can earn by personal behavior, as was the manner by which 

“righteousness” was sought by the Pharisees and later the Judaizers, for “by the law no flesh shall be 

justified,” wrote the apostle (Rm 3:20).  Nazarenes appear to understand this aspect of 

“condemnation,” but at the same time, apparently because of unfamiliarity with Unamended 

Christadelphians, lump all Christadelphians into the same category of feeding “stones” to their 

children by believing that Adam’s sin incurred a natural death.  This accusation, while perhaps true 

in the experience of the Nazarenes, is not true with respect to Unamended Christadelphians in North 

America where we agree that “the sin of Adam affected Adam and all his descendants legally…”—

but we would disagree with you about “not physically.”   

Three “Condemnations” 

As the editors of the Advocate magazine on page 149 of “Christadelphians: The Untold Story” 

were cited, the Unamended community believes the sin of Adam changed his relationship in three 

ways—Morally, Legally, and Physically.  The first and second were a direct result of transgression, 

the third appears to be a curse that was added as a result of the first two.  A curse, by the way, which 

is promised to be removed in the same sequence as it came, that is, “legally” followed by 

“physically.”  As Adam “legally” incurred what Nazarenes call a “judicial death” merely by 

transgression, it appears he became physically “dying” in the declaration “dust thou art” etc.  The 

reverse of this also seems to be a two-fold process.  One must first be “justified” from the 

condemnation inherited from Adam.  As Russell seems to agree, “Baptism is not primarily for the 

forgiveness of sins but to restore our relationship to our Creator; to remove the alienation introduced 

into the human race when Adam transgressed; to remove Sin as our Master and establish God as our 

Master through faith in Jesus.”  One of the primary purposes of the book “Christadelphians: The 

Untold Story” was to demonstrate that this essential concept which both the Unamended community 

and Nazarenes embrace is for the most part absent in the Central Christadelphian fellowship.  This 

absence appears to be primarily a reaction to what some have mistakenly believed Bro. Andrew 

taught, the portion of Augustine’s doctrine mentioned earlier—“original sin.”  Of the three 

“condemnations” listed above relative to the sin of Adam therefore, it seems that Bro. Turney picked 

up on the first and second but denied the third; Bro. Roberts picked up the first and the third, denying 

the second, and the Unamended believe all three.   

 

With the first step toward complete reconciliation with God being the “legal” aspect of 

becoming “in Christ” positionally, the second portion of the two-fold process described above is the 

“redemption of our body” (Rm. 8:23), being “changed in a moment in the twinkling of an eye” (1 

Cor. 15:52) when “death is swallowed up in victory” (v54) and the “power of the grave” (Ps 49:15, 

Hos. 13:14) shall have no hold.  The Unamended believe, therefore, that the “death” from which we 

need deliverance is first the removal of the “sentence” in a “legal” sense, that the physical sorrow, 

pain, etc. which accompanies the physical curse of mortality might later be “changed” at the coming 

of our Lord.  “O wretched man that I am! who shall deliver me from the body of this death?  I thank 

God through Jesus Christ our Lord” (Rm 7:24). 

Trying to Understand 

I have spent a great deal of time trying to understand how the Nazarene fellowship has been 

misrepresented by others, apparently, as you say, even by myself, and have come to the conclusion 

that the misrepresentation, while done in ignorance, may simply be a matter of differing definitions.  

It seems that the Nazarenes have a different set of definitions than Christadelphians.  For example, 

while Christadelphians see “mortality” as a physical malady, the Nazarenes apparently see 

“mortality” as a legal status.  This is not to say that either concept is unscriptural, but only that the 

use of the word “mortality” is confusing or seemingly inappropriate to the other group.  It is my 

opinion that Robert Roberts, and his followers, for the most part have denied the legal status aspect 

which is why Nazarenes “wish Christadelphians could see that mortal and corruptible are two very 
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different matters.”  Contained in this “wish” is the Nazarene definition of “mortal.”  As I understand 

Nazarene doctrine, “mortal” is purely a “legal” matter.  You have given Edward Turney’s definition, 

and your assent to it to be, “destined to die through breach of law.”  I have had to give this a lot of 

thought before understanding that when you say “destined to die” you apparently mean to put 

emphasis on the word “destined” in the sense of “legal edict,” “decree”, or even “sentence of death” 

as a magistrate may pass a legal judgment, and not the physical declination of our bodies which is 

commonly understood to be “mortality.”  I suppose, therefore, that if I am correct, this is the reason 

why you object to the statement that “Adam was created mortal,” because with your definition, 

linked to the fact that he had not yet transgressed, he could not yet have come under the “decree” or 

“legal edict.”   

 

It appears therefore, at least to Christadelphians, that Nazarenes completely deny any physical 

aspect of “mortality” as a result of Adam’s sin, which explains why the so called “implantation” of 

“sin in the flesh” is likewise denied.  This seems to be confirmed in that, in Russell’s letter he 

characterizes the “physical effects of Adam’s sin” as being “supposed.”  This leaves but one 

explanation for the weakness, feebleness, sickness, sorrow, and declination of healthy cellular 

activity in our bodies that humans experience, and that is that Adam was created either with these 

physical ills or at least was potentially able to digress into them by being denied access to the “tree of 

life,” and perhaps that is why you describe his nature as “corruptible.”  But, in all fairness, with the 

human experience being what it is, and the ills being an integral part of what is normally known as 

“mortality,” can you really and honestly blame others for understanding and summarizing your belief 

as anything but “Adam was created mortal?”  And furthermore, can you honestly describe this 

condition as “very good?”  If there was no change in the Garden physically, and men even today are 

of the same nature in which Adam was created, and some bearing that nature are someday permitted 

to “eat of the tree of life” as promised (Rv 2:7, what is the “change” to which the apostle alludes 

which is to come “in a moment?”  If, indeed, the “tree of life” is “given” to those who overcome in 

that same nature to eat, wouldn’t one “live for ever” in that nature, as the Lord God said (Gen 3:22), 

without any “change?”   

 

As I have attempted to show not only in the book “Christadelphians: The Untold Story,” but 

also in the 2003 Shofar magazine series “From Eden to Calvary,” and this reply, the Unamended 

Community fully endorses the “legal” aspect of Adam’s sin.  We see his sin as incurring the liability 

of the Edenic law “thou shalt surely die,” but that does not necessarily mean that law was carried out.  

The cutting off was rather commuted for Adam (and his progeny) to a process of dying, (what we 

commonly call mortality), based upon his faith in the promised seed.  We see the inherited “legal 

condemnation” as the abstract liability of the entire race to eternal death, and the curse of “dust thou 

art, etc” as the actual physical change in Adam likewise “passed upon all men.”  In other words, the 

sentence “dust thou art, etc” became a physical law of his being.  This is the position taken by both 

Bro. Andrew and Bro. Williams, and unfortunately, Bro. Roberts seems to have only recognized the 

“physical law of his (Adam’s) being,” and consequently this limited perspective became the subject 

of later division between what are now two portions of Christadelphia (Amended and Unamended).  

 

I see I have written more than I intended.  You may publish this if you wish. 

 

Your brother in Christ, Richard Pursell 

 

P.S.—Lastly, I’m having a bit of trouble sorting out what appears to be contradictory 

statements.  On the one hand, you say, “Baptism is to restore our relationship to our Creator; to 

remove the alienation introduced into the human race when Adam transgressed.”  On the other hand 

you say “He (Jesus) was never estranged from His Father).  Is this to say Jesus was not of the human 

race? 

 

---------------------------- 
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In reply: 

 
Dear Brother Richard,  

 

Thank you for your letter of the 24
th

 August.  We can understand your comments and we assure 

you that we had no wish to give offence.  We are sorry to hear you have “burdens relative to life 

itself.”  Thank you for your understanding.  Consequently we are very pleased indeed to receive your 

reply. 

 

We noted in the preface to your book your hope “to promote healing among Christadelphians” 

and such has been the desire of the Nazarene Fellowship since the days of Edward Turney when 

Robert Roberts took the community off on a side-track of dispute, vain argument, and 

disfellowshipping; he had an abundance of arrogance, he could make beautiful and moving speeches 

and sway his audience but lacked calmness and humility, having the nature of a spoilt and impetuous 

child; a man who assiduously followed all that Dr. Thomas said but seemed not to understand him so 

that when Dr. Thomas died, Robert Roberts did a somersault with his teachings, setting brother 

against brother and the resultant community has been in desperate need of healing ever since. 

 

You say you had no intentions to misrepresent anyone and this we accept of course, and we 

have no desire whatsoever to misunderstand your teachings which we feel we have done for there are 

some things in your reply which have come as a pleasant surprise to us, especially under your 

heading “Judicial death.”  However, some of the things you express here I see as being contradicted 

elsewhere. 

 

You say that it is unfair to attribute to Christadelphians the belief in “personal guilt” for the 

nature we bare.  Yet you say we have to die as the penalty imposed upon us by our inherent nature.  

This idea of an inherent condemned nature which makes us all guilty before God is what we deny.  I 

realise you specify “personal guilt” but we are either individually guilty or not guilty.  If we die as 

the penalty imposed on our inherent nature we must be guilty, for God does not impose a penalty of 

condemnation without guilt.  I believe this impasse comes about by wrongly believing natural death 

to be the result of Adam’s transgression.   

 

You claim our inherent condemned nature is a “Misfortune and not a fault” but this also is false.  

Paul tells us in Galatians 3:22, “But the scripture hath concluded all under sin, that the promise by 

faith of Jesus Christ might be given to them that believe.”  Hardly a misfortune to be offered such a 

blessing.  The fact that God concluded all under sin is not a misfortune but the act of a merciful 

Father who wants to save His children from destruction.  And Hebrews 9:14-16 expands on this – 

“How much more shall the blood of Christ, who through the eternal Spirit offered himself without 

spot to God, purge your conscience from dead works to serve the living God?  And for this cause he 

is the mediator of the new testament, that by means of death, for the redemption of the transgressions 

that were under the first testament, they which are called might receive the promise of eternal 

inheritance.  For where a testament is, there must also of necessity be the death of the testator.”  The 

purpose of concluding all under the sin of Adam was so that the one death of Christ for sin should 

cover all who come out of Adam to be in Christ. 

 

You say your book was written for Christadelphians, about Christadelphians, in terms 

understandable to Christadelphians.  Some years ago I said Christadelphians had a language of their 

own and was told I was talking nonsense but now I wonder, do they have a dictionary of their own 

too – a dictionary of terms understandable only to Christadelphians?  Here is a phrase from that 

“Christadelphian dictionary” - “The Law of Condemnation” which Jesus is said to have abrogated.  
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There can be no such thing as a “law of condemnation” – it is a nonsense.  Condemnation is the 

resultant sentence of a broken law; it is the guilty verdict passed upon those who break any law thus 

making them liable to its penalty.  Can there be a “Law of guilty verdict”?  I think you will see my 

point. 

 

The important thing to accept and understand is that ‘Fallen nature,’ ‘Sin nature,’ ‘Sinful 

nature,’ and ‘sinful flesh’ are not found in Scripture.   

 

While the words ‘Sinful flesh’ occur in the King James Version in Romans 8:3, it is the result 

of bias on the part of the translators to uphold Augustinian “Original Sin” doctrine.  This should read 

“sin’s flesh” to convey Paul’s meaning which is that “Sin’s flesh” is flesh belonging to ‘Sin’ as a 

master.  Those under ‘King sin’ who are therefore “sin’s flesh” are those “in Adam.” 

 

“Sin that dwelleth in me” – is a much abused phrase and in fact applies to Paul (or any other 

Jew under the Law of Moses) before conversion to Jesus.  After baptism it was not sin that dwelt in 

him but Christ that dwelt in him.  John 6: 56. “He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, 

dwelleth in me, and I in him.”  Paul did not say that sin dwelt in him after his conversion, i.e. when 

Jesus dwelt in him.   

 

“Sin – is the transgression of law” as we are clearly told in 1 John 3:4.  No secondary sense is 

taught in Scripture.   Although a secondary sense has been taught and believed by many peoples 

since well before the time of Christ and may have started in Persia about the time of Daniel but it has 

nothing to do with Christian teaching. 

  

“Sin in the flesh” (Romans 8:3) refers to the time of Jesus’ suffering as in 1 Peter 4:1, 

“Forasmuch then as Christ hath suffered for us (when) in the flesh.”  Jesus condemned sin while He 

was in the flesh by showing that perfect obedience was possible. 

 

Surely it is high time Christadelphians made the right distinctions between these terms.  To 

lump them together as you say they do can only lead to utter confusion.  Even Robert Roberts before 

he crossed swords with Edward Turney had said there was no change in the nature of Adam when he 

became disobedient and that the phrase “sin in the flesh” is metonymical and not a literal element or 

principle pervading the physical organisation.  But Robert Roberts turned his own belief upside 

down in order to oppose Edward Turney.  How different Christadelphian history might have been if 

Robert Roberts had kept to the truth. 

 

As I said in my first response to you, nearly four months ago, it is ‘King Sin’ which possesses 

those “in Adam” and not we who possess sin in our flesh.  Having made this one big error, other 

errors had to follow - in just the same way as when one tells a lie and then one has to invent more 

lies to cover up the first lie. 

 

Jesus has imputed His righteousness to the faithful in place of their sins, while their sins were 

laid upon Him and He paid the price to take them away.  Both are substitution.  You are prepared to 

accept the first but reject the second by denying substitution. 

 

You say: 

 “It seems that the fruit of the tree of knowledge of good and evil indeed did change something 

about them, for it is written that upon eating, “the eyes of them both were opened.””   

 

Do you really believe the fruit contained some ‘toxin’ which opened their eyes?  Was it not 

rather the act of disobedience, the first act of disobedience by Adam that gave him a sense of guilt?  

It seems that you have to find some reason for a physical change in order to uphold your pre-

conceived conviction that there was such a change and in desperation you go on to say:  
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“It seems to me that the fruit did exactly what it had been seemingly empowered to do - perhaps 

a chemically induced physical change which affected their mental acuity.”   

 

“A chemically induced physical change which affected their mental acuity”!  I know that drug 

addiction can induce physical and mental changes but to suppose that God introduced such 

‘medicine’ into the fruit of the forbidden tree is surely the stuff of fairy tales!  And why does not 

Scripture give us more information to go on?  No convincing argument can be built on such 

untenable assumption.  Adam was made complete at his creation and did not need further 

modification after he disobeyed God. 

 

Adam had the ability to disobey when he was created.  Once given the law, “Thou shalt not” he 

had a choice – obey or not.  Adam made a choice as we all can and do. 

 

You write,  

“Whatever occurred in this “change” has obviously been passed on to their progeny.  We each 

have the ability to “choose the good and refuse the evil” (Isa 7:16).  The implication is, therefore, 

that prior to Adam’s transgression he did not possess the ability to know the difference between good 

and evil, and as such, was not, and could not have been, ‘tempted from within.’”    

 

But this has to be false.  Adam and Eve were given a will, that is, they were given the 

opportunity to choose to obey or to disobey God, but then you say they didn’t have the ability to 

know which was right and which was wrong because they had had no experience beforehand!  No!  

God knew what He was doing in giving Adam and Eve a will and a law to live by.  They had the 

company of angels to teach them; they had experience of life and death in the natural world around 

them, so they knew what death was and Adam understood what God was telling him when He said 

“In the day thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die,” which ‘Law’ Adam would have told to Eve, 

else the angels would have told her.  They had no excuse for disobedience and each had their own 

reason.  Eve was deceived but Adam was not. 

 

I am pleased to see we agree that: 

“To say that Christ was “given extra help to overcome temptation,” as some have suggested, is 

not only dishonouring to Him of the work He accomplished, but certainly as you say, a notion that 

denies the testimony of the Spirit word.  Is it not sufficient to agree with the prophet who said the 

“Son of David” would be of “quick understanding”? (Isaiah 11:3).   

 

The meaning of mortal has changed over the years.  It originally was only applied to human 

beings.  The fact that there is the word “mortalise” (now rarely seen) which means “to make mortal” 

shows the belief that there was a time when one was not mortal but could be made so.  Dr Thomas 

understood that Adam and Eve were neither mortal nor immortal at their creation as I quoted before: 

 

"It is possible that Adam and Eve would have died after a long time if no further change had 

been operated upon their nature... The animal nature will sooner or later dissolve.   It was not 

constituted so as to continue in life for ever, independent of any further modification.  We may 

admit, therefore, the corruptibility, and consequent mortality of their nature, without saying they 

were mortal... in this sense, therefore, I say, that in their novitiate, Adam and his betrothed had a 

nature capable of corruption, but were not subject to death or mortal." 

 

- "Elpis Israel," page 65. (pages 72-73 in 14th Edition - 1958) 

 

Again, with your reference to 1 Corinthians 15, to say that mortal applies to the faithful still 

alive at Jesus return and corruptible applies to those who have died and seen corruption is another 
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anomaly.  It is a huge supposition to apply the term ‘corruptible’ to those ‘in the graves’ who have 

long since corrupted and are therefore dust. 

 

You write “while it is true that there is a physical aspect to ‘mortality’…”   

 

No, Richard, it is not true except in today’s meaning; but your legal understanding is good until 

you apply it to those at Jesus’ right hand in Matthew 25:33.  I will quote from verse 31 –  

 

“When the Son of man shall come in his glory, and all the holy angels with him, then shall he sit 

upon the throne of his glory: and before him shall be gathered all nations: and he shall separate them 

one from another, as a shepherd divideth his sheep from the goats: and he shall set the sheep on his 

right hand, but the goats on the left.  Then shall the King say unto them on his right hand, Come, ye 

blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world: for I 

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

took me in…” 

 

When Jesus comes in His glory the first resurrection will have already taken place so the holy 

angels of whom we read in verse 31 are the faithful since the time of Adam, now immortal and now 

about to begin their reign as “kings and priests unto God and his Father”  (Revelation 1:6).  Those on 

Jesus right hand are the mortal population invited into the Kingdom age. 

 

You also mention “legally immortal” and I agree with this for Jesus said in John 5:24, “Verily, 

verily, I say unto you, He that heareth my word, and believeth on him that sent me, hath everlasting 

life (zoe), and shall not come into condemnation; but is passed from death unto life (zoe).”  I believe 

at baptism we are given (born with) zoe life, that is, spirit life and when we die our natural psuche 

life ceases; it is our zoe life that is hid with God till the resurrection.  “your life (zoe) is hid with 

Christ in God.”  Colossians 3:3. 

 

You write: 

“Nazarenes seemingly ask others to believe that  

1) Adam was not created mortal but became “mortal” by his personal transgression,  

2) each man becomes “mortal” by his own transgression, which necessarily implies that 

transgressionless infants are “immortal”,  

3) animals, while destined to die, did not breach law, and so are not “mortal” which means by 

all logic they are “immortal,”  

4) “mortality” is a term that does not describe a “fallen nature” but rather denotes a “legal 

position” and nothing more.   

 

Is it any wonder why some have a hard time understanding the Nazarene perspective?”   

 

In reply we say: 

1) is true.   

2) is false as we are only considered mortal once we realise that our legal position is that we are 

“sold under sin.” 

3) No logic can make animals immortal or mortal as the terms are legal and animals are not 

under the law of sin and death.  They are corruptible. 

4) There is no such thing as “fallen” nature.  Our physical nature is not mortal but corruptible.  

Mortal can only apply to the person, not his flesh.  It is a legal position. 

  

I know you have tried to understand the Nazarene position so I hope the above will be helpful. 

 

Again, no, it is not Nazarene Fellowship belief that Adam died as a result of being barred from 

the Tree of Life.  (While you will have gathered this from the first few pages of “The Two Sons of 
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God,” Edward Turney soon afterwards reasoned against this view).  Adam died of old age and there 

is nothing I know of in Scripture which suggests otherwise.  In this respect Adam was created no 

different to all other animals.  I have heard Christadelphians say that Adam and Eve did not age 

while in the garden because they had access to the tree of life but how do they know?  It is an 

unnecessary and unhelpful speculation. 

 

In the words of Ernest Brady:  

 

“Where then, shall we look for the explanation of the Fall of Man?  It was undoubtedly a matter 

of Law.  A tremendous change occurred certainly, but it was a legal change, not a physical one.  The 

change was in Adam's relationship to God.  From being an obedient Son, living in harmony with his 

Creator, by a simple act of disobedience he alienated himself.  This changed relationship is typified 

by the expulsion from Eden and debarment from the Tree of Life.  It is not necessary to suppose that 

this tree of Life had a miraculous power to confer immortality; it typifies the fact that so long as 

Adam was obedient and free in the garden he was in a “living” relationship, but having transgressed 

the law under which he was placed, he incurred the penalty attaching to that law, namely the 

sentence of death.  He was therefore cut off from the tree of Life and expelled from Eden; he was in 

a legally dead condition and estranged from God.”  

 

You write:  

“The apostle Paul explicitly says “death (came) by sin” (Romans 5:12).  If Adam’s 

eventual and so-called natural death 930 years later came by being unable to feed upon 

the “tree of life,” as I understand Nazarenes believe, then it would seem that death came 

not “by sin,” as the apostle says, but rather by a combination of Adam’s creation and 

denied access to the tree.” 

 

Adam’s natural death at the age of 930 years was not the death that came by sin.  If we simply 

put together the teachings of Scripture that - 

1)  “the wages of sin is death,” and,  

2)  “it is not possible that the blood of bulls and of goats should take away sins” (Hebrews 10:4), 

but,  

3)  the sacrifice of Jesus did (Isaiah 53:6, John 1:29 etc.), and,  

4)  “there is no forgiveness without the shedding of blood” (Hebrews 9:22).  

 

Then we find that forgiveness can only be through Jesus after He was crucified – after His blood 

was shed.  We then realize that forgiveness required the violent death of Jesus for our sakes.  

Therefore sin requires violent death not natural death.  I.e. the wages of sin is violent death, which is 

judicial death. 

 

Neither the natural death of Adam nor the natural death of any of his descendants was or is the 

penalty for sin, else Jesus died in vain because we all still die.   

 

But you agree with us that judicial death was incurred by Adam when he transgressed, so why 

ever do you say and think that natural death is the result of condemnation?  “There is therefore now 

no condemnation to them which are in Christ” yet they still die the natural death of all men.  The 

condemnation which is removed is the condemnation which came by Adam’s sin, i.e. judicial death 

(the second death).  Natural death cannot be the judicial death here mentioned. 

 

It is not at all complicated but has been made so by false doctrines and impractical assumptions 

that natural death came by sin and that Adam’s physical nature was changed at the ‘fall.’ 

 

You make the statement that  
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“According to Nazarene doctrine, all others have transgressed and thusly forfeited their 

lives, and are therefore destined to die.”  

 

This needs addressing as, once again, it is not Nazarene Fellowship teaching.  We do not know 

that all others have transgressed.  It may be some have not but it makes no difference to whether or 

not one is accounted worthy of eternal life.  We see three groups of people; the first group are the 

majority of mankind who know not God.  They will live and die as do the animals and never come 

under God’s laws.  (“Where there is no law there is no sin”).  The second group who come to a 

knowledge of the gospel and realise they are destined to die because they are “in Adam” and reject 

the offer of becoming “in Christ” are liable to the second death having spurned God’s gracious offer 

of life eternal through the death of His beloved Son.  They are destined to die the “second death” 

(judicial death) because they choose to remain “in Adam” and are concluded under the sin of Adam - 

this is regardless of any other sins.  The third group are those who are faithful to God and accounted 

worthy and so are accepted of Him.  

 

It may come as a surprise when I say that Jesus was neither mortal not immortal.  Jesus is called 

the second Adam because He was placed in a similar position to the first Adam.  The new life from 

God excepted Jesus from being concluded under the sin of Adam.  Life is passed down from father 

to child; the mother giving the child nourishment for building a new body in her womb.  The life is 

in the blood which is not derived from the mother’s blood but each child has his/her own new blood 

from within its body which is in no way connected to the mother’s blood.  If it was then one could 

say that Jesus life was connected to Mary’s.  It was not, but the life in Jesus blood was new life from 

God, free of the condemnation which came upon Adam.  Therefore a ‘free life.’ 

 

You say there are Three Condemnations and that: - 

 

“the sin of Adam changed his relationship in three ways – Morally, Legally, and Physically.  

The first and second are the direct result of transgression, the third appears to be a curse that was 

added as a result of the first two.” 

 

We see the first two as identical.  God’s laws are moral laws; they are the commands demanding 

right moral behaviour.  Deuteronomy 6:4-9 “Hear, O Israel: The LORD our God is one LORD: And 

thou shalt love the LORD thy God with all thine heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy might.  

And these words, which I command thee this day, shall be in thine heart:  And thou shalt teach them 

diligently unto thy children, and shalt talk of them when thou sittest in thine house, and when thou 

walkest by the way, and when thou liest down, and when thou risest up.  And thou shalt bind them 

for a sign upon thine hand, and they shall be as frontlets between thine eyes.  And thou shalt write 

them upon the posts of thy house, and on thy gates.”  Where is there a law of God which is not a 

moral law? 

 

Then you see a third change as being physical which you say “appears to be a curse that was 

added as a result of the first two.”  The physical change due to knowingly breaking God’s law and 

being unrepentant is judicial death.  I believe we have been given an instance of this death in the 

matter of Korah, Dathan and Abiram - Numbers 16:29-33, “If these men die the common death of all 

men, or if they be visited after the visitation of all men; then the LORD hath not sent me.  But if the 

LORD make a new thing, and the earth open her mouth, and swallow them up, with all that appertain 

unto them, and they go down quick into the pit; then ye shall understand that these men have 

provoked the LORD.  And it came to pass, as he had made an end of speaking all these words, that 

the ground clave asunder that was under them: and the earth opened her mouth, and swallowed them 

up, and their houses, and all the men that appertained unto Korah, and all their goods.  They, and all 

that appertained to them, went down alive into the pit, and the earth closed upon them: and they 

perished from among the congregation.” 
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These people did not die the “common death of all men” and I believe it illustrates the judicial 

“second death.”   

 

While we deny any physical effects upon the race brought about by Adam’s sin you conclude:  

“this leaves but one explanation for the weakness, feebleness, sickness, sorrow, and 

declination of healthy cellular activity in our bodies that humans experience, and that is 

that Adam was created either with these physical ills or at least was potentially able to 

digress into them by being denied access to the “tree of life”… and furthermore can you 

honestly describe this condition as “very good”? 

 

It does not follow that Adam suffered these ills through being denied access to the tree of life, 

but because he was not protected from them.  I believe the reason for all the ills that our race 

experiences is due to God leaving us to chance as we read in Ecclesiastes 9:11, “I returned, and saw 

under the sun, that the race is not to the swift, nor the battle to the strong, neither yet bread to the 

wise, nor yet riches to men of understanding, nor yet favour to men of skill; but time and chance 

happeneth to them all.” 

 

Having said that, I also believe that this calls for prayer so that the faithful are not left to “time 

and chance.”  When God created Adam and all things “very good” it must be realised that they were 

created very good for their purpose and not that they were perfected to last for eternity.   

  

“This mortal must put on immortality and this corruptible must put on incorruption” and then, 

like Jesus’ body, the bodies of the faithful will not be energised by life in the blood, that is natural 

life (psuche) but by spirit life (zoe).  Jesus blood in which was His natural psuche/life, was shed at 

the foot of the Cross and not given back.  Jesus was raised in zoe/life i.e. Spirit life.  No other 

“change” is spoken of in Scripture for the faithful. 

 

I believe I have answered your P.S. inasmuch as Jesus was related to the human race through 

Mary but His life (or lives - both psuche and zoe) came direct from His Father and not via Adam. 

 

With love in Jesus.  Russell Gregory 

 

 

 

 


